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CHAPTER IX.

THE CHRISTIAN SABBATH—ITS OBSERVANCE.

THI= may be learned, partly from the Decalogue itself, and partly
from allusions to the subject in other parts of Scripture. The duty of
keeping the Sabbath may be comprised in two parts—first, what we
to refrain from doing; secondly, what we are required to do. 1

L. We consider what we should REFRAIN FROM DOING on the Sabbath,

On this day we should refrain from all ordinary labor and worldly
business. The law reads: “Six days shalt thou labor, and do all
work ; but the seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God: in i
thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy
man-servant, nor thy maid-servant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger tha
is within thy gates.” ]

From this we learn, first, that the obligation of observing the Sab-
bath, with those who are householders or heads of families, extends fe
all under their control—to children, to strangers, or guests sojourts
ing with them, and to domestic animals employed for purposes of
labor. The law of the Sabbath forbids all ordinary work on th
Lord’s-day, holding the head of the house responsible for all under
control. The spirit of the law will not, however, forbid such acts of
labor as may be necessarily connected with the duty of attendance upor
the services of religion. Traveling to and from church, and the employ-
ment of animals for that purpose, are not here forbidden; but all such
employments merely for business or visits of pleasure are plain viola-
tions of the Sabbatic institution.

The comment of our Saviour, however, while it sanctions the d g
ooservance of the Sabbath, according to the true spirit and design of’
the institution, condemns the extreme rigor with which the hypocritical

Pharisees pretended to adhere to the letter of the Jewish law on the
subject, while in reality they cared not for its spirit. He teaches clearly
that works of necessity or mercy may properly be done on the Sabb h,
Thus, the necessary preparation of food, both for man and beast, may
lawfully be made on the Sabbath-day; but even this preparation, so
far as it may conveniently be made on the day before, cannot be thes
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neglected and attended to on the Sabbath without a violation of the
law. The visitation of the sick, or of the poor and needy, in order to
do good to their souls or bodies, is a work appropriate for the Sab-
bath, and beautifully harmonizes with our Saviour’s teaching, when he
demands: “Is it lawful on the Sabbath-days to do good, or to do evil ?
~ to save life, or to destroy it?” Luke vi. 9.
~ IL But we inquire, What are the PosITIVE DUTIES which the law
~ of this institution requires us to perform on the Sabbath-day?
“ Remember the Sabbath-day, to keep it holy,” is the divine injunc-
~ tion; but what is implied in keeping it holy?
1. It cannot be kept holy, when spent in idleness. Man was made for
~ activity and usefulness. An idle drone can neither be happy himself
- nor useful to others. Although the Sabbath is a day of rest, in a cer-
tain sense—that is, of cessation from worldly pursuits—yet it is by no
means a day of inaction, or idleness. This day can only be properly
“hallowed” by being devoted strictly and fully to the worship of God
and attendance upon religious duties. He who spends the Sabbath in
idleness at home, or in reading or social conversation, when he has it
~ in his power to attend upon the public worship of God, as really vio-
lates the Sabbath as the man who trades in his store or works in his
- shop or field.
- One design of the Sabbath is, to furnish for both man and beast a
needed repose from bodily toil ; another design is, to set apart one day
~of seven for special devotion to public worship and other religious
duties. Now it is just as essential to the proper observance of the
~ Sabbath to attend to one division of these duties as the other; hence we
~are no more at liberty to neglect public worship, and pretend that we
are keeping holy the Sabbath, because we merely abstain from “doing
ordinary work therein,” and from “buying or selling,” than we are to
- pursue our ordinary worldly business on that day, and suppose that,
because we spend a portion of it in attendance upon public worship, we
~ are properly keeping the Sabbath. When prevented from attending
-~ public worship by affliction, or other providential causes, the Sabbath
may be properly observed by “searching the Scriptures,” reading good
books, or performing other works of piety; but when not thus pre-
vented, we cannot neglect the public services of the sanctuary without
violating the spirit of the Sabbatic law.

2. The practice of thus hallowing the Sabbath, by devoting a portion
of it to the public service of God, not only grows out of the design of
~ the institution itself, but is sanctioned by the example of our Saviour,
- who regularly attended the services of the temple or the synagogue
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on the Sabbath-day. It is also in accordance with the examp
of the apostles and first Christians, who statedly met for public we
ship on “the Lord’s-day;” nor can it be neglected without violati
the apostolic injunction: “Not forsaking the assembling of ourse
- together.” _
The attendance upon famzly and private devotion mot being pee
liarly duties of the Sabbath, but alike obligatory upon all days, willz
be particularly considered here, but we will conclude this chapter
some general reflections on the beneficial tendency of the institution,
IIL. The BENEFITS derived from the Sabbath. 1

1. The proper observance of the Sabbath is a great blessing, eve
in a temporal point of view. Here we realize the truth of our Saviou
words: “The Sabbath was made for man.” He who created man kue
his nature, and gave him this institution to meet one of his constif
tional necessities. Such is the nature of both our mental and bodi
powers, that they cannot, without injury, be overtaxed with labor; a
such is the natural cupidity, avarice, and ambition of fallen humanit
that most persons, but for the restrictions of the Sabbath, would dey
themselves so incessantly to mental or bodily toil as greatly to enery
and impair their powers, if not entirely to destroy them, and bring
premature superannuation or untimely death. And if men would th
be led to overtax their own powers, how much more certainly wou
they overwork their servants and their animals!  Hence, if there w
uo command making the observance of the Sabbath a duty, such:
institution would be a wise and judicious arrangement, merely ¢
measure of State policy or worldly prudence.
2. But the benefits of this institution, in a social, moral, and rengu
point of view, are incaleulably great.
The Sabbath, with its religious services, by bringing the people {
any community together at regular and frequent intervals, natu
tends to cultivate among them a better acquaintance with each oth
and thus to create a mutual sympathy and community of inte
while, at the same time, that spirit of selfishness so naturally resu
from an isolated state would be counteracted, and a feeling of uni
and brotherhood, of friendly assimilation and social attachment, wo
necessarily ensue.
Again, when we reflect on the pure and sublime themes so constal
kept before the religious assemblies on the Lord’s-day, and the ruin
tendency of those habits of idleness and dissipation which would
rally result from the neglect of this institution, how numerous and gn
must those benefits appear which, even in a social and moral view
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the subject, flow from the Sabbatic institution—with its oft-recurring
“golemn and orderly assemblies, its songs and its prayers, its lectures and
its sermons!

But look especially at the directly religious tendency of the Sabbath.
Since men are so prone to forget God and neglect religion, under cir-
cumstances the most favorable, how greatly would this irreligious pro
clivity be enhanced by a withdrawal of the influences of the Sabbath!
There is a sacred stillness which marks this consecrated day—a solem-
nity connected with the “sound of the church-going bell” and its peace-
fully-assembling multitudes — that all must feel and acknowledge.
Under these influences thousands of the thoughtless and the gay are
led to the house of God, and thus brought within reach of the blessed
word ; and in this way each returning Sabbath numbers its multitudes
reclaimed from vice, and washed and sanctified by redeeming grace, to
swell the numbers of the saints on earth, and prepare them for the
mansions on high. Blot from existence the holy Sabbath, with all its
sacred associations and influences, and how appalling the consequences
that would ensue!

Finally, the Sabbath is beneficial as a type of the heavenly rest. Such it
was, doubtless, in its original appointment, such it was to the saints in
ancient times, such it has ever been to the Christian Church, and such
it will continue to be while time endures. How strengthening to the
faith, and how encouraging to the hope, of the believer must be this
oft-recurring rest! Buffeted by adverse winds and waves, faint-hearted
and cast down, persecuted and afflicted, with what joy must the weary
pilgrim hail this day of sacred rest and worship, which so forcibly
reminds him of that “rest that remaineth to the people of God”1

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IX.

Questiox 1. From what parts of Scrip-| 6. Does this duty imply attendance
ture may this duty be learned ? upon divine worship?

2 What should we refrain from doing | 7. By whose example is this duty sanc-
on the Sabbath? tioned ?

3. What is a peculiar duty of house- | 8. What temporal blessings result from
holders? the observance of the Sabbath?

4. What does the Saviour condemn in| 9. What are the social blessings con-
reference to the Jewish method of nected with this institution?
observing the Sabbath? 10. What benefits of a moral and relig

. What is the first thing named as im- ious character result from it?
plied in keeping the Sabbath? 11. What are its typical uses?




PART III.—THE MORALS OF CHRISTIANITY.

BOOK IIL.—OUR DUTY TO OUR NEIGHBOR.

CHAPTER X.

2 e

OUR DUTY TO OUR NEIGHBOR—ITS GENERAL PRINCIPLES CONSIDERED.

AGREEABLY to our Lord’s comment on the moral law, our duty te
- God, which we have already considered, was embraced in the first of
- the two tables of stone, and our duty to our neighbor in the second.
~ The former is all fulfilled in loving God supremely; the latter in loving
~ our neighbor as ourselves.

o the latter branch of this duty, or to the second table of the Deca-
~ logue, we now call attention. In our Saviour’s epitomized presentation
of the moral law, the six commandments of the second table are all
~ comprised in this sentence, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself;”
and also in our Saviour’s golden rule (Matt. vii. 12).

" &t Paul comments on the moral law in perfect accordance with our
Saviour’s teachings. He says: “He that loveth another hath - fulfilled
the law. For this, Thou shalt not commit adultery, Thou shalt not
~ kill, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not bear false witness, Thou shalt
" not covet; and if there be any other commandment, it is briefly com-
- prehended in this saying, namely, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy-
. gelf. Love worketh no ill to his neighbor; therefore love is the fulfill-
~ ing of the law.” Rom. xiii. 8-10.

~ Thus it appears that all moral obligation—our duty to God, ourselves,
and others—is comprised in one word—LOVE. Here is the grand cen-
ter and source whence all duty is derived—love to God and love to
man. How sublimely simple and comprehensive is this comment of

Christ; and how beautifvl the illustration of St. Paul! In considering
(816)
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this moral code, so far as it relates to our love to our neighbor, two things
are to be noticed—
I. THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES EMBRACED.

II. THEIR APPLICATION TO SPECIAL CASES AND CONDITIONS.

In this chapter we will consider the general principles embraced.

These are all comprised in the six commandments of the second
table; and no more simple and correct method of analyzing and illus-
trating the subject can be adopted than to consider each of these come
wandments separately. '

L. The fifth commandment—the first in the second table—reads thul
“Honor thy father and thy mother; that thy days may be long upon
the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee.” Ex. xx. 12.

Although this commandment only specifies the duty of children to
parents, yet, according to its scope and bearing, it should be unde
stood as covering the whole ground, not only of the obligation of chil-
dren to parents, and of parents to children, but of inferiors to superiors,
and of superiors to inferiors. As the general duty here enjoined wi |
be particularly considered under our next general division, to avoid
repetition, we omit its discussion here.

IL The sixth commandment is, “ Thou shalt not kill.”

1. This commandment forbids the taking of life—either our own, or
that of our fellow-creatures—except in case of public justice by process
of law, necessary self-defense, or justifiable war lawfully waged. 3

In reference to the first exception here specified, there can be little
centroversy. All will admit that, for a capital offense, the law of ¢
land may rightfully take the life of the criminal. This is only carry:
ing out the ancient precept delivered to Noah and his family : “ Whoso
sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed.” Gen. ix. 6.

It must also be understood that treason, because it is of the essence of
n.urder, and necessarily leads to its commission, is here constructively
embraced as a crime included with murder, and may rightfully be ine
volved in the same penalty of forfeiture of life.

But as to crimes and misdemeanors of less magnitude, and for "
perpetration of which there is no warrant in the word of God for in
flicting the penalty of death, should any State attach such penalty, ar
the officers of the law carry out the sentence and execution accordingly,
the State itself then becomes the violator of the sixth commandment
oy taking the life of man without authority from God who gave it.

In a case of this kind, the State itself is the offender in the sight g
Heaven, and, as may be apprehended, will, sooner or later, be visite
vith judicial punishment, There can be no question that it is ¢
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duty of all civil officers, whether judicial or executive, while holding
~ office under government, ‘to carry out the constitution and laws of that

government faithfully, according to their official oath ; and, so long as
they are not convinced of any discrepancy between the civil and the
divine law, they are blameless in so doing. But should they be required.
as civil officers, to sanction or perform what they are convinced is con:
trary to the law of God, then they can no longer act as officers of the
law without being identified with the State as particeps eriminis. Their
only proper remedy then is, “for conscience’ sake,” to resign.

2. That self-defense, 'when our own lives are attacked or in imminent
danger, is a duty, there can be no question. The law of nature dictates
it. Nor is it inconsistent with the duty of “loving our neighbor as our-
selves.” Yet even the plea of self-defense cannot justify us in taking
the life of another person unless that self-defense be strictly necessary,
and not brought about by our own willful act. If we have voluntarily
brought the difficulty or danger upon ourselves, or if we can see n way
of escape from it by any other means, we cannot, without guilt, save our-
selves by destroying others.

3. It is generally conceded that the taking of life in war is not mur-
der. St.Paul says: “ Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers.

.~ For there is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of
- God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance

of God” Rom. xiii. 1, 2.
Human governments, then, are the ordinance of God—not, however
in such sense that God sanctions all their principles or measures. They

. are frequently cruel, unjust, and vicious. As such, God may tolerate,

but he cannot sanction or approve them. Yet that human govern-
ments should exist, notwithstanding their imperfections, is according to
the divine will, and that, as a general rule, they should be treated with
respect and submission, is also a maxim of revelation; but as, in the
nature of things, human governments in the present state of the world
cannot be maintained without war, it necessarily follows that war is

- sometimes justifiable; and if so, then the taking of life in war, accord-
~ ing to the rules of honorable warfare, is not a violation of this com-

Sl as Bk ddag

mandment,

But if the war, though justifiable in itself, be conducted on principles
of cruelty, and human life be wantonly and uselessly destroyed, con-
trary to the rules of honorable warfare, so far as this is the case, the
taking of life in war is as really murder as in any other instance.

Again, if the war itself be unjustifiable —if it be commenced and
carried on through wicked motives, merely through worldly pride and

h2 '
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ambition—through the lust of power or gain, or o gratify a spirit of
rcvenge—in all such cases, the war, from beginning to end, is but &
wholesale murder—it is a plain violation of the precept, “Thou sha
not kill.” ‘

In an unjustifiable war, the nation bringing it on is guilty of 3
national offense against God and man, for which, as a nation, they
be likely to be visited with condign punishment. The individuals coms
posing the nation waging such. a war, so far as they may volunta ily
engage in it, with a proper understanding of its character, are perso
violators of the sixth commandment, and are réally guilty of murder
but so far as their participation is not voluntary, but unavoidable,
are individually innocent or excusable. ;

4 Once more: This command, “ Thou shalt not kill,” also express|
prohibits—

Dueling.—There is no mode of reasoning by which this sin can b
made to appear in any better light thar that of willful murder. It sets
aside, on the ground of mere custom, fashion, pride, or prejudice,
express statute of Heaven. It treats with contempt the “image of
God”—in which man was created. It combines, in a single act, both
suicide and the murder of our fellow-being. :

Dueling may properly be classed with the barbarisms of the da
ages. The law of honor, falsely so called, from which it claims it
sanction, has nothing in reason or revelation to sustain it. It is alike
repugnant to the teachings of both—it can have no tendency to deci '
the matter of quarrel between the combatants. Nor can it be a tes
of true bravery; for he who has the firmness and heroism to decline
contest in the face of the scoff and ridicule of the ungodly multitude
rather than do a wrong act, gives evidence of more real courage tha
he could give by hazarding his life and that of his antagonist §
a duel. 3

If a man falls in a duel, he has murdered himself without law 0
reason, but in opposition to the dictates of both; and, in many case
rashly and sinfully abandoned his pest of responsibility as the guardia
protector, and support, of a helpless family. If he kills his antagonis
he has murdered his fellow-man, and perhaps thus thrown his helple
widow and orphans adrift upon the world in a state of dependence an
want. If neither falls, both are guilty, in intent, of both suicide 2
murder, in the common sense of the term. And in either case, a
whatever may be the issue, the duelist has planted in his conscience
thorn tnat will pierce his soul with anguish while life endures, if n
forever and ever. And for what good end are all these evils evoke
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Who is benefited? What law of God or of reason has been houored ?
It is but a sacrifice of the dearest interests of humanity upon the altar

~of folly and madness.

5. Suicide—Some of the ancient Greek and Roman philosophers at
times expressed very correct notions in reference to this crime. Plato
says: “We men are all by the appointment of God in a certain prison,
or custody, which we ought not to break out of, or run away.” Cicero
says . “(God, the supreme governor of all things, forbids us to depart
heuce without his order. All pious men ought to have patience to con-
tinue in the body as long as God shall please who sent us hither; and
not force themselves out of the werld before he calls for them, lest they
be found deserters of the station appointed them by God.” But Cicero,
in another place, appears as the apologist of this crime, and Seneca was
also its advocate; while Demosthenes, Cato, Brutus, and Cassius, all
encouraged it by their example. Hence it is manifest that the Bible
alone can establish us firmly on the right foundation in reference to this
question,

That the divine law, as exhibited in the sixth commandment, clearly
prohibits suicide, may be seen both from the letter and spirit of that
precept, “ Thou shalt not kill.” Surely, to take my own life is as literal
a transgression of this law as to take the life of my neighbor! Our
Saviour’s version of the law, “ Thou shalt do no murder,” is still more
emphatic in the prohibition of suicide and every conceivable species of
murder.

The fact that the Mosaic law specifies no penalty against the crime
of suicide, is no proof that 4 was not included with every other species
of murder. This crime, from its very nature, places him who commits
it at once beyond the reach of all human law. Of course, to annex a
penalty, under such circumstances, would involve an absurdity—an
utter impossibility. He who takes his own life, can only be punished
for that offense by Him who is the author of life, and to whom all are
accountable for this guilt.

The precept of our Saviour, “Thou shalt love thy nelghbor as thy-
self,” plainly prohibits suicide. If, as all admit, this language forhids
the taking of the life of our neighbor, because we would thereby exhibit
less love to our neighbor than we have for ourselves, it is necessarily
implied that self-murder is forbidden, because, by performing this act,
we would show less love to ourselves than we are required to exercise
toward our neighbor. Hence, as the precept implies a similarity or cor-
respondence between our love for ourselves and our neighbor, if it forbidy
the taking of the life of our neighbor, it must also prohibit suicide
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Again as the taking of human life, as a penalty aunexed to crime
can only be justified on the principle of necessity, in view of mainta
ing just government over mankind in a state of political association,
follows—as self-murder cannot be placed on the ground of a simila
necessity, in view of the maintenance of society, and personal securit
and happiness therein—that therefore it can only be contemplated as!
crime, alike repugnant to the letter and spirit of both natural an
divine law, though in its nature not susceptible of punishment by humat
penalty. ) .

Again, the reason assigned in Scripture rendering the crime of takin
human life so heinous and offensive, applies as forcibly to suicide as toan
other description of murder—*Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by ma
shall his blood be shed ; for in the image of God made he man.” Noy
is it not clear that, as the turpitude of the crime of “shedding ms
blood” results from the fact that he was “made in the image of God,
and as this applies alike to every indivi.aal of the race—from the
reasons is it not clear that suicide is as emphatically condemned as ¥
“ shedding of man’s blood” under any circumstances whatever ?

6. According to the admitted maxim, that “ the greater comprehen
the less,” the command, “ Thou shalt not kill,” not only prohibits mi
der, but all offenses of less magnitude whose natural tendency leads
the perpetration of murder. :

Under this head may be embraced—sinful anger, hal ‘ed or
revenge, strife, excess—in relation to food, drink, or labor- -unnecess
exposure of our own life or that of others, and the neglect of the neces
means of preserving life, under any circumstances. ' .

(1) Sinful Anger.—As the indulgence in this often results in murde
it is forbidden by this commandment. ~Although it cannot be suppe
that the pure and holy nature of God is susceptible of anger, asa ]
turbing or agitating passion, in the sense in which this emotion o
¢xists in man, yet, as in his nature he is immovably opposed to sin,
fixed opposition—this holy disapprobation and hatred of sin, and et
mination to punish the sinner—are expressed in Scripture by the
“anger;” hence we read, “ God is angry with the wicked.every da
From this fact we may rationally infer that anger is not, under all
cumstances, sinful; but that, in the sense in which it is commo

indulged, it is sinful, and in direct antagonism to the great law of
in which the essence of Christianity is embraced, is clearly set o
in the Bible. St. Paul says: “Let all bitterness, and wrath, and an
and clamor, be put away from you, with all malice.” Eph. iv. 31.
the same apost]e’s enumeration « f “the works of the flesh,” he embrs
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not only “murders,” but also strife, variance, hatred, and wrath. And
8t. John testifies: “ Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer.” 1
John 1ii. 15. Anger, if permitted to carry us beyond a calm and holy
indignation against sin, or if allowed a permanent lodgment in the
heart, becomes sinful and pernicious, destroying the peace of him who
indulges in it, and divesting him of that amiability of temper and
~ behavior which is essential to the Christian character.
(2) Revenge is also interdicted by this law. St. Paul says: “ Recom-
 pense to no man evil for evil. . . . Dearly beloved, avenge not your-
selves, but rather give place unto wrath; for it is written, Vengeance is
" mine; I will repay, saith the Lord. Therefore if thine enemy hunger,
 feed him ; if he thirst, give him drink ; for in so doing thou shalt heap
~ coals of fire on his head. Be not evercome of evil, but overcome evil
with good.” Romans xii. 17, 19-21. How attractive, how sublime, are
 the mild precepts of the gospel, when contrasted with the selfishness
~ and cruelty of human philosophy! Lord, endue us with that mind
- “which was also in Christ Jesus”!
~ (3) Strife, contention, disputation, and quarreling, originating in an
~ unholy temper, and conducted in a vainglorious or ambitious spirit, are
~ forbidden by this law, and are inconsistent with Christian gharacter, and
~ hurtful to society. “Follow peace with all men” (Heb. xii. 14) is the
~ gospel rule. And again: “Do all things without murmurings and dis-
~ putings.” Phil. ii. 14. Again: “Let nothing be done through strife or
~ vainglory.” Phil. ii. 3. St. Paul also (2 Cor. xii. 20) speaks in con-
~ demnation of “envyings, wraths, strifes, backbitings, whisperings, swell-
' ings, tumults,” showing that all such things are uncongenial to the spirit
~ of Christianity.
~ (4) In a word, this commandment prohibits all injurious ezcess tend-
'~ ing to the enervation or destruction of the health, vigor, and activity
~ of our bodily powers or mental faculties. This not only interdicts all
. drunkenness and dissipation, in the common acceptation of the. term,
~ but also excess in the use of food, in labor, in recreation, or amusement,
" or whatever would tend to impair the constitution, or deprive us of
~ the possession of mens sana in corpore sano—a sound mind in a healthy
~ body. .
() Again, if we neglect the means which we believe to be essential
{0 the preservation of our own lives, or the lives of others, and life is
~ lost through that neglect, we are guilty of murder. If we seea blind
'~ man, unconscious of his danger, about to step over a precipice where h¢
~ will inevitably be destroyed, and have it in our power to save his life,
~ sither by giving him timely warning, or by pulling him from the dan-
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ger, and fail (o do so, we are as really guilty of murder as though we
had directly taken his life by our own overt act. “Lord have mercy.
upon us, and incline our hearts to keep this law!”

III. “ THOU SHALT NOT COMMIT ADULTERY.” :

The sin here forbidden, embracing every violation of the laws of con-
jugal fidelity, and of chastity in general, will be considered in conneo
tion with the obligations pertaining to the conjugal relation. Hencewe
will not enter upon the subject in this connection. ‘

IV. “THoU SHALT NOT STEAL.”

Under the head of theft, as the term is here used, much more is im-
plied than the overt act of stealing in the sense of the civil law. Ina
legal sense, fo steal is to take from another his property, goods, money,
or possessions, in a secret and fraudulent manner. It differs from rob-
bery, in that the one is performed in a secret or hidden mauner, and
the other by violence or force.

But as the divine law penetrates more deeply, and scrutinizes more
closely, than civil statutes can do, having cognizance of the secret thought
as well as the overt act, it is understood here not only to forbid the
crime of theft, in its literal, civil acceptation, but also robbery, the re-
ceiving of stolen property, knowing it to be such, all fraudulent dealing
—using false weights and measures, removing landmarks, injustice or
unfaithfulness in contracts between man and man, any breach of trust,
any act of oppression, extortion, bribery, unjust and vexatious litigation,
trespassing upon property, engrossing commodities so as to enhance the
price, gaming, or any other method of taking from others their property
or possessions, without due and adequate compensation for the same.
How full and comprehensive is the law of God as here exhibited; and
with what simplicity and beauty is it expressed by our Saviour in his
golden rule of “doing to others as we would that they should do unto
us”!

It may be a question of some doubt whether the crime of slander
more properly falls under the condemnation of this or the nest com-
mandment, which prohibits false testimony. Itseems clearly condemned
by both precepts. As it speaks falsely against our neighbor, it is “bear
ing false witness,” and is condemned by the ninth commandment; but
as it thereby steals away his good name, which is “rather to be chosen
than great riches,” it properly comes under the head of theft. It is
written: “Whoso privily slandereth his neighbor, him will I cut off”
Ps. ci. 5. In describing wicked apostates who were to come, St. Paul
gives it as one of their characteristics, that they will be found “speak-
ing lies in hypocrisy.” 1 Tim. iv. 2. And he says to the Ephesiang
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(iv. 31): “Let all evil speaking be put away from you.” In describing
the atrocities of the unconverted pagans, he characterizes them as “back-
biters.” Rom. i. 30. The crime of slander has been forcibly described
in the familiar lines of the poet—
“Good name in man or woman

is the immediate jewel of their souls

Who steals my purse steals trash ;

But he that filches from me my good name

Robs me of that which not enriches him,

And makes me poor indeed.”
“Lord have mercy upon us, and incline our hearts to keep this law!”

V. “THOU SHALT NOT BEAR FALSE WITNESS AGAINST THY NEIGH:
BOR.”

This, like all the other precepts of the divine law, grows out of the
principle of Jove. Hence, as we should “love our neighbor as our-
selves,” we should take the same care to refrain from speaking so as to
injure him, either in his property or reputation, as we would take in refer-
ence to ourselves.

This duty forbids, not only testifying falsely against our neighbor
when called on to render legal evidence, but also condemns falsehood
and deception in every shape. It prohibits forgery, concealing the
truth, undue silence in a just cause; all tale-bearing, whispering, de-
tracting ; all rash, harsh, and unjust censuring—it condemns all con-
cealing, excusing, or extenuating sins, and all raising or circulating
false rumors, and even all countenancing evil reports concerning our
neighbor, whether true or false, when the object is, not to do good
o others, but injury to him. “Lord have mercy upon us, and incline
our hearts to keep this law!”

VI. “THOU SHALT NOT COVET THY NEIGHBOR'S HOUSE, THOU
SHALT NOT COVET THY NEIGHBOR'S WIFE, NOR HIS MAN-SERVANT,
NOR HIS MAID-SERVANT, NOR HIS OX, NOR HIS ASS, NOR ANY THING
THAT IS THY NEIGHBOR’S.” .

This commandment is directly opposed to that love of the world which
is represented by St. John as inconsistent with the love of God. “If
any man love the world,” saith the apostle, ““the love of the Father is
not in him.” 1 John ii.15. To covet, is earnestly to desire or long after an
object, that we may possess and enjoy it. It may be taken in a good
gense, as in the passage, “Covet earnestly the best gifts;” but when it
has for its-object the property of our neighbor, and amounts to a desire
unlawfully to possess that which belongs to another, it is founded in
practical injustice, and is one of the most widely-extended and pernicious
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sins. [t is at the root of nearly all dishonesty and fraud. Indeed, it coms
prehends “the love of money,” which, the apostle teaches, “ is the root of
all evil.” 1 Tim. vi. 10. ,As an eminent author has said: ¢ This isa
most excellent moral precept, the observance of which will prevent all
public crimes; for he who feels the force of the law that prohibits the
inordinate desire of any thing that is the property of another, can never
make a breach in the peace of society by an act of wrong to any of eve
its feeblest members.” “Lord have mercy upon us, and write all thes
thy laws in our hearts, we beseech thee.” :

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X.

Questiox 1. In what is our duty to our | 7. Why does this law prohibit d
neighbor embraced? ing?

2. How is this proved by both Christ| 8. Does it prohibit suicide ? and whe
and St. Paul? fore? g

3. What two things are here to be con- | 9. What sins of less magnitude do
sidered ? this law prohibit?

4. What is embraced in the scope of the | 10. What is included under the head
sixth commandment ? theft? 4

5 What does it forbid ? 11. What under the head of bea

8 When is war justifiable, and when is false witness? .
an individual justifiable for engag- | 12. What under the head of covelow
ing in it? ness !
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CHAPTER XI.

OUR.DUTY TO OUR NEIGHBOR—APPLICATION OF THE LAW TO SPE
CIAL CASES AND CONDITIONS—HUSBANDS AND WIVES.

WE now proceed to consider the principles of righteousness em-
braced in the law of love to our neighbor in their application to some
of the most important relations in life.

I The first of these RELATIONS to which we call attention is that
subsisting between HUSBAND AND WIFE.

1. Its propriety.

(1) This relation dates its origin from the commencement of our
race. Amid the peaceful bowers of paradise, when sin as yet had not
disturbed the harmony or tarnished the beauty of the fair creation, when
all was innocence, purity, and love, even then, “ The Lord God said,
It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him an help
meet for him.” Gen. ii. 18.

Here, we behold the origin of this endearing relation, around which
cluster the most sacred obligations and hallowed enjoyments of life.
Tt is founded on the will and appointment of God, and is as much
adapted to the nature of man as the rays of light to the eye. As this
beautiful organ of the human body would be useless and unmeaning
but for the light that falls upon it, so there are important faculties of
our complex nature which can only be developed and exercised in ~on-
nection with the conjugal relation.

When Eve was formed from the rib of Adam, it was raid: She
shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man.” It is
added : “Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mwother, and
shall cleave unto his wife; and they shall be one flesh.” Here, the
fact that the material substance of which woman was formed was ex-
tracted from man indicates an imperfection of his nature resulting
from that extraction, which could only be remedied by a restoration of
the abstracted substance; not, however, in the shape of a literal rib,
as when taken from him, but as a “ help meet for him,” a more highly-
refined organism of human nature, which, after having received the
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polish of passing the second time through the creative hands, was to be
restored to him as “bone of his bones, and flesh of his flesh.” So that,
in return for a small portion of his material composition, he receives
as part of his nature a “help meet for him”—a woman, a wife—super-.
abundantly restoring what he had lost, and enhancing the perfection
of his nature and the extent of his enjoyment.

(2) The propriety and general obligation of this conjugal relation not
ouly appear from the history of its origin, as just referred to, but are
evident from the native instincts of humanity. The natural attraction
of love between the sexes, independent of any direct precept to that
effect, as a general rule, will secure the adoption of the marriage state.
And as it does not appear that this obligation was intended to be uni-
versal, but only a duty of general bearing, admitting of exceptions, the:
instincts of nature alone are sufficient to secure its general obsery-
ance. ‘

(8) Again, the exceptions to -the obligation to enter upon the mar
riage state may arise from two different considerations: ’

First. The bond of this obligation can only legitimately spring from
the emotion of love, or the preference of the affections; hence it fol-
lows that in th2 absence of this state of affection between the parties,
the entrance upon the marriage state, so far from being a duty, would
rather be a profanation of the institution. :

Secondly. Poverty, affliction, or any insurmountable barrier in the
way of attending to the duties connected with the married relation,.
may render the entrance upon it improper. In times of great persecu-
tion or calamity, it may be injudicious for some persons to assume the
increased responsibilities which this relation involves; or individuals,
as was the case with St. Paul, may feel it their duty to engage in som
special service for the Church, which could scarcely be properly per-
formed by one encumbered by the duties and cares of the married re-
lation. But, under all ordinary circumstances, it is clear, as well from
reason as Scripture, that marriage is a duty, and those cases in which
it is not are exceptions to the general rule; and such exceptions are
only valid when it is clear that this important relation would necessa-
rily conflict with other obligations more important in their nature, o
imperiously binding in their character. v

2. The advantages resulting from the marriage institution are so ob-
vious and great that they need not be dwelt upon. Without the family
relation necessarily connected with this institution, all the cherished:
endearments clustering around the home circle, uniting parents and
children, and brothers and sisters, in fondest affection, would be I
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Destroy this sacred institution, and the foundation of parental care for
children is removed, and all that tender attention and nurture so es-
sential to the proper training of the young is also destroyed, and chil-
dren are left to grow up, like “the wild ass’s colt,” in utter neglect and
“ignorance, unfitted for the enjoyment of happiness, or for any station
of usefulness in society.

3. The duties pertaining to the conjugal state are important and oh-
vious.

(1) Mutual fidelity and affection are required. This grows out of tha
very nature of the institution. Indeed, if husband and wife are not
under mutual obligations of fidelity and affection toward each other,
in what does the import or propriety of marriage consist? The very
nature of marriage implies a pledge to this effect, and every dereliction
from the faithful performance of this vow is a profanation of the insti-
tution.

Not only the nature and design of the institution require mutual
fidelity and love on the part of husband and wife, binding each to the
other alone, and prohibiting the practice of polygamy, but such is also
the plain teaching of the Bible. Hence we read, in the second chapter
of Genesis, at the very birth of the institution: “Therefore shall a
man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife; and
they shall be one flesh.” It does not read wives, but wife—in the singu-
lar; hence, polygamy is here explicitly interdicted.

And it is evident, from the teaching of Christ, that the occasiona
toleration, or rather sufferance, of polygamy, in the patriarchal age,
was no repeal of the laws of the institution as given in the commence-
ment.

Our Saviour says, when interrogated by his disciples on the subject
of divorce: “Have ye not read, that he which made them at the begin-
ning made them male and female, and said, For this cause shall a
man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and they
twain shall be one flesh?  Wherefore they are no more twain, but one
flesh. What therefore God hath jgined together, let not man put asun-
der. They say unto him, Why did Moses then command to give a
writing of divorcement, and to put her away? He saith unto them,
Moses, because of the hardness of your hearts, suffered you to put away
your wives; but from the beginning it was not so. And I say unto you,
Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and
shall marry another. committeth adultery; and whoso marrieth her
which is put away doth commit adultery.” Matt. xix. 4-9.

The general tenor of Scripture in both Testaments is against polyg-
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amy. The marviage relation is constantly referred to by the terms
‘husband and wife, each in the singular. One passage, in confirmation :
of this position, we present from the Old Testament: “Yet ye say,
Wherefore? Because the Lord hath been witness between thee and
the wife of thy youth, against whom thou has dealt treacherously; yet ‘
is she thy companion, and the wife of thy covenant. And did not he-
make one (one woman)? Yet had he the residue of the Spirit. And
wherefore one?” The answer is, “That he might seek a godly seed”
Here the practice of polygamy is shown to be in explicit contraven-
tion of the original institution. And the reason on which the lawis
founded is referred to as relating to the character of the offspring,
thus affirming the fact that polygamy tends to the deterioration of
children.

Again, nature herself is against polygamy. The generally admitted
fact, that the number of male births in all countries is only to a small
extent in excess of the number of female births (as if to balance against.
the greater exposure of the male sex to death by war and other casu-
alties), is a forcible indication that nature has designed but one womai
for one man, while both are living.

Once more, the fact that marriage is properly founded on mutual
love between the parties—which, in its true character, can only subsist in
the heart of woman or man toward one person at the same time—ren-
ders polygamy utterly irreconcilable with the nature of the requisite
conjugal affection.

Marriage being originally an appointment of-God, and the duties
pertaining to that relation being prescribed in Secripture, it is proper]y
a divine institution. But since civil law may enact regulations con-
cerning the performance of these duties, so far as these regulations
are consistent with the divine law, and relate to external duties prop-'
erly cogmzable by civil enactments, it may therefore be admitted thai
marriage is also, in one sense, and to a limited extent, a civil regu
lation.

In connection with the mutual fidelity and affection required by the
law of God between husband and wife may be considered the crime of
adultery, which is so expressly prohibited by this law, whether as set
forth in the Decalogue or other parts of the Scripture; and also all
manner of inordinate affection, evil concupiscence, fornication, sinful
lust, and every violation of that purity and chastity of heart and life
which Christianity enjoins. All such deviations from the principles o
holiness, whether in the overt act or only in the purpose or desire o
the heart, are expressly condemned by the moral law of God.
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~ (2) But between husband and wife there are other obligations of
~ kindred nature specified in Scripture. Thus it is the duty of the hus-
~ band to be the guardian, protector, and comforter of his wife ; and of the
~wife to reverence, hongr, and obey her husband.
- These reciprocal duties are beautifully portrayed by St. Paul. He
illustrates the endearing relation between husband and wife by the
" union between Christ and his Church. His language is: “ Wives, sub-
mit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For the
~ husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the
- Church; and he is the Saviour of the body. Therefore as the Church
~ is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in
every thing. Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the
- Church, and gave himself for it. . . . So ought men to love their wives
as their own bodies. He that loveth his wife loveth himself. For no
- man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it,
~ even as the Lord the Church. . . . For this cause shall a man leave
his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife; and they two
shall be one flesh. . . . Neverthelesss, let every one of you in particu-
lar so love his wife, even as himself; and the wife see that she rever-
ence her husband.” Eph. v. 22-33.

Here the husband is taught to love, nourish, and cherish his wife
as his own flesh, “even as Christ loved the Church, and gave himself
for it.” How intimate the relation, and how great the affection it
enjoins !

But the wife is taught to reverence and be submissive to her husband;
yea, “to be subject to her own husband in every thing, as the Church
is subject unto Christ.” How deep must be the reverence, and how
unbounded the confidence, where such implicit submission is required'
But where the union is founded upon that mutual love which should
hallow the conjugal bond, there is no disquieting restraint, nothing
displeasing or servile in connection with these duties, but all becomes
a sweet and living pleasure—a perennial source of enjoyment and
blies.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XI.

QuEstion 1. Unler what circumstances | 7. What is the Bible testimony res|
did the conjugal relation origi- ing polygamy?
nate? 8. What is the voice of nature on th

2. By what do the propriety and obli- subject ?
gation of this relation appear? 9. In what respect is marriage a

3. Is the obligation to enter upon this and in what sense a civil, i
relation universal ? tion?

¢ By what circumstances may this ob- | 10. What is embraced in the law
ligation be annulled ? adultery ?

6. What are some of the benefits of this | 11. How is the marriage relation ill
relation ? trated by St. Paul?

8 What are the prominent duties con- | 12 What are the reciprocal dnties
nected with it? husbands and wives?
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CHAPTER XII.

OUR DUTY TO OUR NEIGHBOR—APPLICATION OF THE LAW 10 SPE
CIAL CASES AND CONDITIONS—PARENTS AND CHILDREN,

WE next consider the relation subsisting between parents and chil-
dren. This is another domestic relation, intimately connected with the
one already examined, pertaining to husband and wife.

I. DUTIES OF PARENTS TO THEIR CHILDREN.

Although some of these duties grow so naturally out of the relation it-
self that they may be partially discovered by the mere light of nature,
and all of them, when correctly understood, may be corroborated by hu-
man reason, yet as revelation, our only all-sufficient and infallible guide,
is full and explicit upon this important question, we appeal directly to
that more ample and authoritative source.

1. Protection and support are duties of parents to their children.

That these obligations were recognized under the patriarchal dispen-
sation is evident from Scripture. Jacob said to Laban: “For it was
little which thou hadst before I came, and it is now increased unto a
multitude; and the Lord hath blessed thee since my coming; and now,
when shall I provide for mine own house also 2” Gen. xxx. 30. St. Paul
says to Timothy: “But if any provide not for his own, and specially
for those of his own house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than
an infidel.” 1 Tim. v. 8.

The plain duty of parents, to protect and exercise a tender care over
their children, and to provide for their comfortable support, is abun-
dantly taught in the scriptures adduced. It is not only a dictate of
nature, taught by the love of parents for their offspring, and enforced
even by the instinctive regard of the inferior animal creation for their
young, but it forms so essential an element in Christian character that
he who neglects or disregards it is denounced as having “denied the
faith,” and being “ worse than an infidel ’—that is, he is to be contemned
as unworthy the Christian name; hence every parent is bound to the
full discharge of this obligation, to the extent of his ability. While
he is not allowed by Christianit)g to lavish upon his children superflu-
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ities, or to deal his bounty toward them with an extravagant or waste
ful hand, yet he should use his utmost diligence and industry to fur
nish them all necessary protection, support, and comfort. :

9. Love is another tmportant parental duty.

This duty is not only enforced by one of the strongest dictates of
nature, but it is frequently referred to in Scripture. The prophet
exclaims: “ Can a woman forget her sucking child, that she should no
have compassion on the son of her womb ?” Isa. xlix. 15. And the
Psalmist says: “Like as a father pitieth his children, so the Lord
pitieth them that fear him.” Ps. ciii. 13. Again, the same idea of the
tender compassion of the parental heart is thus expressed by the
prophet: “And I will spare them as a man spareth his own son tha
serveth him.” Mal. iii. 17. - Again, how forcibly does our Saviour refer
to the strength of this parental affection, when he demands: “If a son

* shall ask bread of any of you that is a father, will he give him a stone?’
ete. Luke xi. 11.

That the Scriptures do not so much command the duty of parental af
fection, in express words, as refer to it as a matter whose existence is nof tc
be questioned, renders the obligation but the more palpable, and marks
the crime of a parent who may fail in the discharge of this duty a8
one of the deepest dye. ‘

3. The next duly of parents to their children which we shall notice, #
that of their training and education.

That God, under all dispensations, holds parents to strict responsi=
bility for the training and education of their children is evident from
the Seriptures. ’

In the eighteenth chapter of Genesis, Abraham is highly commended
of the Lord for the strict religious discipline by which he eomma ded
and controlled “his children and his household after him.” ‘

In delivering the law to the Israelites, Moses enjoined upon parents
the duty of attending rigidly to the training of their children. His
language is: “And these words which I command thee this day shall
be in thy heart; and thou shall teach them diligently unto thy chil-
dren, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thy house, and when
thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest down, and when thou
risest up.” Deut. vi. 6, 7. f ,

In attestation of the importance of this duty, the wise man has given.
us this proverb: “Train up a child in the way he should go; nd
wheu he is old, he will not depart from it.” Prov. xxii. 6. i

St. Paul enjoins upon parents to bring up their children “in the nur
ture and admonition of the Lord.” Eph, vi. 4,
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The religious training of Timothy, traced back first to his mother
Eunice, and then to his grandmother Lois, is referred to by St. Paul
as a great blessing (2 Tim. i. §; iii. 15).

It is a matter of vast importance that we have correct views in ref
erence to the nature of that education and training which it is the duty
of parents to bestow upon their children. Education implies the de-
velopment and culture of our physical, intellectual, and moral powers.
When its benefits are fully realized, the utmost attainable perfection
and fruition of our complex nature are secured. In the common mode
of speech, education is understood to relate almost exclusively to the
scientific and literary training derived from schools. But while we
would by no means depreciate that species of education constituting
the principal part of academic and collegiate instruction, it must be
admitted that it can be but secondary to moral and religious culture
Science, in the common import of that term, is chiefly, if not solely,
valuable as heing a handmaid to religion. It is the lesser light bor-
rowing, like the moon from the sun, her paler rays from revelation ;
and should be pursued as tending to promote religion, and so pursued
that it may tend in that way.

In our original creation, the hand of God hath stamped upon the
constitution of our nature the deep impress of immortality. This tene-
ment of clay is ever tending to dissolution and the tomb, but the soul
kindles with the glowing pledge of its immortality. This life is but
the commencement of our existence. Compared with the immense ex-
panse of eternity, it is far less than the mote which floats in the sun-
beam. Itis but a microscopic speck amid the boundless universe. Can
it be wisdom to attend to the present short-lived moment, the transient
now, to the neglect of the infinite future? to become dazzled and over-
whelmed with the gewgaws of a moment, while all that is truly great,
or noble, or real, or lasting, or good, is overlooked or despised? It is
our great business in this life to prepare for happiness in a future and
eternal state. Our chief end is “to glorify God, and enjoy him forever.”

But what, we inquire, is the character of that training essential to
the attainment of this glorious consummation? The answer is at hand.
It is mainly the training of the heart. It relates to the principles, the
experience, and the practice of true religion. By this we mean not a
mere culture of the head, but also a purification of the heart and regu-
lation of the life. If we fail in securing this culture, what training
soever we may receive beside, we are only trained up for the society of
fiends and the wailings of the finally lost. On the other hand, if we
secure this moral and religious culture in its proper and full sense,

53
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whatsoever training we may lack beside, the grand purpose of our
being will be realized, the high birthright of our nature—a blissful im-
mortality—will be secured. .

In proportion to its intrinsic and acknowledged importance, Chiistian
parents generally are far more deficient in attention to the moral and
religious culture of their children than in any other department of
their education. In this respect, Christians of the present day were far
excelled by the ancient people of God. Around the family hearth the
pious Jew from night to night assembled his offspring, while he ead
from the book of the law, expounded the sacred institutions of the true
religion, and taught them the worship of the true God. The Jewish
child was trained up to know “the God of his father,” and to revere
his religion.

If we search the records of pagan antiquity, or examine the history
of modern idolatrous worshipers, they too, in their unfailing and rigid
attention to the religious training of their children, may shame the
Christian world. It is painfully humiliating to be constrained to be:
lieve that, with many Christian parents, while great concern is evinced
that their children be well educated in the sense in which a vain, un-
godly world understands the subject, that the intellect be stored with
mere scientific knowledge, so little pains are taken to secure their
moral and religious culture. If they would secure for their sons or
Jaughters distinction and preéminence, in reference to this world, they
spare neither time, nor money, nor effort; but, if their children are ever
to become illustrious in the sphere of moral and religious influence, in
many cases it must be independent of all parental exertion—the heart
of the child is left a moral waste, while the parent, it would seem, ex-
pects his offspring to become religious by intuition.

The great practical question before us is: By what means may the
proper religious training of the children of the Church be secured!
Some may suppose that, as we have the Sunday-school among us, it will
gerve the purpose of religious training better than any thing else to
which we can resort. If all the children of Christian parents we
regularly in the Sunday-school, as those schools are generally con
ducted, their religious training would even then be far from being prop
erly secured. The Sunday-school is a noble, a Heaven-blest institution;
but still it cannot supersede an efficient, general system of religiou
training.

But what is the particular kind of training needed? and by what
means may it best be secured? The Holy Bible is unquestionably th
volume to which we must appeal. - Within its sacred lids are con ained
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the lessons which are able to make us “wise unto salvation.” This is
the foundation on which we must build for all reat happiness here, and
for eternal felicity hereafter. It is Heaven’s directory to man for the
cure of moral evil. It contains the only authentic antidote against sin,
and the only accredited pledge of God’s love to the world. But how
may we succeed in imbuing the minds and hearts of the rising genera-
tion with the important facts, the pure precepts, and the sublime doctrines
of revelation?

We would recommend the following plan: Let the children in each
family be formed into a Bible-class; give them appropriate books;
assign tc them suitable lessons, and let them be examined and instructed
by the parent once or twice each week—Iet the time now wasted in idle-
ness, or devoted to unprofitable conversation or vain amusement, be
consecrated to the study of the sublime principles of our holy religion
—let each “ preacher in charge” see that the children of his pastorate
are regularly classed, and diligently instructed, in Bible truth—Iet a
senior Bible-class, for the edification of the members, be organized in
each society—let the Sunday-school superintendents, teachers, and more
advanced scholars, be included in this class—let them meet once a week,
under the direction of the preacher, or some suitable person selected by
him. By the adoption and diligent prosecution of this course, our
churches will be filled with an intelligent membership, who will read,
and study, and think, and do, as well as feel. Our Sunday-schools will
always be abundantly furnished with well-qualified teachers. Thus,
every minister may enter upon a field the most interesting and promis-
ing, and, at the same time, the most favorable to his own inmprovement;
and becume, according to the primitive custom of the Church, a prac-
tical teacher of religion, having his disciples and catechumen under his
charge.

Thus every child may be taught, not only the geography of his
State, but the geography of the kingdom of Immanuel—not only the
grammar of his mother-tongue, but the grammar of the Holy Ghost—
not only the philosophy of nature, but the philosophy of grace—not
only the history of the United States and other countries, and the biog-
raphy of Cesar, of Bonaparte, of La Fayette, and Washington; but also
the history of the Jewish and Christian Churches, and the biography of
Abraham and of Moses, of David and of Daniel, of Paul and of John,
and of the blessed Saviour of the world.

Once more: Let the Bible be introduced as a text-book, and its sacred
truths taught as a science in all our schools and colleges. Text-books
are introuced, and classes formed, and diligently instrncted and daily
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examined on the sciences of history, mythology, chemistry, geology,
astronomy, etc.; but why not on the science of theology? Where it
the book comparable to the Bible? Where is the science so valuable
as that whose principles it embodies? ~As a history, the Bible is worth.
all the other books in the world. It carries us back to the commence
ment of time, and records the birth of creation—it narrates the circums
stances of the Fall, and unfolds the redemption of man—it describe
the manners anc customs of the most ancient and most remarkable
people, and exhibits the wonderful interposition of God in their protec
tion and deliverance. As a system of doctrines, it reveals the most
sublime and important truths, and presents the clearest and most ims
pressive illustrations. As a code of morals, it transcends all huma
effort. It teaches us what we are, whence we came, and what we should
be—it unfolds both our duty and destiny—it pours upon our dreary
pathway through life a heavenly illumination to direct our footsteps,
and cheers our anxious hearts with the hopes of a blissful immor:
tality.
And what good reason, we ask, can be offered in opposition to- thus
teaching the Bible in schools? Are the minds of the young to be care
fully and diligently stored with all science but that which is divine,
all knowledge but that which comes from God? Must the fabulou
legends of Homer, the obscene pages of Horace, the blood-stained com
mentaries of Cesar, be the every-day study of our youth? but th
annals of Moses, the epic of Job, the pastorals of David, the sublime
poems of Isaiah, the irresistible logic of Paul, the angelic ethics of
John, and the divine philosophy of Jesus—are these to be interdicte
Must they be thrust aside, or only brought incidentally to view? Is if
right to teach heathen philosophy and pagan mythology in our sch ol
and colleges? but is it wrong to introduce Christian philosophy
Bible theology? Surely the Christian parent must feel that he is bound,
by all the sacred obligations of religion, to train his children, not onl
for this world, but also for the next—not only with a knowledge o
human science, but with a knowledge of God and of religion.

4. It is the duly of parents to govern their children.

This parental ubligation is necessarily implied in the Seripture I
function : “Children, obey your parents.” Thus it is not only founde
on divine precept, but is necessarily inferable from the relation subsis
ing between parents and children. The helplessness and depende
of the child render it incapable of governing itself; and both nate
and revelation designate the parent as the appropriate person for d
performance of this duty.
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In considering the character of parental government, the following
particulars may be noted as matters of importance:

First. It should commence in early childhood.

As soon as reason dawns, or the child is capable of understanding a
command, it should be taught to obey. Commencing at this period, and
with watchful solicitude persevering with a constant and undeviating
course, the obligation and habit of obedience may be easily impressed
and secured ; and, unless the child be first taught the lesson of strict and
unvarying obedience to its parents, there can be little hope of success
in teaching it any thing else that is good.

Secondly. Parental government should be exercised with uniformity.

Fickleness and unsteadiness on the part of parents will soon destroy
their control over their children. To be strict or careless, severe or
lenient, by turns, as whim, caprice, or humor, may happen to dictate, is
the course for the parent to adopt if he would teach the child to despise
all parental authority and control.

Thirdly. This duty should be exercised with- discretion.

The parent should not make too many rules, or require too much.
He should give advice, or counsel, when it is proper, and issue his com-
mand only when it is necessary. Parental government should be admin-
wstered in love, and with reference to the good of the child.

A mild, gentle, and steady course, mingling reason and instructio.
with authority and command, if adopted by the parent, will seldom fail
to secure the blessing of filial love and obedience; whereas, if parents

" manifest, in the control of their children, a severe, tyrannical manner,

or a turbulent temper, they will thereby “ provoke them to wrath,” in-
stead of “bringing them up in the nurture and admonition of the
Lord.”

II. The duties of children to their parents will next be considered.

This is expressly enjoined in the fifth commandment: “ Honor thy
father and thy mother; that thy days may be long upon the 'and which
the Lord thy God giveth thee.” Ex.xx.12. Our Saviour has repeated
this commandment, and strongly enforced this duty (Matt. xv. 4). St.
Paul has also commented upon it, styling it “the first commandment
with promise” (Eph. vi. 2)—that is, with a promise expressed; for,
doubtless, a promise is mplied in connection with each commandment.

The term. honor, as used in this precept, is to be understood in an
enlarged sense, as embracing the entire duty of children to parents;
indeed, it is generally construed, and properly so, we think, as covering
the whole ground of the duties growing out of the relation subsisting
between inferiors and superiors. And, in this extended application, it
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not only includes the duties of children to parents, but of parents to
children, of masters to servants, and of servants to masters; and of
those high in station or office to the humble and obscure, and vicé versa.

We now, however, speak specially of the duties of children to their
parents. As love is “ the fulfilling of the law,” of course that term core
prehends this entire duty; but it may be more specifically considered

1. It implies gratitude.

As no duty of children to their parents can be conceived more
rational and imperative than that of gratitude, so no crime can be
more detestable, or is more severely condemned in Secripture, than that
of filial ing-atitude. In reference to this sin, our Lord, quoting from
the law (Ex. xxi. 15-17), says: “ He that curseth father or mother, let
him die the death.” Matt. xv. 4. What can be more unnatural or re-
volting to all the better feelings of humanity than for children to for-
get, or not cherish with deepest emotions of gratitude and affection, the
remembrance of that parental care and solicitude which watched over
the helplessness and dependency of their infancy and childhood ? Filial
ingratitude can only find room in a heart bereft of all lovely and vir-
tuous emotion. :

2. Another duty of children to parents is obedience.

The Bible precept on this subject is most explicit. St. Paul says:
“Children, obey your parents in the Lord ; for this is right.” Eph. vi. 1,
And again: “Children, obey your parents in all things; for this is well:
pleasing unto the Lord.” Col.iii. 20. From these scriptures we learn that
this requirement of obedience is universal, with but one exvception—it is to
be “in the Lord ”—that is, the obligation to obey becomes void when the
requirement is contrary to the law of God. In such cases, the apostolic
maxim, “ We ought to obey God rather than men,” should be observed;
but this exception to the rule can only apply when children are of age
and discretion to judge for themselves concerning the divine law.
With this single exception, the obligation on children to obey their
parents is universal and imperative; and this obedience should be ren-
dered in a ready, docile, and cheerful spirit and manner. ‘

Should parents, however, be so tyrannical and unreasonable as to
require their children to engage in a matrimonial alliance with persons
for whom they cannot have that esteem and love which the conjugal
vow requires ; or, should they so exercise authority over their children
as to infringe upon that liberty of conscience on the subject of religion
which is the scriptural birthright of children as well as parents—in such -
cases, as obedience to parents would involve disobedience to God, i
teases to be the duty of children.
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The exceptions to the law requiring filial obedience are few, and of
geldom occurrence. The child should never disobey the parent till,
after mature consideration, and having counseled with judicious friends,
the conviction is clear in his own mind that the parental command re
quires what is contrary to the command of God.

3. Reverence for parents is another filial duty.

Thie is clearly implied by the letter of the law itself: “ Honor thy
father and thy mother.” As nothing can be more unnatural, so no sin
is more ignominious, in the view of all virtuous minds, than that of
irreverence or disrespect for parents. This reverence for parents, how-
ever, should be distinguished from a servile fear or dread. It should be
mixed with confiding esteem and love.

Children should be slow to observe the faults and infirmities of their
parents. By kind, respectful words, by gentle and submissive behavior
—indeed, in their entire demeanor—they should evince that they look
up to their parents as their superiors. When children forget to respect
their parents, they themselves lose the respect of all the better class of
society, and seldom fail to bring upon themselves degradation and ruin.
How full of meaning is the exhortation of the apostle, “Honor thy
father and mother; that it may be well with thee, and thou mayest live
long on the earth”! Significantly was it written by Solomon: “The
eye that mocketh at his father, and despiseth to obey his mother, the
ravens of the valley shall pick it out, and the young eagles shall eat it.”
Prov. xxx. 17.

4. Protection, support, and comfort, in seasons of affliction and amid
the infirmities of age, are emphatically due from children. to parents.
This is clearly inferable from the general tenor of Scripture. It flows
necessarily from the great law of love—it is embodied in our Saviour’s
precept of doing to others as we would that they should do to us. In-
deed, such is the extent under which children are indebted to their

 parents, that, when they do all in their power to bless, comfort, and pro-
vide for them, in every hour of affliction and need, they never can fully
repay what they owe. Hard and fiend-like must be the heart of that
child who can witness the want of a father or mother, and fail to ex-
tend cvery possible relief. If both nature and Scripture dictate that
parents, when they can, should “lay up for their children,” the same
considerations require that children, when their parents are needy or
afflicted, should render them all the comfort and assistance in their
power.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XII

5.
6.

Qnestion 1. Whence may we learn the
duties of parents and children?

2. What is implied in the first parental
‘duty specified, and by what serip-
tures is it established ?

3. The second, and how is it proved?

4 What is the third duty of parents
uamed, and how is it proved ?

7.

8
9.

10

How may it best be performed?

The fourth, and how should it
performed ? '

How is the first duty of child
parents proved and illustrated?

. The second ?

. The third ?

. The fourth?
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CHAPTER XIII.

OUR DUTY TO OUR NEIGHBOR — APPLICATION OF THE LAW TO SPE-
CTAL CASES AND CONDITIONS—RULERS AND SUBJECTS.

I~ a political or civil sense, whether the governing power be styled
emperor, king, monarch, sovereign, president, governor, ruler, judge, or
patriarch, there are important duties pertaining to this political relation
obligatory on both the rulers and the persons ruled. Although we have
no evidence that the people of any country ever assembled en masse to
form a civil compact, and so originate a government by formal stipula-
tion between the governors and the governed, yet, in the nature of things,
it is theoretically assumed that such a compact, by tacit implication,
exists in all political establishments. Both the parties concerned possess
distinet and separate rights, and out of these rights grow reciprocal
obligations.

All civil governments are commonly embraced in four classes
the monarchical, the aristocratic, the republican or democratic, and the
mized.

In a monarchy, the governing power is in the hands of a single person,
usually styled emperor, king, or autocrat; in an aristocracy, this power is
in the hands of the nobility, or principal persons of the State; in a
republic or democracy, this power resides in the people, and is exercised
either in their collective capacity, or through their representatives; a mized
government partakes to some extent of more than one of the preceding
characteristics.

But, whatever may be the form of government, there are important
duties growing out of this relation to which we call attention.

I. WE NOTICE THE DUTIES OF RULERS.

These grow out of certain important inherent rights which all men
are supposed to possess, and which the government to which they sub-
mit is bound to protect and defend. The principal of these rights are:
those of “personal security, personal liberty, and private property.” In
the possession of these. the government, or rulers, are bound to protect
the citizens.
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1. It is the duly of the government to extend to all its subjects personal
security. .
This implies the preservation of the person of each individual from
the lawless, violent, or injurious attacks, of all persons whatsoever. It
cannot be supposed that any government is capable of extending thi
protection, absolutely and perfectly, to all its subjects — this would re-
quire the governing powers to possess all the attributes of omniscience,
oranipresence, and omnipotence, none of which can pertain to any being
but God ; none but he can be everywhere present, beholding the evil
and the good, and possess the wisdom and power sufficient to prevent
every injurious or violent act which vicious persons may be disposed to
perpetrate in reference to their fellows. All that civil rulers can do ia.
to enact wholesome laws for the protection of all the rights of the peo-
ple, and to see that these laws are not only sanctioned by adequate pen-
alties, but administered and executed with due fairness and 1mpartlallt
and with as little delay as possible. When this is done, each citizen
possesses a reasonable assurance that the ruling power to whose author-
ity he submits, not only respects and looks after his rights, but that,
when they are infringed or violated, it provides an adequate remedy for
the redress of the wrong; and thus he is furnished by his government
with all that personal security which the nature of the case admits,
More than this the government could not bestow, but this much it i
bound to extend.
2. Personal Liberty—Several important items are embraced in that
personal liberty which it is the duty of all good governments to secu
to its subjects.
(1) The freedom of locomotion, or the right of transit from one part
of the country to another, is a privilege which should be denied t¢
none, except as a punishment for crime. As God has bestowed upox
all men this power of travel, and as it contributes greatly to the wells
being and happiness of society, and as government is ordained and
sanctioned, not as an engine of oppression, but as an instrument of good
to the community, it follows that it is the duty of those who bear rule
to secure tc every subject the right of passing at will from one portion
of th> country to another, and to fix his residence wherever choice
ieterest may dictate, provided he interfere not with the rights of othe
(2) Another right which it is the duty of the government to s
cure to each citizen is, the purswit of happmess, by engaging in an)
lawful calling, business, or profession, he may select. In a good gow
ernment, exclusive privileges or monopolies should not be conferred o
rorporations, or individuals, to the general detriment of the commuy
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nity. Restrictive regulations are only proper when it is clear that the
general welfare will be promoted thereby.

(3) Government should secure to its sul jects liberty of conscience. By
this we mean the right of every man to the free and orderly expression
of his opinions on all subjects, whether political or religious ; provided
he infringes no law, produces no riot or disturbance, and does not molest
others in the enjoyment of their rights.

As religion is a concern between each individual and his Maker,
nothing can be more incongruous and absurd than for one class of per-
sons to prescribe a system of faith, or mode of worship, for the rest ; nor
can it be at all admissible for rulers to interpose between their subjects
and God, so as to interfere with the rights of conscience.

Conscience, it is true, is often not well informed, and, in such cases, is
not an infallible guide; yet it is also true that no man has a right to
act contrary to the dictates of his conscience, nor can he do so without
incurring guilt. The criminality of all wrong actions, which are per-
formed in accordance with the dictates of conscience, results solely
from the fact that the individual has sinfully neglected the means of
enlightening his conscience.

Since, then, no one can act in violation of hls conscience without in-
curring guilt, it results from the same principle of reasoning, that it
would be tyrannical and wrong for any civil government not to protect
its citizens in the full exercise of liberty of conscience. In the political
systems of all Protestant countries these sacred rights are now well
secured ; and, in view of the rapid progress of liberal principles char-
acterizing the present age, we may reasonably hope that the day is at
hand when all men in all lands will be secured in the inestimable right

_of freedom of faith and speech, and allowed, without fear or intimida-
tion, to worship God according to the dictates of their own consciences.

3. The right of private property.

This should be secured by government to every citizen. This right
is mot only in manifest accordance with nature, but is plainly recog
niz»d in Scripture. The divine law, forbidding theft, robbery, fraud, and
Yis"onesty, in every shape, presupposes the right of property; for these
sins are but specifications of the various methods of violating that right.

It is not to be supposed that any code of human laws, however judi-
siously framed or faithfully administered, can extend to every citizen
somplete protection in the right of his property. Such is the cunning
craftiness of wicked, dishonest men, that, while fraudulently filching
from the hand of honest industry the fruit of its labor, they will find
many ways of evading the best of human laws, and of escaping the
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penalty they justly deserve; but it is the duty of rulers to do all |
their power to protect the owner of property in his possessions. In th
way governors should be “ for the punishment of evil-doers, and for h
praise of them that do well.” 1 Pet. ii. 14. '
~ It is not only the prerogative, but the duty, of civil government, wif
solicitous care, to use all appropriate means to promote the peace, safet
prosperity, and happiness of the people. This will include treaties o
amity and commerce with foreign States, the regulation of trade, all
the mutual exchange of commodities at home, the encouragement 0|
the arts and sciences, of agriculture and manufactures, of industry 4
economy, of sobriety and good order, and especially of education, m
rality, and religion. A State which looks with indifference upon the
interests must be greatly derelict in duty, and those functionaries in
trusted with the management and control of her affairs will have |
fearful account to- render for the neglect of the welfare and happine
of the people over whom, in the providence of God, they have bee
placed as rulers.

II. THE DUTIES OF CITIZENS TO THE GOVERNMENT.

1. Submission to the civil authorities, and obedience to vhe laaus, 18
prime duty of every citizen. :

On this subject St. Paul says: “Let every soul be subject unto th
higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers th
be are ordained of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power,
sisteth the ordinance of God; and they that resist shall receive |
themselves damnation. For rulers are not a terror to good works, b
to the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the power? Do th
which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same; for he is
minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evi
be afraid ; for he beareth not the sword in vain; for he is the minist
of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. When
fore ye must needs be subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscient
sake.” Rom. xiii. 1-5.

The submission and implicit obedience to the authority of ci
rulers here inculcated by the apostle, are rendered imperative by t
considerations: First. Without this submission and obedience there @
be no civil government, and civil government is essential to the gener.
geod of society. Secondly. Civil government is “of God”—that is,
exists by his sanction, and according to his providence. Hence, aceo
ing to this general principle, he that resisteth the civil authority “y
sisteth the ordinance of God.” 1

2, it may be asked, is rebellion against the civil government ung
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whose auspices, in the providence of God, our lot has been cast, never
justifiable ?

To this we reply—

(1) No personal immorality, imbecility, or bad conduct, on the part
of rulers, while the constitution is maintained in good faith, can justify
rebellion. The personal character of a ruler is one thing, and his
official character is another thing. He may be immoral and profligate
in his private life, and yet comparatively a good civil ruler; or he
may be unimpeachable in his private character, and tyrannical and
unsafe as a civil ruler. For his private conduct he is amenable to God;
but, for his official acts, to the constitution and the people over whom he
holds dominion.

(2) The cases in which rebellion against the authorities of civil
government may be justifiable, are exceedingly rare; yet they sometimes
do occur  Rebellion is a remedy so terrible in-its character and conse-
quences, chat it should never be resorted to except in cases of extreme
necessity, and after all milder means of redress have been tried in vain.
Rebellion is never justifiable when the evils proposed to be remedied
are less than those which rebellion would be likely to involve. In such
cases, great evils had better be borne for a season, rather than incur
greater evils by attempting their removal.

It may be safe to conclude—

First. When rulers are attempting to subvert the constitution, and to
overthrow the liberties of the people by usurpation, it may be justifiable
in the people to resist that usurpation—yea, it would be their duty to
arise in their majesty and hurl the usurpers from their places of author-
ity, and thus preserve intact the constitution, which is the great sheet-
anchor of their sacred rights.

Secondly. When the government itself has become so corrupt, or the
constitution so defective, that the endurance of the existing state of
things would be a greater evil than the probable .calamities of revolu-
tion—in such case, if there be a reasonable probability that revolution
may be conducted to a successful issue, and a better government estab-
lished, then it would not only be a justifiable act, but one demanded by
the noble impulses of manhood and true patriotism, for the people to
rise in rebellion against a corrupt government or tyrannical usurpation,
and thus mutually pledge to each other “ their lives, fortune, and sacred
honor,” while issuing their solemn declaration of freedom and inde-
pendence.

2. Patriotism, or love of our country, is a duty incumbent on every
citizen. The same natural tie that binds to the love of family, kindred,
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and home, originates the obligation and suggests the impulse of patriot
ism. How deep, yet how manly, was this feeling in the heart of th
exiled Jew—If I forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forge
her cunning. If I do not remember thee, let my tongue cleave to
roof of my mouth; if I prefer not Jerusalem above my chief joy
Ps. cxxxvii. 5, 6. And how full of more than patriotic emotion mus
have been the heart of St. Paul, when he exclaimed: “I have grea
heaviness and continual sorrow in my heart. For I could wish thal
myself were accursed from Christ for my brethren, my kinsmen accord
ing to the flesh”! Rom. ix. 2, 3. _
The same patriotic emotion has been beautifully described by th

poet:
“ Breathes there a man with soul so dead,

. Who never to himself hath said,
This is my own, my native land!”

The duty of patriotism is manifested by doing all in our power
sustain our institutions, and promote the prosperity of our country
This requires us—

(1) To contribute our means. The apostle says: “For this cau
pay ye tribute also. . . . Render therefore to all their dues: tribute
whom tribute is due; custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear
honor to whom honor.” Rom. xiii. 6, 7.

(2) This duty requires respect and reverence for our rulers. “Curs
not the king, nc, not in thy thought” (Eccl. x. 20), is the admi
nition of Solomon. St. Paul quotes from Moses: “Thou shalt not spea
evil of the ruler of thy people.” Acts xxiii. 5. The ruler of the peop
is styled “the minister of God ;” hence he is worthy of due reverence, ft
his office’ sake. .

(8) It is the duty of every citizen to offer prayer for his rulers, ¢
for the prosperity of his country. “Pray for the peace of Jerus
lem” (Ps. cxxii. 6), is the exhortation of David. St. Paul teaches us!
pray “for kings, and for all that are in authority.” 1 Tim. ii. 2.
propriety and utility of this scriptural duty must be manifest to ever
gerious, reflecting mind. It tends to preserve a continual memory ¢
our indebtedness to God for the gracious providence which confers up
us all our social, political, and religious blessings, and to teach uso
dependence upon him for their continuance.

Having considered, in its different phases, our duty to our neigh
both in reference to its general principles and its application to spee
conditions or relations in life, we inquire, in conclusion, how this 4
tant duty may be performed.
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We reply, that mere unassisted nature is inadequate cither fully to
impart the knowledge of this duty, or to enable us to perform it when
understood. As, without revelation, we may grope forever in the dark,

~ unable to learn correctly what our duty to our neighbor implies, so,

without the aid of divine grace and the influence of the Holy Spirit,
our utmost efforts for the proper performance of that duty will be fruit-
less. As “no man can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy
Ghost,” so no man can do those things which the law of God requires,
but through the aid of that Holy Spirit which God has promised to
impart, in virtue of the atonement of Christ, to all them that believe.

When we consider that the divine “commandment is exceeding
broad,” not only requiring uprightness of conduct, but extending to the
thoughts of the heart, and at the same time reflect on our utter help
lessness and depravity, we may well exclaim: “ Who is sufficient for
these things?” But when we think of the fullness of the promise of
divine grace, we may say, with the apostle, “I can do all things through
Christ who strengtheneth me.”

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XIIIL

QuestioN 1. Into what kinds may civil | 6. What, then, is the duty of  gov-
governments be divided ? ernors?

2. What are the principal duties of | 7. To what extent is the subject bound
rulers? to obey the civil rulers?

3. Is conscience an infallible guide to | 8. Is rebellion ever justifiable? and if
duty? g0, under what circumstances ?

4. Can we violate its dictates without| 9. Do the Scripturessanciion the virtue
guilt? , of patriotism ?

B. Can civil government extend abso- | 10. By what means may we be able to
lute protection to every citizen as perform our whole duty ?
to his rights ?

1
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CHAPTER XIV.
CHRISTIAN CONSECRATION.

Tue great duty unfolded in this chapter, in strictness of speech, is
comprised in our duty both to God and to our neighbor. We present
it as a fundamental principle of Christian morals, that every Christian,
by uniting with the Church, enters upon a solemn promise and pledge to
submit to its order and discipline, and to consecrate to the cause of God
and to the interests of the kingdom of Christ his diligent and faithful ser-
vice, devoting thereto, after “ providing for his own household,” his time,
talents, labors, and substance. "

The principle involved in this proposition is one of the most fearfully
neglected and overlooked, and at the same time one of the most vitally
important, matters connected with the morals of Christianity. It is
mainly owing to the neglect of this principle that the cause of Chris-
tianity has made comparatively so little progress in the world; and it
is by the revival and restoration of this principle to its primitive, script
ural position and influence, that a new era shall one day dawn upon the
Church, and the world shall be converted to God; hence it will appes
of very great importance that we examine carefully the authority upon
which the proposition rests and the sense in which it is to be understood
and applied. }

1. The aAuTHORITY for the principle of Christian consecration to the
cause of God, as well as the sense in which the doctrine is to be under-
stood and applied, rests on the example of the first Christian Churches,
under the organization of the apostles, and numerous scriptures to th
same effect. 1

1. Tn the second chapter of the Acts of the Apostles we learn tha
«all that believed were together, and had all things common; and sold
their possessions and goods, and parted them to all men as every mal
had need. And they continuing daily with one accord in the temple,
and breaking bread from house to house, did eat their meat with glad:
ness and singleness of heart.” :

In Acts iv. 32-35 we read as follows: “And the multitude of them

that believed were of onc heart and of one soul; neither said any of
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them that aught of the things which he possessed was his own, but they
had all things common. . . . Neither was there any among them that
lacked ; for as many as were possessors of houses or lands sold them,
and brought the prices of the things that were sold, and laid them
down at the apostles’ feet; and distribution was made unto every man
according as he had need.”

We see here a picture of the spirit with which the first Christians at
Jerusalem consecrated themselves and their substance to the cause of
God. All this occurred undey the eye, and with the approving codp-
eration, of the apostles. It is not, however, contended that the exam-
ple here exhibited, so far as a community of goods is concerned, was in-
tended as a precedent for the imitation of the Church in after time.
The reverse is evident from the fact that this plan was not adopted in
any of the other Churches, and it lasted but a short period at Jeru-
salem ; but yet there are some parts of this history that do exhibit the
conduct of these first Christians in the light of an example. They
gave “to all men as every man had need.” “Neither was there any
among them that lacked.” These expressions show that the object in
disposing of their possessions was to supply the wants of the needy.
To this they were impelled by the principles of that gospel they had
received. Perhaps, under their circumstances, this ohject could in no
other way be so well accomplished. If so, we.see their obligation to do
as they did.

But a change of circumstances, rendering a community of goods in-
expedient, cannot release from the obligation to relieve the needy. The
principle of deadness to the world and love for Christ and his followers
still remains the same. Actuated by the same heavenly principle, we
" are bound to be willing, as circumstances may require, to make sacri-
fices equally great.

2. But we proceed to show that the principle of entire consecration
to the cause of God, so illustriously exhibited by these first Christians,
is abundantly taught in various parts of the Seriptures.

Hear some of the words of our Lord: “Lay not up for yourselves
treasures upon earth, where moth and rust doth corrupt, and where
thieves break through and steal.” Matt. vi. 19.

“No man can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one, and
love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and despise the other.
Ye cannot serve God and Mammon.” Matt. vi. 24.

“I say unto you, Make to yourselves friends of the mammon of un
righteousness, that when ye fail they may receive you into everlasting
habitations.” Luke xvi. 9.
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«[{ is easier for a camel to go through the eye of o needle than for
a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God.” Matt. xix. 24,

St. Paul says: “He which soweth sparingly shall reap also sparingly,
and he which soweth bountifully shall reap also bountifully.” 2 Cor.
X6,

«As we have therefore opportunity, let us do good unto all men,
especially unto them who are of the household of faith.” Gal. vi. 10.

« (3odliness with contentment is great gain; for we brought nothing
inte this world, and it is certain we can carry nothing out.” 1 Tim.
vi. 65 7- .

«Charge them that are rich in this world, . . . that they be ready
to distribute, willing to communicate; laying up in store for themselves
a good foundation against the time to come, that they may lay hold on
eternal life.” 1 Tim. vi. 17, 18, 19.

«God is not unrighteous to forget your work and labor of love,
which ye have showed toward his name in that ye have ministered to
the saints, and do minister.” Heb. vi. 10. 1

“«To do good, and to communicate, forget not; for with such sacri-
fices God is well pleased.” Heb. xiii. 16.

“For they that will be rich fall into temptation and a snare, and
into many foolish and hurtful lusts, which drown men in destruction
and perdition. For the love of money is the root of all evil; which while
some coveted after, they have erred from the faith, and pierced them-
gelves through with many sorrows.” 1 Tim. vi. 9, 10. -

«Know ye not, that to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey,
his servants ye are to whom ye obey, whether of sin unto death, or of
obedience unto righteousness.” Rom. vi. 16.

“Ye are not your own, for ye are bought with a price; therefore
glorify God in your body and in your spirit, which are God’s.” 1 Cor.
vi. 19, 20. ]

St. John says: “ Whoso hath this world’s good, and seeth his brother
have need, and shutteth up his bowels of compassion from him, how
dwelleth the love of God in him?” 1 John iii. 17.

None can carefully consider these plain texts of Scripture and not
see that it is the duty of the followers of Christ to consecrate them-
gelves, with all they have and are, to the cause of God? They are nol
allowed to “lay up treasures on earth.” This command is as positive
as, “Thou shalt not steal;” and yet how little is it regarded! Mr
Wesley, on this text, says: “If you aim at laying up treasures on earth,
you are not barely losing your time, and spending your strength for
that which is not bread; for what is the fruit, if you succeed 7 You
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have murdered your own soul. You have thrown away treasure in

heaven. God and Christ are lost! You have gained riches and hell

ﬁre!”
Look also at that other text: “They that will be rich,” ete. On this
passage the same author remarks: “Those who calmly desire, and delib-
erately seek, to attain them (riches), whether they do in fact gain the
world or no, do infallibly lose their own souls. These are they that
gell him who bought them with his blood for a few pieces of gold or
silver.”
Are there not thousands in all the Churches around us who are not
only “rich” — worth fourfold more than is requisite for “providing
for their own households” —but are using their utmost efforts to
gather riches in yet greater abundance, while the cause of God, of hu-
manity, of religion, is left to languish? While many of them are roll-
ing in wealth, luxuriating in fashionable pomp and splendor, the Lord’s
poor are suffering for bread, and the heathen perishing for lack of
knowledge.
Again, look at the declaration of St. Paul to the Corinthians: “Ye
are not your own, ye are bought with a price.” How many among us
‘act as though they did not believe this scripture! They pursue the
things of this world, lay up treasures on earth, and seek to enlarge
their estate, with as much zeal and perseverance as those who are pro
fessedly of the world.
- Our Lord’s parable of the Talents clearly teaches that we are under
obligations tc render to God all the service in our power. Here we are
taught that all we are and all we have belong to God. He hath in-
iftrusted as with Ais goods. We are required to use them, not for our
own aggrandizement, but for the interests of his kingdom. If we fail
; to use them for his glory, we are culpable in his sight, and will be pun-

ished ac cordingly. The Christian ‘is represented as “dead” to the
lworld and is exhorted to “set his affection on things above,” and to

“seek those things which are above.” But how can he obey these pre-
eepts, while the love of the world, the thirst for riches, and the pursuit
of gain are the great absorbing concerns of his life?

He slould be diligent in business; but the great object and aim
of all h’s pursuits should be, not the amassing of wealth, or the laying
up of a fortune for his cnildren, but the promotion of the glory of God,
by doing good, and advancing the interests of his kingdom. After
providing things needful for ourselves and household, whatever else of
this world we accumulate or possess belongs to God and his cause. It
i# not ou~ own, and we “rob God” if we appropriate i* for the personal
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emolument of ourselves or our children after us. 1f this be not th
gospel-requirement, then we cannot comprehend the teachings of
and his aposties.

IL. OBJECTIONS to this doctrine of entire consecration will no dou
be urged. It strikes at the root of the crying sin of the age—the Vit
of avarice. It will be opposed by the worldly-minded, the avariciod
the proud, the vain, the ambitious, the selfish, the ungodly ; but it wi
meet the approval of the heavenly-minded, the benevolent, the humbl
the meek, the cross-bearing, the compassionate, the pure in heart, .
adopted by the Churches generally, it would produce a revolution
Christian practice such as has not been witnessed perhaps since £
apostolic age. Men of the world, and living after the world, ha
flooded the Churches; but few comparatively are holy, and entirely o6
secrated to God.

Were the principle of entire consecration to God of time, talel
services, and substance, generally urged by the Churches, the i
would soon be more distinctly drawn between “the precious and |
vile,” between such as follow Christ for “the loaves and fishes” and su
as follow him because they are his friends, ready to do his bidding.
genuine Christian would falter in the ranks. The half-hearted, the
worldlings, the selfish, and the covetous, would soon cry out: s
a hard saying, who can hear it?” Loving this present world, they woi
forsake the Saviour; but the genuine Christian, the kind, the benevole
the good, would rally with renewed energy around the blessed erd
they would rise a mighty host in the name of Christ, and go forth ¥
resistless power, and push the battle to the gate of the enemy. Bd
the influence of Christians thus devoted to God, living for God, la
ing and suffering for God, walking “by faith and not by sight,”
flamed by holy zeal, warmed by heavenly love, trampling beneath
feet the pomp of the world, and esteeming “ all things but loss for
excellence of the knowledge of Christ Jesus;” before the influena
such a Christian band the heart of stone would melt, the scoffer we
be silenced, the sinner would tremble, infidelity would be struck du
and hell, in its gloomy center, would feel the shock. Such a relig
the world once saw, when the holy apostles were the preachers, and f
sands were bowing at the foot of the cross. Such a religion the w
shall see again, when “Zion shall arise and shake herself from
dust,” when “the saints of the Most High shall take the kingdom
possess the kingdom,” when the Rider upon the “ white horse sh «
forth conquering and to conquer.” In a word, such must be the
and devotion of the Church before the world shall be converted,
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The great heathen world is now open for the gospel. All that is
needed is the men and the means, and, with the promised blessing of
God, the conversion of the world to Christianity shall soon be read on
earth on the page of history, and heralded through heaven by the apoc-
alyptic angel’s trump.

When men and means are wanted for the purpose of war, the work
of blood and slaughter, how soon are the magazines of earth opened to
pour out their treasures and the plains covered with the marshaling
posts! Let but a similar zeal inspire the Church, and the friends of
Christ be willing to rally round the cross of Calvary, and pour into
the treasury of the Lord the wealth now corrupting in the coffers of
the rich, who ¢ profess and call themselves Christians,” and we shall
soon send armies and armaments to China and Japan, to Hindoostan
and Oceanica; and “ Ethiopia shall stretch forth her hands to God,”
while “ the isles shall wait for his law.”

1. But it may be objected that the carrying out of this entire consecra-
tion to God is tmpracticable.

If so, then Christianity is a failure, and the most glowing prophecies
of the Bible a delusion! Why impracticable? Did it not exist at the
glorious birthday of the gospel Church? Has it not since been real-
ized by various individuals in different ages? Were not such men as
Luther, Baxter, Latimer, Wesley, Whitefield, Fletcher, Brainerd, Car-
vosso, Summerfield, and various others, who gave themselves, their
time, talents, labors, and substance, to God, entirely consecrated to his
holy cause? Let but the great body of professed Christians come up
firmly and unitedly to the same standard, and the work is accomplished.
If this entire consecration be right, it cannot be impracticable. What
ovght to be done, may be done. Tt is practicable. It can be realized.
It must be realized, or the world will never be converted. But God
has said: “The earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as
the waters cover the sea.”

Let the principle of entire consecration to God be incorporated as
an essential disciplinary requirement of the Church. Let it be ex-
plained, and urged upon all, as one of the great laws of the kingdom
of Christ. ~ Let it be plainly set forth, so that all in the Church, or
proposing to enter it, may know at once that it is expected that all the
faithful shall obey this precept with as much strictness as any other.
Woere this the case, what a marked difference there would be between
the Church and the world!

2. But this would provoke persecution. Suppose it did. So would the
keeping of many other commandments. “They that will live godly iz
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Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution.” If this principle be right, if i
be a gospel axiom, which we are convinced none can deny without
arraying themselves directly against the Seripture, it necessarily follo
that no Christian, properly understanding the subject, can refuse obe
dience to this obligation without “ denying the faith, and being wo!
than an infidel.” Tt is better not to profess the name of Christ than
after having done so, obstinately to refuse to do what he commands.
IIL. ExcourAGEMENT.—But there is a bright side to this subject
When this principle shall be carried out in any one Church,
Church will be a Goshen in the land of darkness. Its example
shine forth as a standing reproof to all others. It will be like one 0
the “two witnesses, prophesying in sackcloth.” Tts influence woul
soon be felt. The example would be exhibited of a band of Christian
living together in pure Christian love and fellowship. Its widow
would all be provided for, its poor all supported, its children all ed
cated, all its interests amply sustained, and its missionaries sent abroa
to bear to other portions of the world the glad tidings of salvation.
Were the Churches generally to carry out this principle of entit
consecration, the influence would be like a sweeping revolution, !
scattering death and destruction in its track, but sanctifying th
Church, feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, supplying the wanl
of the needy, visiting the sick, converting the world. .
The wealth, learning, talent, influence, and power, now in possessi
of the professed followers of Christ, if properly wielded, would fo
mighty river, defying in its majestic sweep all opposition, and bea
upon its bosom the blessings of peace, prosperity, happiness, and ete
nal life, to all the nations of the earth. :
Religion is intended to unite man to his fellow-man, and all to Ge
This it is destined to accomplish. When once the glorious princi
of the gospel, in all their purity and perfection, shall possess the hea
and mold the lives, of all the people of the earth, “ violence shall no m
be heard in our land, nor wasting, nor destruction, within our borders
Then shall the voice from heaven proclaim to a converted worl
“Thy sun shall no more go down, neither shall thy moon withdr
itself; for the Lord shall be thine everlasting light, and the days
thy mourning shall be ended.” '
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X1V.

QuEesTioN 1. On what do the authority
for the principle of Christian conse-
cration to God and the sense in
which it is to be understood rest ?

2. What proof is founded on the exam-
ple of the first Christians?

3 In what sense is the “ community of
goods” established by the Church at
Jerusalem a model for the imitation
of ather Churches?

4. What are some of the principal of
the other scriptures quoted on the
subject ?

5. What objections to the carrying out
of the principles of Christian con-
secration are mentioned ?

6. How may these objections be an-
swered ?

7. How does it appear that there 18 a
bright side to this subject ?

PR




PART IV.—THE INSTITUTIONS OF CHRISTIANITY.

BOOK L—THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH.

THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH.

ITS ORGANIZATION, GOVERNMENT, AND POLITY—INTRODUCTORY.

AvLTHOUGH there has been much controversy, in different ages, ou
the subject of Church-government and polity, yet we are persuaded that,
since the Lutheran Reformation, this department of theological science
has not received a degree of attention commensurate with its impor-
tance. With many of the Protestant denominations, the leading doc-
trines of Christianity have been viewed of paramount importance, while
Church-polity has been considered a matter of minor consequence.
Voluminous controversial writings have been put forth on the mooted
questions between Calvinists and Arminians, and between Socinians,
Pelagians, Unitarians, or Universalists, on the one hand, and Trinitarians
on the other hand ; yet a comparatively small space has been allowed
to the great questions pertaining to the organization and polity of the
Church. It is true the leading points dividing Episcopalians and Pres-
byterians on this subject, and some other questions that might be named,
have been extensively discussed ; but these controversies have too gene-
rally been conducted in a deeply partisan spirit—each writer assuming
that the organization with which he is connected is right in all things,
and endeavoring so to construe the Scriptures as to sustain his pre-
adopted theory.

It is also remarkable that, in much of the discussion upon this sub-
jeet, too little appeal has been made to the teachings of Scripture.
Many of the disputants have relied mainly, if not exclusively, in the
defense of their views, on arguments founded alone on reason and expe-
diency.

(857
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In the views maintained in this treatise, the principle by which
have been governed is, that the Bible, in regard to those great points
in reference to which it furnishes clear information or explicit warrant,
whether by express precept or apostolic example, is our infallible stand=
ard and authoritative guide; but that, in all matters of detail not set:
forth in Scripture, we should be guided by the principles of reason
and expediency ; provided only, that no regulation be adopted incon-
sistent with Secripture.

In the ensuing chapters, the following leading positions will be found
with more or less fullness, set forth and defended : i

1. That the Christian Church is, in an important sense, a divine insti-
tution.

2. That the Scriptures do set forth, so far as some leading foundation
principles are concerned, a form of Church-government ; and that, th
far, all Churches should be conformed to the Scripture model.

3. That in much of the detail pertaining to Church-polity the Scrip-
tures give no specific instructions; and that, in relation to all such
matters, Churches are left to be guided by the principles of reason and
expediency. ‘

4. That our Saviour vested in his inspired apostles authority to organ-
ize and “set in order” his Church, and to exercise under him, so lonj
as they lived, supreme jurisdiction and control over it.

5. That the apostolic office, so far as it implied divine inspiration and
miraculous powers, ceased with the original apostles; but,so far as it im-
plied a divine commission to preach the gospel to all the world, and to
administer the sacraments and discipline of the Church, it is to be per
petuated “alway, even unto the end of the world.”

6. That the inspired apostles deposited that portion of their preroga:
tive which was to be perpetuated in the ordained eldership (bishops, or
presbyters), who are their proper scriptural successors.

7. That these bishops, presbyters, or pastors (or by whatever nam
they may be distinguished), to whom is committed the oversight and
government of the Church, should, as expediency may require, exercis
that oversight and government in part through the medium of councils,
presbyteries, synods, conferences, or conventions. They should also, so
far as expediency may dictate, arrange for the assistance and codper:
ation of the laity, yet so as still to retain within their own hands the
power of government with which the Head of the Church has invested
them.

8, Each organized Church sh>uld be placed under the pastoral charge
of an ordained bishop, elder, or minister. -
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9. Ministers not in charge of organized Churches should be employed
as evangelists, or missionaries, in getting up and organizing new
Churches.

10. The elders, to whom pertain the government of the Churches,
should arrange for the episcopal or the preshyterial plan—for the itin-
erant or the more settled pastoral relation — according as they may
judge the one or the other to be expedient, in view of securing the
great object of the ministry—the supply of the Churches with pastors,
and the establishment of the gospel in new places.

11. There are two orders of ministers: First, elders (otherwise termed
bishops, or pastors), in whom is vested the prerogative of government
and ordination ; secondly, deacons, an order of ministers inferior to
elders, not vested with the prerogative of government or ordination, but
who are assistants of the elders, and who, after using “the office of a
deacon well,” may be entitled by promotion to the full prerogatives of
the ministry.

12. The rulers of the Church, in administering its government, are
bound to observe the laws laid down in Scripture ; nor have they a right
to adopt any regulation inconsistent therewith.
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CHAPTER 1.

FOUNDATION PRINCIPLES EXAMINED.

ALL societies, institutions, and organizations, must be either human or
dwine in their origin. When human, those who establish them, or unite ‘
in their organization, possess the prerogative of arranging their consti-
tution according to their pleasure.

In a political point of view, although some forms of government may
combine more advantages than others, and be far preferable to them,
yet no nation or people can be required to adopt any particular form
of government when they deem another form better, but all are prop-
erly left in this matter to judge for themselves. They may make an
unwise choice—they may choose an aristocracy, when a monarchy would -
be more suitable to their condition; or a monarchy, when a republic or
a mixed government would be much more beneficial—but in this they
are not to be arbitrarily controlled by a foreign influence. If they
choose {0 make a bad selection, they will, of course, suffer the evil :
consequences, but they may not rightfully be molested in the exercise
of their own choice. This right of choice cannot be trampled upon,
except by the foot of tyranny.

All communities, or conventions of persons, possessing the right to
establish a constitution for their own government, have mnot only the
right to choose their own form of government, but they may incorpo-
rate in it any principles, ceremonies, or penalties, they please, so that
they do not infringe upon the rights and prerogatives of others; and
in the exercise of this right they are accountable to God alone.

The same principle applies to all voluntary benevolent associations.
These being merely human institutions, those who unite in their organi-
zation are their own judges, both as to the expediency of originating
them, and as to the peculiar character of their constitution. This prin-
ciple is of universal application to human institutions. :

By a divine institution, we understand one which has been founded
by the Almighty himself. Here we readily perceive that, in the very
wature of things, there is something radically different from all insti.d
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tious merely human. A divine institution, whether political or ecclesias-
tical, or whatever be its character, originates in the will and appoint-
ment of God. It is the appointment of God that causes it to be, and to
be what it is. God, being the creator and supreme governor of the uni-
verse, possesses the right to prescribe for all or any portion of bis crea-
tures whatever form or constitution of government he may please,
whether political or ecclesiastical ; and whatever God has appointed,
or prescribed, is of universal and absolute obligation, to the last jot
and tittle, according to the true intent and meaning of the divine ap-
pointment. It follows, moreover, that whatever God has appointed or
established must remain in force, unchanged and unmodified, until the
same authority which gave it being and force shall disannul or modify
it. No power of man may alter or modify an ordinance of God.

Again, as God possesses the right to establish among his creatures
whatever institutions he may please, so also it is his prerogative to select
the method or plan according to which such institutions shall be set up.
He may choose to exercise his agency through the medium of angels
or of men, or whatever being or agency else he may select, as a suitable
instrumentality for the accomplishment of his own purposes; but those
agents, whether angelic or human, can only proceed so far as they are
clothed with the authority of God, and act in accordance with the
divine commission with which they are invested. Should they transcend
or deviate from their commission, all their acts in thus transcending or
deviating, so far as the establishment of a divine institution is con-
cerned, are null and void; but this would not vitiate, or tend in the
least to weaken, the force of such acts as may be performed in accord
ance with their commission.

Having now premised some of the radical and general principles
pertaining to human and divine institutions, we proceed to consider their
connection with and bearing upon the Christian Church.

The Christian Church must be either a divine or human institution.
A divine institution, according to the principles laid down, derives its
authority from the appointment of God—a human institution from the
appointment of man. It should not, however, be overlooked, that an
institution may be divine in some respects, and human in other respects;
but the distinction is obvious. So far as it originates in the appoint-
ment of God, or has been prescribed by his authority, it is divine; but
so far ag any thing pertaining to it has been left to the judgment and
discretion of uninspired man, it is hAuman.

It may be said, with propriety, that the State and family are, w a
certain extent, divine institutions; for the one originates in the ex-
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press appointment of God, and the other is of God; for it is written:
“There is no power but of God. The powers that be are ordained of
God.” Rom. xiii. 1. Therefore it is true, whether we speak of the
institution of the Church, the State, or the family, the same principle
applies in precisely the same way. Just so far only as they originate
in the appoint:aent or by the authority of God, to the same extent are
they divine institutions. .

That the Christian Church is a divine institution, in a high and im-
portant sense of the word, is admitted by all Christians. Every thing ‘
essential to its constitution is founded upon the appointment of God.
We are not, however, to infer from this, that every thing should be ex-
cerpted from the Church which God has not expressly appointed. To
say that God has preseribed nothing in reference to the institution and
organization of the Church, is to deny that it is a divine institution at
all; but to contend that nothing may be connected with its organiza-
tion except what God has expressly appointed, is a position unwarranted

by the word of God—nor is it maintained by any denomination of
Christians.

From the above, it will follow that, in the establishment and organ-
ization of thé Christian Church, some things are expressly laid down
or prescribed in Scripture, but that all things which may properly be
connected with that organization are not thus expressly prescribed. It
also follows that, so far as the constitution and organization of the
Church have been expressly laid down or prescribed in Scripture, it is
the duty of Christians to conform thereto; but in reference to the less
important matters, not prescribed in the Scriptures, they may be guided
by the dictation of circumstances, or their judgment of expediency.

In opening the Bible to learn the true character of that organization
called the Christian Church, our first inquiry will be: Through what
agency, or by what means, has God established and organized this
Church? Here we may observe that, since the Fall of man, God has
only been approachable by the human family through a mediator; but
the great Mediator was not fully revealed to man under the Mosaic dis
pensation. Although all the merciful manifestations of God to man
since the Fall were virtually and really through the mediation of the
Messiah, yet, until this Messiah was manifest in the flesh, there was insti-
tuted a sub-mediation. God, ever since the Fall, could only look merci-
fully upon man through the Messiah, but until the actual coming of
the Messiah man could only look up to that Messiah, and thus have
access to the mercy of God through signs and symbols, types and
shadows, which properly constituted a sub-mediatorship, through which
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man could apprehend that only true and real Mediator between God
and man. '

All the typical array of the Mosaic law was adumbrative of the
gospel. Moses, with his priests and altars, his victims and his offerings,
foreshadowed Christ and his gospel, his atonement and his Church;
but the Mosaic institution, notwithstanding its typical and shadowy
character, was neverthéless an appointment of God—it was divine in
its origin, and, for the time and purposes for which it was intended
was as much an institution of God, and of as binding obligation, as the
gospel itself now is. But we ask, How did God give his sancticn to
that institution, and stamp it with the seal of his authority? We an-
swer, It was through the ministry of Moses. To him he gave his law,
inseribing its great moral heart upon the tables of stone with his own
finger, and presenting in minute detail all the precepts and command-
ments, the ceremonies and rites. Thus, having qualified and instructed
him in all matters, great and small, pertaining to the politico-ecclesias-
tical organization about to be set up, in all the minutia in reference to
the government and worship of the people, the tabernacle to be reared,
and the offerings to be presented, he sends him down from the mount
of revelation, yet quaking with the touch of Divinity, commissioned
with the solemn charge: “See that thou make all things according to
the pattern shewed to thee in the mount.” _

Thus we perceive that, in the establishment of the divine institution
of the Mosaic law, the chosen mediator of the Sinaic covenant was not
only endued with miracle-working powers for the attestation of the
divinity of his mission, but was charged with minute and specific instrue-
tions in reference to all the parts and appurtenances of the extensive
and complicated fabric for the erection of which he was the divinely-
constituted agent. The point specially to be borne in mind in the
Mosaic institution is, that Moses was not commanded to erect among
the Israelites a civil and religious polity of some indefinite character,
but that minute and specific instructions were given, pointing out in
detail the principles to be incorporated, the ordinances and services to
be observed, and the various classes and kinds of sacred persons and
things, together with the special offices they were to perform, and the

~ uses to which they were to be appropriated—from all which it is clear

that the institution of the law was only divine so far as it was con-

~ formed to the true intent of the divine prescription. Had Moses pro-

ceeded to the erection of a tabernacle of service, and a political and
Church-organization, framed according to his own conceptions of pro-
priety, utility, or expediency, independent of his instructions. in the




Jh 1] FOUNDATION PRINCIPLES EXAMINED. 866

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER L

QuestioN 1. What is the distinction be-
tween a human and a divine insti-
tution?

2, Have a people the right to choose
their own form of government?

3. In a divine institution, to what ex-
tent may the people shape their
government as they choose?

4. How may an institution be divine
in some respects, and human in
sther respects?

ob

5. In what sense are the State and the
family divine institutions?

6. In what sense is the Church a divine
institution?

7. How has God been approachable by
man since the Fall?

8. Was the Mosaic law a divine institu-
tion, and in what manner was it
set up?

9. Who was the Agent, and with what
authority was he vested, in setting
up the Christian Chureh ™
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CHAPTER II.
THE APOSTOLIC OFFICE.

I. WE CONSIDER ITS NATURE.

We see from the Scriptures that Christ, in the establishment and
organization of his Church, called to his assistunce the services of
others, whom he called apostles; and we proceed to inquire into the nat:
ure of the apostolic office. !

When was the apostolic office instituted? Some have supposed that
when our Saviour appeared to his disciples after his resurrection, and.
delivered to them the command, “ Go ye into all the world, and preach
the gospel to every creature,” then, and in that act, originated the apos-
tolic office, in the exercise of which the apostles proceeded in the estab-
lishment of the Christian Church. But this view of the subject we
conceive to be erroneous. To suppose that the calling and commission s
of the apostles, which took place near the commencement of Christ’s
public ministry, was only temporary, and ceased when Christ expired
on the cross, and that the apostolic office commenced de novo, subse
quently to the Saviour’s resurrection, though a very generally received
sentiment, yet, we think, a little examination will clearly evince that
it must have been adopted in haste.

In the first chapter of The Acts, we are presented with an account of
the appointment of one to fill the place vacated by the apostasy and
death of Judas. Peter on that occasion, speaking of Judas, said
« He was numbered with us, and had obtained part of this ministry; i
plainly implying that the ministry pertaining to the apostles, subse
quent to the crucifixion of Christ, was not a newly constituted one,
but a continuation of the same ministry into which they, together with
Judas, had originally been inducted. In confirmation of the same
doctrine, Peter proceeds to quote from the Psalms the following words:
«Tet his habitation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein, and.
his bishopric let another take.” After this we find the apostles praying
in the following words: “Thou Lord, who knowest the hearts of all
men, show whether of these two thou hast chosen, that he may faké
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part of this ministry and apostleship from which Judas by transgression
Jell.”

Now, to suppose that the apostolic ministry, in its history subsequent
to the resurrection, was not a continuation of the same that had existed
previous to the crucifixion, but that it is founded upon and originated
with the grand commission given after our Saviour’s resurrection,
seems obviously contrary to the plain import of the passages just ad-
luced. We arrive, therefore, at the conclusion, that the apostolic office,
in the exercise of which the apostles acted, when organizing the Chris-
tian Church, dates its origin anterior to the Saviour’s crucifixion. In
the tenth chapter of St. Matthew we find Jesus calling his twelve apos-
tles, and “sending them forth,” saying to them: “As ye go, preach,
saying, The kingdom of heaven is at hand. Heal the sick, cleanse the
lepers, raise the dead, cast out devils.” And in the same discourse the
Baviour adds: “He that receiveth you receiveth me, and he that re-
ceiveth me receiveth him that sent me.”

Here we find the foundation of the apostolic commission, and in ref-
erence to it we may notice that two things are clearly apparent: 1. It
implied a commission to “preach,” and to confirm the same by the per-
formance of miracles. 2. It implied a commission to act in the name
and under the instructions of Jesus, with the same divine authority
which ke had received from the Father. This is evident from the
remarkable declaration, “ He that receiveth you receiveth me, and he
that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me.” As much as if the Sav-
iour had said, “I delegate to you the same authority which my Father
hath delegated to me.”

We find the establishment of the apostolic office recorded by St.
Mark, in the third chapter of his Gospel, in- the following words: “And
he ordained twelve, that they should be with him, and that he might
send them forth to preach, and to have power to heal sicknesses, and to
cast out devils.” Here we perceive substantially the same account
which is given by St. Matthew, with the more explicit announcement of
the ordination of the apostles.

On the subject now before us we may farther remark that, although
we must date the original institution of the apostolic office from the
first appointment and ordination of the apostles, and their commission
to preach and work miracles, yet it must be confessed that while the
commission they received was plenary, clothing them with divine au-
thority to enter upon the great work for which they had been conse-
crated, it was circumscribed as to the field of its operation. Jesus said
unto them. “Go not into the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of
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the Samaritans enter ye not; but go rather to the lost sheep of the
house of Israel.” From this we infer that although the apostles were
now fully invested with the authority and prerogatives of the apostolic
office, yet this does not imply that the field of their labors might not
subsequently be enlarged, and they be more fully and explicitly in
structed as to the nature of their duties.

In the establishment of his kingdom our Saviour advanced step by
step, unfolding to his apostles the great mysteries of his gospel and the
ground-plot of the new institution, as they were able to understand
and prepared to receive them. Hence it appears that even up to the
hour of our Saviour’s crucifixion his apostles were greatly ignorant
with regard to the laws and institutions of that kingdom, for the es: .
tablishment of which they had been chosen and ordained as prime
ministers.

Subsequent to our Saviour’s resurrection farther light was shed upon
this subject. We read (Matt. xxviil. 18-20): “Jesus came and spake
unto them, saying, All power is given unto me in heaven and in
earth. Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the -
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo,
I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.” It is recorded
(Mark xvi. 15): “And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world,
and preach the gospel to every creature,” ete. In John xx. 21-23, we =
read: “Then said Jesus to them again, Peace be unto you; as mj ;
Father hath sent me, even so send I you. And when he had said this
he breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost
whosesoever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them ; and whoseso-
ever sins ye retain, they are retained.”

From the scriptures above quoted, it appears that after our Saviour’s
resurrection from the dead he enlarged the boundaries, and more fully
explained the character of the apostolic mission. Hitherto the apostles
had been restricted in their labors to the Jews, but now the “middle
wall of partition,” which had separated the Gentile from the Jew, is
demolished, and “all the world” is the divinely-assigned field of apos:
tolic evangelism and jurisdiction. The plenary powers of the apostles
are here distinctly and emphatically stated. The words of the Saviour
are: “As my Father hath sent me, even so send I you.” The Father
had sent the Son, clothed with “all power in heaven and in earth,"
weven so” doth the Son “send” the apostles. So that as the Son was
invested with all the authority of the Father, in like manner were the
apostles invested with all the authority of the Son; hence it is el
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that ali the acts and doings of the apostles, under the commission in
question, are of divine authority.

It is not, however, to be inferred from this that the apostles were in-
vested with the authority of Christ to perform any part of the peculiar
mission %e received of the Father; but that they were as truly sent as
truly authorized to perform the work assigned them, in establishing and
organizing the gospel-Church, as the Son had been sent and authorized
by the Father to perform the work for which ke came into the world.

IL. Another important and obvious inference from the apostolic com-
mission, as here enlarged and explained, is its perpetuity. This the
general tenor of the gospel would strongly indicate. It is plain that
the Christian religion is designed for universal dissemination. It is in-
tended for all people in all ages; hence it would appear that it should
be sent to all as an authoritative message from God. But the express
language of the commission, in its enlarged and more explicit form, as
already quoted, sets the point in hand in a light not easy to be misun-
derstood: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every
creature.” And again: “Go ye therefore, and teach all nations.” Now,
we ask, if the apostolic office terminated with the lives of the then
existing apostles, how was it possible for them to fill the mission with
which they were intrusted? Could the twelve, in their own persons,
“go into all the world”# Could they “ preach the gospel to every creat-
ure”? Could they “teach all nations,” of every age, and of every
clime? It is most evident that they could not. But again, the
Saviour adds: “Lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the
world.” Now, we demand, can this apply exclusively to the ordained
twelve? Are they to be continued as the personal agents in carrying
out this commission “to the end of the world”? No one can so under-
stand the passage. And we may confidently ask, How, therefore, can
the passage be consistently interpreted, unless we infer that the apostolic
office is to be perpetuated, and this commission to be carried out by the
apostles’ successors ?

Notwithstanding the plain, and to our mind unavoidable, inference
from the words of Christ, that the apostolic office is perpetual, yet many
are slow to admit the truth of the inference. We are met by the ob-
jection, that the apostles were endued with plenary inspiration to write
the New Testament Scriptures, and with miracle-working power. And
it is argued that as it is not contended that the supposed successors of
the apostles have been endued with these powers, therefore the apostles
can have no successors. We will calmly consider this objection, as it
is the main, if not the sole, reliance of those who restrict the apostolic
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office to the New Testament twelve. Our first remark is, that the ob -
jection in question is based upon and derives all its force from what
we conceive to be a false assumption. It assumes that the apostolic
office, in order to be perpetual, must be unchangeable—that is, that a
material change in the power and prerogatives of an office cannot take
place without the destruction of that office. But why, we ask, must su(eh;
a result ensue? Does perpetuity in itself necessarily imply unchange
ableness? Surely it does not. The existence of man is to be perpetu-
ated forever, but who can tell “through what new scenes and changes
we must pass”? Even so, may not the apostolic office still be perpet-
uated, in all that is essential to its existence, while it may undergo
changes in its features? !
But we are not left to mere reasoning on this subject. We have the
plain Biblestatement of facts. As we have already seen, the mission
of the apostles, after the resurrection of Christ, was greatly changed
from what it had been before. It was enlarged in its sphere, modified
in its character, and more explicitly unfolded in its functions, yet all
that was essential to its identity was preserved. It was still the same
ministry and apostleship. If, then, so great a change as was realized in
the functions and prerogatives of the apostles, in passing from the pe-
riod of their original call and ordination up to the full exercise of their
high prerogatives, in the establishment and organization of the gospel-
Church, subsequent to the resurrection of Christ, did not destroy the
identity of the office, why should it be argued that the same office can-
not be perpetuated, unless precisely the same prerogatives and powers.
be continued with it? 3
We do not contend that that part, or, more properly, that appendage:
of the apostolate, which implied plenary inspiration and miraculo s
endowments, was to be transmitted to their successors. This is not the
matter in dispute. The only question here before us, is whether those
extraordinary powers were a necessary part of the office essential to its
very existence? We see no evidence that they were. Miraculous
powers were no doubt possessed by numbers having no claims to be
apostles. And moreover, it is clear that, so far as plenary inspiration
is concerned, this was not possessed by the apostles till they were “en-
dued with power from on high” on the day of Pentecost. It was not
till then that the Spirit “led them into all truth,” bringing to their
minds the past instructions of Christ, and enabling them to pen those
divine truths which constitute the New Testament code. And yet it i
equally clear that they did not just begin to be apostles when they re
ceived these extraordinary endowments. They had been consecrate
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to the same “ministry and apostleship,” even while Judas was one
of their number. Previous to the crucifixion of Christ, it was not
thought necessary by our Lord to confer upon the apostles powers so
extensive. And the reason is obvious. Such powers were not then
requisite. Upon the same principle, we may infer that, when those ex-
traordinary powers ceased to be needed, they would of course be with-
held. But as the conferring of them did not create the apostolate,
neither can the withholding of them destroy it.

It will be readily perceived how utterly inconsistent with the forego-
ing scriptural view of the perpetuity of the apostolic office must be
that theory upon which have been founded the arrogant assumptions
of a haughty episcopacy as well as all the enormous and blasphemous
pretensions of the papacy. According to the Scriptures, the apostolic
office is perpetuated; butin what? Not in the assumed Primacy, in
the pretended chair of St. Peter, claiming to sway a scepter of abso-
lute control, as “the Lord God the Pope,” over the whole Church—
not in the arrogant claims and usurped prerogatives of an unwar-
ranted episcopacy —but in the living ministry, “called of God,” and
“sent forth” by the Head of the Church “into all the world” to
“preach the gospel to every creature.” In the Scripture sense, they are
the successors of the apostles, who, like St. Peter, hear the voice of
their Master by his Spirit addressing them, saying, “Feed my lambs
. . . Feed my sheep;” or who can say with St. Paul, “ Woe is me, if 1
preach not the gospel.” The divinely called and commissioned minis-
ters of Christ, in every age, are the apostles of the Lord, not claiming
the miraculous powers and extraordinary prerogatives of the sacred
“twelve,” but succeeding them as “embassadors for Christ,” proclaim-
ing his gospel, administering his ordinances and discipline and feeding
the “ Church of God.”

et
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IL

8.
9.

Question 1. Whom did Christ call to
his assistance in establishing his
Church ?

2. What erroneous view has been ex-
tensively held as to the origin of
the apostolic office?

3. How can it be shown that the apos-
tolic office originated in the first
calling and ordination of the twelve?

4 What scriptures are quoted to prove
that Judas was an apostle?

5. What two elements did the apostolic
office originally embrace?

8. Wherein does the record of Mark, on
the subject, vary from that of Mat-
thew ?

7. Was the original commission of the
apostles plenary ?

ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
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Wherein was it afterward changed!

What farther light was shed upon
the subject after Christ's resurrec-
tion ?

In what sense were the apostles
sent as the Father had sent the
Son?

Was the apostolic office to be perpet
ual?

How is this proved ?

What objection is urged against
doctrine ?

How is the objection answered?

Is the view given of the perpetuil
of the apostolic office consis n
with the assumptions of Hi
Church Episcopalians and
Catholics ?
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CHAPTER IIIL
FORM OF CHURCH-GOVERNMENT.

I. Berore we proceed to inquire particularly concerning the consti
tution of the Church, as established under the apostolic administration,
we will consider the light in which the acts and doings of the apostles in
the premises should be viewed by the Church in all succeeding ages, and
the extent to which they should be considered of binding authority.

From the supreme authority with which the apostles were invested,
and the divine inspiration with which they were endued, it does not
necessarily follow that they acted under the sanction of this authority,
and under the guidance of this inspiration, in all the minute history of
their lives. In Galatians ii. 11-13, St. Paul speaks as follows: “But
when Peter was come to Antioch, I withstood him to the face, because
he was to be blamed. For before that certain came from James, he
did eat with the Gentiles; bt when they were come, he withdrew and
separated himself, fearing them which were of the circumeision. And
the other Jews dissembled likewise with him.” Here we find Peter,
one of the inspired and divinely-commissioned apostles, acting with dis-
gimulation, and receiving the righteous reprimand of St. Paul. No one
can suppose that Peter, in this case, was acting under the authority of
that divine commission he had received of the Lord Jesus, or that he
had a right to claim, while acting in contravention of the spirit of the
mission, the fulfillment of the promise—*Lo, I am with you alway.”

In 1 Cor. vii. 6, St. Paul says: “But I speak this by permission, and
not of commandment.” On this verse Dr. Clarke remarks: “We may
understand the apostle here as saying that the directions already given
were from his own judgment, and not from any divine inspiration ; and
we may take it for granted that when he does not make this observa-
tion he is writing under the immediate afflatus of the Holy Spirit.”
Seeing, then, from these scriptures, that the apostles themselves were
liable, in some cases, to err, and did not profess to speak at all times
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, it is matter of special import-
ance to us to be able certainly to distinguish their errors from their
authoritative acts, and their personal advice from their divinely-inspired
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nstructions. To admit that there are no means by which we may gain
a knowledge of this distinction, would be to shroud the New Testament
in obscurity, and greatly weaken its authority; but we are not left, in
this matter, to be tossed upon the waves of uncertainty.

We inquire therefore, How may we arrive at the knowledge in ques-
tion? As the apostles were specially commissioned to establish and
organize the Christian Church, and endued with miraculous powers and
plenary inspiration, for the accomplishment of this great work, we view
it as a matter of clear and necessary inference that in all their official
acts and instructions they were so guided by the Spirit of unerring
truth that all they did and said, belonging or in anywise appertaining
to the great work for which they had been set apart, was of divine au-
thority and perpetual obligation. And as the Scriptures of the New
Testament are presented under the divine sanction as the infallible rec-
ord of the gospel system, containing the history of its Divine Author,
of his death, resurrection, ascension, and glorification, together with the
setting up, under apostolic administration, of the Church, and all doc-
trines and regulations necessary for its permanence and prosperity, we
infer that whatsoever may be recorded erroneous in the conduct, or of
mere human advice in the teachings, of the apostles, are only the excep-
tions to the general rule; and as such, the New Testament itself, by the
manner in which such facts are recorded or such instructions are deliv-
ered, will clearly show that they are exceptions. We therefore conclude
that the example, the institutions, the regulations, and the instructions
of the apostles, are of divine authority, and of permanent obligation,
eacept when the Seriptures themselves plainly indicate to the contrary.

II. We now inquire concerning the FORM OF GOVERNMENT AND
poLITY according to which the New Testament Church has been
organized. 3

In entering upon this subject, the first question to be considered is
this. Has any particular form of Church-government been laid down
in the New Testament?

In modern times, a numerous portion of the followers of Christ have
adopted the negative side of the question now before us. Assuming
that Christ and his apostles laid down for the Church which they
reared “no particular form of government,” many have proceeded to
erect and organize ecclesiastical fabrics, according to their own conceps
tions of propriety or expediency, until Christendom has become severed
into an almost endless number of dissimilar institutions, resembling
each other as little as the diversified systems of political rule through-
out the known world. The causes which have tended to give currency
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to this sentiment, and its pernicious influence upon Christianity itself, we
will not now consider. It is our present business to examine its claims
to truth. Is it #rue that Christ and his apostles have established no
particular form of Church-government?

The position that no particular form of government has been estab-
lished for the New Testament Church, upon the admission that such a
Church has been established, seems to us to imply an absurdity. How
can we conceive of a Church without a government? or of a govern-
ment without a form? The very idea seems too ethereal for compre-
hension. As well might we speak of a house without a form, or of a
world without a form, as of a government without a form. Form is
something which necessarily inheres in all created substances, whether
material or immaterial, whether simple or complex. It is essential to

their very existence. Who can conceive of a political government .

without a form? It may be irregular in its arrangements, incongruous
in its parts, or rough-hewn in its aspects, but if it be a government #
must have a form. It may come under none of the heads, according to
the definitions commonly given, of the different forms of government;
but, without a form of some kind, it would not be a government at all.

Some who aver that “no particular form of Church-government is
laid down in the New Testament,” say they do not mean that there is
“no form of Church-government therein laid down,” but “no particular
form,” ete. If this be the position, then we demand: What is meant
by “a particular form”? Is not one form as much “a particular form”
as another? If not, what form is that which comes under the defini-
tion of particular #

Perhaps the meaning of some who use the phrase is, that “no one
form of government is established more than, or in preference to, an-
other.” If the shift be made to this position, then we reply that one
or the other of two things must be true. .If “no one form of govern-
ment be established more than, or in preference to, another,” then it will
follow either that no form at all 4s established or that various forms are
established. For if one form is established, and othera are not, it is
clear that one is more established than others. But if the position be
taken in real sincerity, that Christ and his apostles establizshed various
forms of government for the gospel Church, then we demand: What
were those wvarious forms of government? In what did their essential
difference consist? If there was an essential difference between them,
was not one preferable to the others? If one was preferable to the
others, why was not that one universally established? Was there an
essential difference in human nature, or in the nature of true Christi

G
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anity, in different places, that rendered these various systems of Church.
government necessary? Did the same apostle establish different sys
tems of Church-government? or did Paul establish one system, Peter
another, and James another? Was one an Episcopalian, another a
Presbyterian, and another a Congregationalist ?

But, seeing the absurdity of all these positions, we are inclined to be-
lieve that the real meaning of those who contend that “ Christ and his
apostles established no particular form of Church-government,” is that
they established no Church-government whatever. Assuming, then, that
this is the true meaning of the position against which we are now con-
tending, we may dismiss from the controversy the words “particular”
and “form” as mere expletives, and then the question will be narrowed
down to one single point: Did Christ and his apostles establish any
Church-government ?

To comprehend this subject thoroughly, it will be necessary for us to
inquire: What is the Christian Church? The word Church is, in the
Greek, &xxAnoia, which means a congregation assembled for purposes of
business, whatever be the character of the business. A Church may
properly be said to be established whenever a society or congregation is |
organized—that is, when arrangement is made for the regular meeting :
of the congregation and the transaction of business therein, according
to established order or rule. But, in a religious sense, by a Church is
generally understood “a congregation of faithful men, in which the
true word of God is preached, and the sacraments duly administered,
according to Christ’s ordinances, in those things that of necessity are
requisite to the same.” i |

From the foregoing, it appears that, according to the generally re-
ceived sentiment, a Church is a regularly-organized religious associa-
tion, or society. Now, to our mind, it is difficult to conceive of such a i
society without a government. If the society be organized, it must be |
organized according to some constitution or rule; and that constitution |
or rule would form the basis of government. To suppose that Christ ]
and his apostles established the Christian Church, and yet that they
preseribed no rule, no order, no fived principle, for the transaction of
business, no government for the regulation of the ecclesiastical body
whicl. they created, is a position which, judging a priori, we must con-
sider exceedingly improbable. ' In view of the nature and fitness of |
things, and judging from the general analogy of the works and-admin- 1
istration of God, prima facie evidence is manifestly against it; and we |
should be slow to subscribe to the sentiment in the absence of clear and 1
decided proof of its correctness.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IIL

Question 1. To what extent were the
apostles under the influence of di-
vine inspiration ?

2. What proof is given in support of
this position ?

3. By what rule may we decide when
taey were and when they were not
inspired ?

. What is the first question proposed
as to the form of Church-govern-
ment ?

5 How is the question answered ?

8 What evil results have followed from
an erroneous position on this ques-
tion ?

'S

7. How is the position that the Seript-
ures establish “ no particular form
of Church-government” shown to
be absurd ?

8. How have the abettors of this erro-
neous view shifted their ground,
and how is it shown that in all its
phases their position is alike un-
tenable?

9. How is the Christian Church de-
fined ?

10. Is the position that “no form of
Church-government has been es:
tablished” reconcilable with the
definition given of the Church?
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CHAPTER IV.

*ORM OF CHJRCH-GOVERNMENT-—SCRIPTURE TESTIMONY—THE OLD
TESTAMENT,

Drv Christ and his apostles establish any particular form of Church-
government? We proceed to examine the Scripture testimony in ref-
erence to this question.

1. Our first argument from Scripture is founded upon the gerwral
analogy between the law and the gospel.

The law and the gospel are the two great and important divine insti-
tutions constituting the leading subject-matter of revelation. The one is
the prominent theme of the Old Testament and the other the engross-
ing topic of the New. The law was properly introductory to and typ-
ical of the gospel; and so intimate and important was the connection
between them, that the law derived all its excellence, its life, vigor, and
efficacy, from that gospel which it foreshadowed, and by the introdue- -
tion of which it was to be superseded, while the gospel is a comment
upon the mysteries of the law—the substance of which the law was the
shadow, and the “bringing in of a better covenant,” as an abiding sub-
stitute for that which was “ready to vanish away.”

In connection with these evidences of the intimate relation subsisting
between the law and the gospel, and the constant reference had by the
former to the latter, when we remember the emphatic and minute sense
in which the numerous parts of the complicated Mosaic system were
prescribed and enjoined by the direct authority of God, it will appear
unreasonable to suppose that the government of the Christian Church
should be left in a state of vagueness and uncertainty. In the law of
Moses, the introductory and inferior dispensation, the utmost pains are
taken that all things may be explicit; but are we to suppose that in
the gospel of Christ, the superior dispensation, “ shadows, clouds, and
darkness,” are to rest upon the institution? In an institution of types
and symbols, we find clear and specific arrangements; but in an in-
stitution of substance and reality, are we to look for obscurity and un
certainty? In a transient system, we find the organization and gow

.,
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ernment, in their numerous features and minute details, specifically
prescribed and rigidly enjoined ; but, in a permanent system, are we
to be told that no definite organization or form of government is laid
down?

In the Mosaic economy, specific instructions are given for the adjust-
ment of all the parts of the system—the furniture of the temple, its
altars and its offe-ings, its priests and its services, the worshipers and
their duties, the fasts and the feasts, the ordinances and the command-
ments, all, all these are deemed sufficiently important to receive the di-
vine regard—but are the organization and government of the Chris-
tian Church to be passed over as mere circumstances, as matters of in-
difference, or of so trivial importance that all men are to be left to the
entire guidance of their own peculiar notions of fitness, propriety, or ex-
pediency? To our mind, the analogical argument based upon the pecu-
liar character of the Mosaic institution, and its connection with the
gospel, furnishes strong, presumptive evidence against the hypothesis,
that “no particular form of Church-government is laid down in the
New Testament.”

2. Our next argument upon this question is based upon the essential
identity of the Church under both the Jewish and Christian dispensations.

Upon this point, we adopt the remarks of Mr. Watson in his Bib-
lical and Theological Dictionary—Art, “ CHURCH”:

“The Christian Church is not another Church, but the very same
that was before the coming of Christ, having the same faith with it,
and interested in the same covenant. Great alterations, indeed, were
made in the outward state and condition of the Church by the coming
of the Messiah. The carnal privileges of the Jews, in their separation
from other nations to give birth to the Messiah, then failed, and with
that also their claim on that account to be the children of Abraham
The ordinances of worship suited to that state of things then expired,
and came to an end. New ordinances of worship were appointed, suit-
able to the new light and grace which were then bestowed upon the
Church. The Gentiles came into the faith of Abraham along with the
Jews, being made joint-partakers with them in his blessing. But none
of these things, nor the whole collectively, did make such an alteration
in the Church, but that it was still one and the same. The olive-tree
was still the same, only some branches were broken off, and others
grafted into it.”

When we see, therefore, that the Church of God is the same Church
under the gospel that it was under the law, is it reasonable to suppose
that under the law there should be a specific organization and ecclesi-
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astical polity, divinely prescribed, but that under the gospel there is no

divine prescription on the subject? Under the law, the Church of
God was a divine institution—a society or community of persons organ-
ized and placed under an ecclesiastical regimen or government by the
authority of God. Now, if under the gospel there be no society or as-
sociation of persons organized, and placed under a system of ecclesias-
tical regimen or government, by the appointment and authority of
God, we demand, how can two societies, or associations, be essentially
the same, when so radically variant, in all that is necessary to consti--
tute a society ? : |

If there be no Church-government laid down in the New Testament,
as of divine authority, then it follows that the New Testament Church
is under no government whatever, or under a government of human
origin and authority. But, as we have seen, the Old Testament Church
was under a government of divine origin and authority. Now, if it be
said that the New Testament Church is under no government at all,
then, we ask, how can a society or Church, under an organization and
government of divine authority, be essentially the same with a society
or Church destitute of any organization or government whatever? Or-
ganization and government seem to us to be essential to the very exist-
ence of a society or Church. How, then, we repeat, can a society or
Church, under an organization and government of divine origin, be
essentially the same with something which is destitute of what is essen-
tial to the very existence of a society or Church? But if it be said
that the New Testament Church is under an organization and govern-
ment of human origin and authority, then, we ask, how such a society
can be essentially the same with one divinely constituted ?

3. Our third argument on this subject is founded upon the fact that
Christ and the gospel Church are, in Scripture, designated by terms
and appellations, necessarily implying a specific and definite organiza-
tion and. government. E

In the Old Testament, the language of prophecy speaks of the com-
ing Messiah and of gospel times in terms which can scarcely be intel-
ligibly interpreted, but upon the supposition that Christ has instituted
a Church with a specific organization and government.

The Messiah is repeatedly spoken of by the prophets as a King, and
his Church as a kingdom. “Yet have I set my King upon my holy
hill of Zion. I will declare the decree: the Lord hath said unto me,
Thou art my Son; this day have T begotten thee. Ask of me, andI
shall give thee the heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost
parts of the earth for thy possession.” Ps.ii.6-8. Here the Messiah is
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denominated a King. He is represented as publishing his laws—1 will
declare the decree”—and as extending his dominion over the Gentiles
—“Ask of me, and I shall give thee the heathen for thine inherit-
ance,” etc.

In Isa. ix. 6, 7, he is styled the “ Prince of Peace ;7 and it is added ;
“Of the increase of his government and peace, there shall be no end.”
Isa. xxxii. 1: “Behold a King shall reign in righteousness, and princee
shall rule in judgment.” Dan.ii.44: “And in the days of these kings
shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom,” etc.

But in what sense, we ask, are we to understand these predictions ?
Surely no Christian will construe them, like the blinded Jew, as refer-
ring to an earthly monarch. While we do not construe the kingdom:
of Messiah as referring to an earthly monarchy, on the other hand we
should not restrict it to the internal dominion over the heart, and thus
fall into the error of the Mystic or the Quaker. Christ said, “ My
kingdom is not of this world;” but, at the same time, he came to estab-
lish a new institution of a peculiarly excellent order. He said to
Peter: “On this rock will I build my Church;’ hence it is evident
that the kingdom of Messiah, foretold by prophets, was not only to
consist of righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost—of in-
ternal principles of holiness—but it was to consist of an outward, visible
Church. Assuming, then, that the kingdom of Christ referred to by
the prophets embraced the visible gospel Church, we now ask, how can
we reconcile the language of prophecy with the supposition that there
is no Church-government and polity established by Christ and his apos-
tles? What is a kingdom without laws, and a regular administration
of those laws?

In allusion to the Jewish kingdom, Isaiah speaks of the Messiah as
sitting “on the throne of David to order it, and to establish it with
Judgment and justice.” Does this language favor the idea that he was
to leave his Church without a government of his own ordination?
Daniel, after having described the various leading carthly monarchies,
declares: “In the days of these kings, shall the God of heaven set up
a kingdom,” etc. Here we ask, How can a kingdom be “set up” by
“the God of heaven,” unless the organization and government be of di-
vine origin and authority? 'Whoever will carefully attend to the man-
ner in which the prophets of the Old Testament habitually spoke of
the Messiah and his reign, will not be likely to conclude that the prima
Jacie evidence, from that source, favors the notion that there is no gov-
ernment prescribed for the New Testament Church

a6
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QUESTIONS ON CHAI'TER IV.

QuEsriox 1. On what is the first Scripture

argument on this subject founded?
2. How is the relation between the law
and the gospel shown ?

3. In what respects are the two dispen-
sations contrasted ?

4. In what particulars were the instruc-
tions as to the Mosaic economy spe-
cfic?

5. Upon what is the next argument
based ?

6. What is the substance of the position
here taksn by Watson?

7. How is it shown that the positior,

that “no form of government is
established for the New Testament
Church,” is irreconcilable with the
identity of the Church under the
two dispensations?

8. Upon what is the third argument on
this subject founded ?

9. What are some of the terms of ths
Old Testament designating the
Church under Messiah ?

10. Can these scriptures be reconciled
with the position that there is no
visible organized Church set up by
Christ and his apostles ?
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CHAPTER V

FORM OF CHURCH-GOVERNMENT—SCRIPTURE TESTIMONY—THE NEW
TESTAMENT.

BeroRE we proceed to examine the New Testament on this subject,
it is important for us to understand the precise point of inquiry now
before us; therefore we will consider, first, what is implied in “a par-
ticular form of government”—what is necessary to constitute it. We
think it probable that much of the difficulty on this subject has re-
sulted from a misapprehension at this point. Many have hastily
imbibed the notion that unless a minute detail be exhibited of all
things, great and small, which properly should be connected with a
constitutional government, no form of government whatever can be
established. With this preconceived and erroneous basis fixed in their
minds, they have opened the New Testament, and, failing to find that
minute detail of parts and particulars which they had conceived essen-
tial to a “form of government,” they have assumed that none whatever
has been established ; and that, consequently, all are left perfectly free
to the guidance of their own views of propriety or expediency.

In reference to this subject, persons have erred in two opposite ex-
tremes. Some have supposed that every thing, great and small, proper
to be connected with Church organization and government, is expressly
laid down in Scripture; and that, consequently, no regulation, however
minute, should be sanctioned in the Church, unless we can find it ex-
pressly taught in the New Testament. Others have concluded that on
the subject of Church-government no system, form, outline, or constitu-
tional basis, has been prescribed ; and that therefore no one form is of
greater obligation than another. Now, the true position will be found
between these two extremes. -

If it be found, upon the examination of the New Testament, that the
organization and government of the Christian Church have not been
exhibited in minute detail, then it will follow that, in regard to that
minute detail, all Christians are left to the guidance of their own judg-
ment of propriety or expediency. On the other hand, if it be found

i
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that the organization and government of the Christian Church hLave
been exhibited, so far as some great leading principles are concerned,
cither by the official acts of the apostles, in establishing or setting: the
Church in order, or by their instructions authoritatively delivered, then
it will follow that, in regard to those great leading principles, all Chris:
tians are under sacred obligations, as far as practicable, 1 conforra to -
those divinely instituted regulations. '
Contemplating the fact that the Christian Church is &n institutior
designed to be extended throughout “ all the world,” and to be perpet-
uated to the latest period of its history, and at the sare time reflecting
on the almost endlessly diversified circumstances of mankind through-
out this widely-extended and long-continued range, it could scarcely be
inferred, judging a priori, that the government of the Church, in mi-
nute detail, should be divinely prescribed, and tt.as rendered authorita-
tively binding throughout all ages, and amonyst all nations, On the
other hand, in view of the important facts that the Christian religion
is, and of necessity must be, essentially the come in all climes and in
all ages, that human nature is also essentia/ly the same in all places.
where the gospel is to be proclaimed, that the Christian Church is an
indtitution claiming to be divine in its origin, and designed to be per-
petuated to the end of the world; in view of all these facts, it would
seem unreasonable, judging a priori, to suppose that no great leading
principles, pertaining to the organization and government of this
Church, should be divinely prescribed. And if it can be shown that
although the minute detail is omitted, yet some great leading principles
of Church-government are set forth in the New Testament, then these:
leading principles will constitute a form of Church-government;” 1o
can they be any the less such, because the minute detail is omitted. ‘
Some constitutions are exceedingly brief, containing only the great:
principles on which the government is based, while others are more ex:
tensive, going farther into detail. Would any one conclude, merely
because a constitution is brief, that the principles it embraces are there-
fore of less authority, or that the constitution is any the less a constitu:
tion, or a government, or a form of government,” on that account
Surely not; hence we conclude that if it can be shown that Christ and
his apostles prescribed certain leading principles pertaining to the or:
ganization and government of the Christian Church, then they did,
the same extent, establish a “form of Church-government.” And &
far as they did thus establish it, it is divinely authoritative; and
Christians, in all places and in all ages, are in duty bound to confo
to “the pattern thus shown them in the mount.” o

\ 8
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The principles essential to the organization and government of the
Christian Church, and the Articles of Faith essential to salvation, are
few in number, and simple and comprehensive in character. From
the incipiency of the papal apostasy to the present day, a disposition to
multiply and extend Church-rules and Articles of Faith beyond their
Jegitimate and authorized limits has been the bane of the Church. In
pumerous instances the “law of God” has been made void by “the
commandments of men,” or supplanted by the “traditions of the
elders.”

On the other hand, oppressed by the tyrannical usurpations of such
as would be “lords over God’s heritage,” some have rushed to an oppo-
site extreme. In some instances they have gone so far as to discard all
organization, or agreed plan of government; thus giving loose rein
to the wildest anarchy or the most reckless latitudinarianism. The
proper scriptural medium lies between these two extremes. There are
some great leading principles clearly laid down in the New Testament
as necessary to the proper organization of the Christian Church, and
some great radical doctrines essential to salvation. These, whatever
they may be found to be, must be recognized, or the Church cannot be
erected on the scriptural basis. For illustration, as all must admit, the
New Testament teaches:

1. That all organized Churches, under the apostolic administration,
had public meetings for worship at appointed times and places.

9. That Church officers were appointed to superintend the public
worship and other interests of the Church.

3. That baptism and the Lord’s-supper were administered to all—the
former, on their first profession of the Christian faith ; the latter, fre-
quently at the regular meetings of the Church.

Various other items might be enumerated, but these are enough to
show that there are some important matters pertaining to the organiza-
tion and government of the Church clearly laid down in the New
Testament.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER V.

Questior 1. What difficulty has resulted
from not understanding what is im-
plied in “a particular form of gov-

~ ernment”?

2. How have persons erred on this sub-
ject in two opposite extremes ?

3. In what two different senses may we
suppose that the government of the
Christian Church might have been
exhibited by Christ and his apos-
tles ?

4. Why is it improbable that the Chris-

- tian Church should have been ex-
bibited in minule detail?

5. Why is it unreasonable that no great
leading principles should be given ?

8. How do various constitutions differ
from each other?

7. What will follow from the fact thai
no minute detail has been divinely
prescribed ?

8. What will follow from the fact that
great leading principles have heen
laid down?

9. What is said of the essential princi-
ples relating to Church-govern-
ment and of the Articles of Faith?

10. What has been a prevalent error in
reference to them?

11. To what opposite extreme have
others gone?

12. What three specifications are given
showing that some leading princi-
ples of government are prescribed?
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CHAPTER VI.

THE HIGHEST GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY — ORIGINALLY VESTED IN
THE APOSTLES.

Tae New Testament sets forth the principles and laws according to
which the Christian Church should be organized and governed, and
designates proper officers for the administration of its government, and
specifies their prerogatives and qualifications.

In all governments, whether civil or ecclesiastical, the supreme or
highest power is vested somewhere; and the first thing to be considered
in the investigation of the genius and character of a government is, the
depository and source of this power and authority.

That the highest authority must be deposited in some definite source,
is just as essential in the Church as in the State. The various denomi-
nations of Christians, in the respective systems they have established,
have vested the highest power in different sources. Few seem to have
taken much pains to inquire at the proper oracle for information on this
subject; although much has been written concerning the peculiar ad-
vantages of different systems of Church-government, resulting from that
feature by which the depository of the highest authority is fixed, yet
too seldom has the inquiry been made: What saith the Bible on the
subject ?

If, on any question connected with the Church, the teachings of the
Holy Scriptures are deemed important, surely on this great radical
question we should bow with the most implicit reverence and submission
to what God has been pleased to ordain and establish.

Upon this question, among the various orders of professed Christians,
there are five different leading views:

L. That the highest authority in the Church is vested in each congre-
gation of Christians collectively. This is the theory of the Congregation-
alists and Independents.

2. That it is vested in the Pope, or some one individual, constituted
the visible head of the Church. This is the theory of the Roman
Catholics, or Papists.
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3. That it is vested in the ministers and lay officers taken together.
This is the theory of the Presbyterians.

4. That it is vested in a superior order in the ministry, constituted, as
to the power of government and ordination, the apostles’ successors.
This is the theory of Protestant Episcopalians.

5. That it is vested in the ordained ministry, or eldership of the

Church generally. This is the view of the Methodists, and of individ-
uals in different denominations.
- So far as we are informed, all the different views on this subject wor-
thy of attention are embraced in the five different systems above speci-
fied. As to the notions of those who contend that “no particular form
of Church-government is prescribed in Scripture,” it is clear that their
theory necessarily implies that the highest power in the Church is not,
by divine authority, assigned any definite position, and that, conse-
quently, all Christians are left to arrange this principle of their consti-
tution as they may judge expedient.

In the discussion of this subject, we deem it unnecessary to enter upon
the formal refutation of any of the conflicting theories specified. If it
can be shown from the Secriptures in whom the highest power in the
government of the Church is vested, it will follow by consequence that
all conflicting theories are disproved. That the Scriptures are explicit
and satisfactory on this question is our clear conviction, and we shall
present the evidence on which that conviction is founded.

It cannot be doubted but that the holy apostles were invested with
all the divine authority connected with the great work of their mission
—the establishment and organization of the gospel Church—which the
Saviour himself possessed. From this it necessarily follows that, as
the Saviour had power to delegate his authority to the apostles, so had
the apostles power to delegate their authority to others. It follows
also, that if the apostles have failed to transmit to others the high au-

thority for the ordering and government of the Church which they
received of the Lord Jesus, that authority must have expired with -

them, and can exist nowhere in the Church. It can only exist where
the apostles have placed it, and there it must exist. Therefore, if the

high power of government in question exists in the collective body of
each congregation, or any portion of them, it must be because the apos.
tles themselves have thus transmitted it, and ordained its perpetuity.

It will not do to argue that all societies possess the inherent right to
govern themselves. Such reasoning may be valid when civil govern-
ment or human institutions are in question ; but in reference to a divine
institution it is futile and inadmissible. g

3
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In the “beginning of Christ’s religion” it is most certain that the
power of government was not in the congregations or Churches col-
lectively, but in the ministers who organized them. Ministers were
before Churches were—Churches did not make or ordain the ministers,
but ministers made or constituted Churches. Now, is it not undeniable
that, as the highest power of government originally existed, not in the
united congregation of the people, but in the ministry, it must remain
in the ministry, unless it be fairly shown that the apostles have expressly
ordered otherwise?

But that we may decide this matter, we will examine the record of
the teachings and doings of the apostles bearing upon the subject. We
commence with the establishment of the first Christian Church at Jeru-
salem on the day of Pentecost. About three thousand were added unto
the Church by baptism on this occasion. In the account here given,
there is not one word about the apostles delegating to this large com-
munity, or to any portion of them, the right to make their own regula-
tions and govern themselves; on the contrary, it is obvious that this
right remained in the apostles, and was exercised by them.

It is said (Acts ii. 42): “And they continued steadfastly in the apos-
tles doctrine and fellowship ”—clearly implying that they were still
under the jurisdiction of the apostles.

A few days after this about two thousand more were added to the
Church ; and still we find no evidence of the transfer of the govern-
mental authority from the apostles, but direct proof to the contrary.
So full and complete was the apostolic jurisdiction, that, when the peo-
ple had sold their possessions, “ they brought the prices of the things
that were sold, and laid them down at the apostles’ feet.” Acts iv. 34, 35.
Here we find that even the temporal treasures of the Church were sub-
jected to the control of the apostles.

But it may be contended that we find a transfer of governmental
authority in the sixth chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, when the
«geven deacons” were appointed. = The passage reads thus: “Then the
twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It is
pot reason that we should leave the word of God, and serve tables.
Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among you seven men of honest report,
ful' >f the Holy Ghost and wisdom, whom we may appoint over this
business. But we will give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the
ministry of the word.”

Now, it is contended that the right of electing the deacons was here
transferred to the body of the Church—*the multitude of the disci-
ples”---and that, consequently, with this elective franchise was trans
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ferred the governing power in the Church. In reference to this trans
action we remark, that the mere fact that the apostles chose to consult
the congregation as to the particular persons to be appointed deacons,
does not prove that the jurisdiction of the apostles in the premises had
been relinquished. As the particular exigency giving rise to the ap-
pointment of the deacons at this time was an existing dissatisfaction in
a portion of the congregation with the administration of affairs, it is
quite reasonable to suppose that skillful governors might consult the
choice of the congregation, even in a matter over which the entire"
authority and jurisdiction vested in themselves; and, as an evidence
that such was the fact in the present instance, we remark the following
particulars: E

1. The congregation did not. choose these “deacons” till they had
been directed so to do by the apostles; hence they were not exercising
an independent authority of their own, but merely acting by permission,.
under direction of the apostles.

2. The apostles prescribed the character of the persons to be selected,

3. There is no evidence that the apostles would have ordained persons
of a different character, had such been selected.

4. The right of appointment was still retained by the apostles in their
own hands. The apostles did not direct the congregation to select and
appoint their own “deacons.” The command was: “Look ye out seven
men whom we may appoint.” And, after they had been selected, they
were not “deacons” until “they had set them before the apostles,” and
they had “prayed, and laid their hands on them.” So we can find no
evidence in this transaction of any settlement of the sovereign power
in the whole or any portion of the congregation ; nor is there any proof
that St. Peter, or any one of the apostles, was placed in authority over
the others. The supreme authority was evidently. in the “twelve,”
without partition or preéminence.

In the fifteenth chapter of The Acts, we have an account of the
famous Apostolic Council at Jerusalem. Here we derive satisfactory
evidence against the Congregational system of Church-polity, in its
common acceptation. Had the apostles delegated to each congregation
the sovereign right to govern themselves, independently of any superior
jurisdiction or authority, we may be sure the Church at Antioch would
have exercised that right, and settled their controversy in their own
body. .

Again: Had each individual Church been constituted an independent
body, the decrees of the council in question could not have been issued
as an official, authoritative document, obligatory on the Churches of
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“Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia,” as they evidently were; and had each
Church been constituted an independent body, then the action of the
council could not have assumed the form it did. A council might have
deliberated and come to a conclusion, but that conclusion would have
been m.ere advice, and not law; but the very form in which the action
of the council is recorded, demonstrates that it possessed the attribute
of authority and law. St. James says: “ Wherefore my sentence is,”
etc.—that is, my decision; or, as Chrysostom paraphrases it. “I with
authority say this.”

We learn, also, from this transaction, that St. Peter had not been
constituted the supreme visible head of the Church. Had such been
the fact, the appeal would have been made to him, and the sentence
would have gone forth in his name and under his authority; but he
seems to have had no preéminence whatever. He did not even preside
in the council—St. James was the presiding officer. He spoke last,
and formally announced the decision ; but we cannot infer from this that
he possessed any right to decide this question more than belonged to
each of the other apostles. His apparent superiority resulted, no doubt,
from the circumstance of his acting as President of the council; and
that fact is readily accounted for on the probable supposition that, by
an understanding among the apostles, the special jurisdiction over the
Church at Jerusalem had been assigned to him.

The appeal was made to “the apostles,” “the apostles” assembled
together on the occasion, “the apostles” agreed unanimously in the
decision, and the official document was issued in the name of “the
apostles ;” and all this without any evidence of the preéminence of one
over the others. Hence it appears that the apostles were still exercising
that supreme authority over the Church with which they had originally
been invested by the Lord Jesus.

-But the inquiry may arise, If the apostles were thus supremely
authorized, could not any one of them have decided the question? and
whence the necessity for calling the council? To this it may be replied,
that this council was not convened for the purpose of enlightening the
apostles, but to give greater influence to their decision, and secure har-
mony in the Church. Any one of the apostles could have decided the
question ; and Paul and Barnabas had already decided it. They “had
no small dissension and disputation” with a portion of the Church at
Antioch on the subject; but the authority of every apostle, and espe-
cially that of St. Paul, was not everywhere understood and acknowl-
edged as it should have been. It was to remedy this evil, and to pro-
duce an acquiescence in the apostolic doctrine of justification by faith
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alone, that this council deliberated, and issued their joint authoritative
decrees.

If it be alleged that the fact that the apostles assembled to deliberate
in council cannot comport with the view we have presented of the high
prerogatives with which they were endowed, we reply : First. The “much
disputing” which occurred in the council does not appear to have been
a work of the apostles, but of others assembled with them, Secondly.
The apostles spoke last of all, and were perfectly harmonious in their
gentiments. Thirdly. Tt does not follow, from the fact that the apostles
were inspired, that they were at all times favored so immediately with
the divine guidancé as entirely to supersede the importance of deliber-
ation,  Fourthly. It is evident that, in this matter, they acted under the
immediate authority of God ; for their decrees are prefaced with these
words: “For it seemed good to the Holy Ghost, and to us.” :

But there is yet another important matter in connection with this
council to be considered—the apostles were not alone on this occa-
sion. The appeal was made unto “the apostles and elders.” “The
apostles and elders came together to consider of this matter;” the de-
cision “pleased the apostles and elders, with the whole Church;” the
epistle containing ‘the decrees was in the name of “the apostles, and
elders, and brethren,” and when the messengers went forth to the
Churches, “they delivered them the decrees for to keep that were or-
dained of the apostles and elders which were at Jerusalem.” Here the
question arises, Who were these “ elders and brethren?” and why are
they associated with the apostles? The Presbyterian has fancied that
the account here given furnishes a clear divine warrant for depositing
the sovereign power of Church-government in the Kirk-session, com-
posed of the minister and several lay elders; or a model for a presby-
tery or synod, composed of clerical and lay' representatives.

~"As to the peculiar character of these “ elders”—whether they were
ministers or mere laymen—that is a question which can have no bear-
ing upon the point now in hand. Our present inquiry is this: Did the
apostles transmit to these “elders” the right to exercise that sovereign
power in  the Chureh which, as we have seen, they themselves had re-
celvad of the Lord Jesus?  We do not inquire whether the apostles 0
fransferred this ‘power ‘ot of their hands upon these “elders” as to
deuso to possess it themselves. No one supposes they did this. But the
question is, Were these elders divinely authorized by the apostles to
exercise the same sovereign jurisdiction over the Church which the
apostles exercised ? e I e
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question up to “ the apostles and elders” can furnish no evidence that
these “ elders” possessed authority equal to that of the apostles. The
fact that the contentious Judaizers of that Church were not at once sat-
isfied with the decision and arguments of Paul and Barnabas, is proof
conclusive that they either did not understand or did not appreciate the
high prerogatives of the apostolic office ; hence they desired the apostles’
decision to be corroborated by the sanction of the elders of the first
established Church at Jerusalem. It is also reasonable to suppose that
the great body of the Church at Antioch, however well satisfied they
themselves might be with the judgment of Paul and Barnabas, would
desire also the corroborating testimony of the “apostles and elders,”
knowing that such decision would tend greatly to the production of gen-
eral satisfaction on the vexed question.

But it seems the elders did meet with the apostles, and probably took
part in the deliberation ; and it is demanded, Why did the apostles per-
mit this, unless the elders possessed equal powers with themselves? To
this we reply, that although the apostles possessed the right, ex cathedrd,
to decide all matters concerning the Church, yet they were prudent
administrators, and, as such, they frequently consulted with others, and
were ready to listen to their arguments. When the “seven deacons”
were appointed, although the apostles possessed in themselves the sov-
ereign right of appointment, yet they submitted their selection to the
congregation. Even so here, although the apostles, as a college, or any
one of them alone, possessed a divine right to decide the matter in con-
troversy, yet they chose to exercise that right in such form as would be
likely to wield the greatest influence over the Churches generally, and
be productive of the most satisfactory and beneficial results. Hence,
not only “the elders” were consulted, but the approval of “the whole
Church” was secured, and the decretal epistle was in the name of “the
apostles, and elders, and brethren.”

The only question involved in the matter we are now discussing is
that of authority. Did the “elders,” or “ the elders and brethren,” pos-
sess the same divine authority to act in the premises which belonged to
the apostles? To suppose that they did, would imply that they could
have decided the matter without the ratification of the apostles—yea,
that any one of them could have issued a divinely authoritive decision ;
for it is certain that the official act of any one of the apostles would
have been clothed with all the authority of Heaven. But will any one
suppose that a decision from one of the “elders,” or from “the elders
and the whole Church,” would have been authoritative without the
apostolic seal? Tt was this which fixed upon the decrees the stamo of
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the divine authority. The Lord Jesus Christ had said to his chosen
“twelve”: “Lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.”
It was this unfailing promise which secured to the apostles, in all their
official acts, the divine guidance, and authorized them to preface their
decrees with these remarkable words: “It seemed good to the Holy
Ghost, and to us.”

We think it must now be manifest that the history of this council

- presents no proof that the sovereign power in the government of the

Church belonged as yet to any person or persons but the apostles.

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VI.

Questios 1. What is the first thing
to be considered in the  nvestiga-
tion of the character of a govern-
ment ?

2. What five leading views are stated
with regard to the depository of
the highest authority in Church-
government, and by whom have
they been respectively advocated ?

3. Are the Scriptures explicit on this
question ?

4. What may we infer from the author-
ity with which the apostles were
invested ?

5 [n the beginning of Christ’s religion,
why could not the power of gov-
ernment have existed in the con-
gregations ?

3 What is proved on the subject from
the second and fourth chapters of
The Acts of the Apostles?

7. What is the argument in reference
to the * seven deacons,” whose ap-
pointment is recorded in the sixth
chapter of The Acts?

8. In refirence to this case, what Jfour
JSacts are inferred ?

9. What is the argument on the subject
founded on the account given of
the council at Jerusalem, in the
fifteenth chapter of The Acts?

10. Who met with the apostles in this 3
council ? :

11. Were the apostles all hamnonious in
their opinions ?

12. Were the decrees of the council au-
thoritative ?

13. What fact gave them the seal of
divine authority?

14 In whom, then, does it appear that
the sovereign pwer of govern
ment as yet was deposited ?
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CHAPTER VII.

THE GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY —DEPOSITED IN THE ORDAINED
ELDERSHIP.

HaviNg seen in the preceding chapter that the inspired apostles,
while they remained with the Church, possessed and exercised supreme
governmental control over it, we now inquire to whom they committed
the permanent exercise of this prerogative.

In the first place, that Timothy and Titus, as evangelists, were cor.-
missioned by the Apostle Paul to exercise, under his directions, apos-
tolic_jurisdiction—the one at Ephesus, and the other in Crete—is very
clear from the apostolic epistles. That this jurisdiction extended not
only over Churches, but likewise over ministers, is also manifest. But
there is no evidence that the apostles placed a similar control in the
hands of an individual minister over the ministers and Churches gen-
erally, or in any other place.

Now, the question arises, what is the reasonable inference from the
fact, as above stated? That we may be the better judge of this matter,
we will examine the record. In 1 Tim. i. 3, 4, St. Paul says to Tim-
othy: “As I besought thee to abide still at Ephesus, when I went into
Macedonia, that thou mightest charge some that they teach no other
doctrine, neither give heed to fables and endless genealogies, wlich
minister questions, rather than godly edifying which is in faith; so dr ~
And in the eighteenth verse: “This charge I commit unto thee, sox
Timothy,” etc. Here we see a solemn charge committed by St. Paul to
Timothy, imparting jurisdictional prerogative over the Church at Eph-
esus, both of the ministers and laity.

In the third chapter of this epistle, St. Paul delivers to Timothy
minute instructions as to the character and qualifications of bishops
and deacons. And this is evidently done that Timothy might be the
better able to select and ordain suitable persons for those offices, and
retain only such in office; or, at least, call the unworthy to account for
improper conduct. He says: “Let these also first be proved ; then let
them use the office of a deacon, being found blameless,” Near the
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close of the chapter, St. Paul adds: “These things write I unto thee,
hoping to come unto thee shortly ; but if I tarry long, that thou might-
est know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God.”

In the fourth chapter, after having delivered various directions and
admonitions concerning the doctrine that should be preached, he says:
“These things command and teach. Let no man despise thy youth”—
that is, not only teach the pastors what they should preach, but “com-
mand” them, exercise authority over them ; and lest they be unwilling
to be supervised by so young a man, take heed to be grave in thy de-
portment—* Let no man despise thy youth.”

In the fifth chapter, Timothy is instructed how to proceed in ad-
monishing the “elders”: “ Rebuke not an elder, but entreat him as a
father.” In the same chapter we read: “ Let the elders that rule well
be counted worthy of double honor, especially they who labor in the
word and doctrine. For the Scripture saith, Thou shalt not muzzle the
ox that treadeth out the corn. And, The laborer is worthy of his re-
ward. Against an elder, receive not an accusation, but before two or
three witnesses. Them that sin rebuke before all, that others also may
fear. I charge thee before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the
elect angels, that thou observe these things without preferring one be-
fore another, doing nothing by partiality. Lay hands suddenly on no
man, neither be partaker of other men’s sins.” f

We think it must be apparent to the candid mind that no consistent
interpretation can be put upon this paragraph without finding in it the
most conclusive evidence that Timothy was invested with the high pre-
rogatives of the apostolate, both as it regards government and ordination.

First. His jurisdiction extended even to the matter of the ministers’
salaries: “Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of double
honor.” Chrysostom, Whitby, Scott, Benson, Clarke, and all the best
critics, agree that this “double honor” means “a more liberal main-
tenance.” Dr. Clarke affirms that “almost ayery critic of note allows
that Tep# here signifies reward, stipend, wages.” Now Timothy, as exer-
cising apostolic rule over pastors and Churches, was to see to it that
the pastors’ salaries were adjusted in proportion to the extent of theu'
labors. i

Again. Instructions were given as to the manner in which an elder.
should be brought to account for his conduct: “Against an elder re-
ceive not an accusation, but before two or three witnesses.” He is als
directed how he should administer reproofs: “Them that sin rebuke
before all.” He is solemnly charged to “observe these things with
preferring one before another.”




Ch. vii] THE GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY. 897

Lastly. He is not only fully instructed as to his superintendency over
elders, deacons, and people, but he is directed how to proceed in the
exercise of his apostolic jurisdiction.

Near the close of this Epistle St. Paul repeats his solemn charge to
Timothy in the following words: “I give thee charge in the sight of
God, who quickeneth all things, and before Christ Jesus, who before
Pontius Pilate witnessed a good confession, that thou keep this com
mandment without spot, unrebukable, until the appearing of our Lord
Jesus Christ.” And again he adds: “ O Timothy, keep that which is
committed to thy trust.” We may understand the apostle here, by the
word “commandment,” as embracing the entire summary of instruc-
tion contained in this Epistle. 7Thds he is charged to keep “until the
appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ.” On this Dr. Clarke comments
thus: “Hand it down pure, and let thy conduct be a comment on it,
that it may continue in the world and in the Church till the coming of
Christ.”

In the second Epistle to Timothy we have his ordination and investi-
ture, with the prerogatives of his office, specifically named : “ Where-
fore I put thee in remembrance, that thou stir up the gift of God which
is in thee by the putting on of my hands.” 2 Tim. i. 6. “That good
-thing which was committed unto thee keep by the Holy Ghost which
dwelleth in us.” 2 Tim. i. 14. “And the things which thou hast heard
of me among many witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men,
who shall be able to teach others also.” 2 Tim. ii. 2.

In these passages we see Timothy expressly authorized to invest other
«faithful men” with the ministerial functions, implying provision for
the perpetuation of an ordained ministry in the Church.

We next examine the Epistle to Titus. In the fifth verse of the first
chapter, the investiture of Titus with the prerogatives of the apostolate
is set forth: “For this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set
in order the things that are wanting, and ordain elders in every city, as
I had appointed thee.” Notice, first, the work assigned him: He is
to “set in order the things that are wanting.” This is a general, broad
commission, emhracing every thing pertaining to the organization of
the Churches. St. Paul proceeds, as he had done in the case of Tim.
othy, to specify the kind of persons to be ordained to the presbyterate:
“If any be blameless, the husband of one wife, having faithful chil-
dren, not accused of riot or unruly. For a bishop must be blameless,
as the steward of God; not self-willed, not soon angry, not given to
wine, no striker, not given to filthy lucre; but a lover of hospitality, a
lover of good men, sober, just, holy, temperate; holding fast the faith-

57
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ful word, as he hath been taught, that he may be able by sound does
trine both to exhort and to convince the gainsayers. For there are
many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, . . . whose mouths must -
be stopped.” And in the nineteenth verse, he commands Titus to
“rebuke ” false teachers “sharply.” ¥

Again, in the fifteenth verse of the second chapter, we read these
words: “These things speak, and exhort, and rebuke with all authority.”:
In the tenth verse of the third chapter, we have these words: “A man.
that is a heretic, after the first and second admonition, reject.” f

On the subject of the quotations just made we need not enlarge
They are so explicit concerning the authority with which Titus was ins
vested that their force cannot easily be evaded. We here find, first,
minute description of the kind of persons to be ordained to the minis-
terial office. Secondly, Titus is instructed to silence some, for the apos:
tle designates certain characters “ whose mouths must be stopped.”

Again, he is instructed on the subject of official admonitions. He i
told to “rebuke with all authority.” Not only to deliver a friendly
« rebuke,” but an authoritative one— to * rebuke with all authority.”
Finally, he is clothed with authority to evcommunicate : “A man that
is a heretic, after the first and second admonition, reject.” ;

In reference to Timothy and Titus, we present the following gene
remarks: :

From the scriptures adduced, it is evident that neither the Congre
gational nor the Presbyterian form of Church-government could ha
existed in those districts at that time. On the supposition that eithel
of those forms of government had already been set up, these itine
ant intruders, as they would have been considered, would have bee
promptly met by the congregations or the Church-sessions, as the case
might have been, and repulsed with such language as the following
“What high and unconstitutional pretensions are these which you sel
up over us? We elect and induct our own pastors; we have our Churel
gession through which we administer discipline, our presbyters judg
of the qualifications of candidates for orders, and perform the ordina
tion service.” It is most evident, upon the supposition that either Con
gregationalism or Presbyterianism had been set up, that the commis
sions of Timothy and Titus would have come in direct conflict wit
those systems, and could not have been carried out. And it is
clear that, while those Churches continued to recognize Timothy an
Titus with the suthority committed to them by the apostle, neither ¢
those forms of government could have originated. That the powero
government, in these instances, was vested in Timothy and Titus,
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undeniable. It was neither exercised by the congregation collectively,
nor by the minister in connection with his lay elders.

The argument for High-church Episcopalianism, founded on the
cases of Timothy and Titus, may easily be shown to be sophistical,
wheén met in a proper, scriptural manner. It is not, however, to be
werturned by a denial of the.fact that Timothy and Titus were in-
vested with episcopal jurisdiction over both Churches and miuisters in
their respective fields for a specific purpose, and under apostolic ap
pointment. The sophistry in the argument referred to consists in con
cluding from this fact, that therefore this was the settled apostolic plan,
adopted by the apostles everywhere, and by them commanded to be
carried out and perpetuated.

It cannot be proved that the apostolic jurisdiction of Timothy and
Titus was a permanent settlement of authority in them. Indeed, it is
most obvious that they acted in the capacity of temporary agents of
Bt. Paul, doing his specific bidding in reference to matters to which he
had not time to give his personal attention.

Again, the fact that the Churches of Ephesus and Crete, and the min-
isters already among them, were apostolically recognized as such hefore
the episcopal miter, here claimed for Timothy and Titus, had been con-
ferred, together with the fact that, among the numerous other Churches
organized, and ministers set apart, under the apostolic administration,
there is no intimation that any such arrangement as that in reference
to Timothy and Titus was intended or authorized, demonstrates clearly
that the plea here urged for Episcopalianism, as of divine right, is un-
founded and fallacious. We can find nothing in the case of these
evangelists, or anywhere else in Scripture, to sanction the position
that the office of a bishop pertains to an order in the ministry supe
rior to that of a presbyter, and by divine right having control over
the eldership, and the sole right to ordain. We must conclude that
this is an assumption of prerogative wholly unwarranted by the word
of God.

Yet since it is clear that Timothy and Titus were endued with a tem-
porary episcopal jurisdiction over ministers and Churches in their re
spective fields, we may very rationally infer that, under some circum-
stances, the episcopal form of government may be preferable to any
other; and on the ground of expediency, not of divine right, may advan
tageously be adopted.

From what has been already presented from the Scriptures, we think
the following positions are manifestly inferable:

1. That during the lives of the inspired apostles, supreme authority,
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not only to unfold the doctrines of Christianity, but also to organize |
and govern the Church, was divinely vested in them. &

2. That the apostles exercised this authority, so far as practicable, -
by their own personal agency and immediate supervision, but that in -
the work of organizing and governing the Churches, as a matter of .
convenience, they sometimes intrusted their high prerogative to certain
approved evangelists (as Timothy and Titus), under specific instrue- -
tions, as their selected agents o1 deputies. i

3. But since there is no evidence that these high prerogatives of gov-
ernment, so clearly pertaining to the inspired apostles and the evangel:
ists under them, were transferred to any others, therefore the inference
is plain that such apostolic prerogatives were extraordinary, and not
intended to be perpetuated in the Church. :

4. Since it is indisputable that many Churches existed under the:
apostolic administration, over whom no minister was placed as superin-
tendent over ministers and Churches, with such high prerogatives a
were conferred on Timothy at Ephesus, and Titus in Crete, it necessa 3
rily follows that, though an episcopal organization after that model
may be expedient and advisable in certain cases, yet there is no gro .
for the inference that such high prerogatives pertain to any class of
ministers by divine right, or in virtue of a superiority of order; or th
other Churches, not thus superintended, are not apostolically consli
tuted, nor the ordinances by them administered valid and efficacious,

Where, it may well be asked, is the first sylluble of testimony to
show that the apostles placed the Churches at Rome, at Corinth, af
Thessalonica, at Antioch, at Philippi, or even at Jerusalem, under
jurisdiction like unto that given to Timothy at Eplesus, or to Titus in
Crete? And yet these were all bona fide apostolic Churches, the i ‘
spired apostles themselves being the judges. Can it therefore, we de
mand, be consistent with Christian meekness for any one claiming
be a follower of Christ to denounce as no branch of the Church such
Churches as the inspired apostles themselves planted and watered, am
recognized ? ,

That episcopacy, in the modern acceptation of the term, cannot be
maintained from the Scriptures as of divine right, or as essential {o th
validity, or even to the apostolicity, of either Churches, ministers, or &
raments, is a position, in connection with Church-polity, which we cos
sider perfectly impregnable. The impartial student of ecclesiastica
history will find that the same ground that we here assume has heen
occupied by many of the wisest and best informed in the Church fron
the earliest ages, and at all subsequent periods. Tt was the platform of
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Cyprian in the third century, of Epiphanius and Jerome in the fourth
century, and was maintained by Luther, Calvin, Cranmer, Wesley, and
a mighty host of distinguished scholars and divines, in more modern
times. This position is not only more consonant with Scripture, but is
certainly more consistent with the mild charity and wide-expansive
catholicity of the gospel than that pent-up and exclusive dogma which
struts forth in assumed dignity, exclaiming, “ We are the Church: with
us alone are Christ’s valid ministers, and all others are intruders—with
us alone are the valid ordinances administered, and the covenanted
mercies of Heaven sealed!” Let episcopacy, as the Bible warrants,
place itself on the ground of expediency, and bishops above presbyters,
as Jerome says, “by the custom of the Church,” and not of dwine
right, and many others may, with Wesley, “ prefer the episcopal form
of Church-government.”

If, then, as we have endeavored to show, the apostles have not trans-
ferred the high prerogatives of Church-government which they pos:
sessed and- exercised to a superior order in the ministry to be perpetu-
ated in the Church as their successors in this jurisdiction, the question
arises, To whom did they transfer the governmental power of the
Church? and in what sense is this power to be understood?

To the above inquiry we reply, that the New Testament teaches
plainly that the government of the Chureh is committed to the ordained
presbyters, or elders.

This will appear from the following scriptures: “Take heed there-
fore unto yourselves, and to 411 the flock, over the which the Holy
Ghost hath made you overseers.” Acts xx. 28. The term here used,
¢miokbdmove, means bishops, or superintendents; hence the apostle here
teaches that these Ephesian elders were constituted by “the Holy
Ghost” the rulers of the Churches. Again, the same apostle, in speci-
fying the qualifications of an “elder,” says, he should be “one that
ruleth well his own house, having his children in subjection with all
gravity ; for if a man know not how to rule his own house, how shall
he take care of the Church of God?” 1 Tim. iii. 4, 5.

St. Peter says to the “elders”: “Feed the flock of God which is
among you, taking the oversight thereof.” 1 Pet. v. 2. The Greek word
here used is émokomodvTeg, meaning that these “elders” were to exercise
the office of bishop, overseer, or superintendent, over the Church, clearly
implying an apostolic delegation of the ruling power to them. Once
more, St. Paul says: “Obey them that have the rule over you, and sub-
mit yourselves; for they watch for your souls as they that must give
account.” Heb. xiii. 17. Here it is manifest that the ruling power ir

=
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the Churches is vested in those ministers who are placed over them as
their pastors or spiritual guides.

In the second and third chapters of the book of Revelation, our Sav-
jour delivers a special and solemn address to the “angel” of each of
the seven principal Churches of Asia. From these addresses we think
it apparent that the power of government in each of those Churches
was neither in the whole congregation nor in the minister and his lag =
elders, but in the presiding minister placed as “overseer” in pastoral
charge of the Church. Thomas Scott says this angel was “ the stated
messenger, or embassador, of Christ among them.” Benson says, he
was “the pastor, presiding elder, or bishop, called an angel because he
was God’s messenger.” Dr. Clarke says: “By ‘angel, we are to un-
derstand the messenger, or person sent by God to preside over this
Church.” And in reference to Ephesus, he adds: “The angel or bishop =
at this time was most probably Timothy, who presided over that Church
before St. John took up his residence there, and who is supposed to
have continued in that office till A.D. 97.” - :

Critics and commentators are agreed that the “angel ” was the mes-
senger, bishop, or pastor, presiding over the Church at the time; hence
it appears that the power of government in these Churches, respect-
ively, was vested in this “angel.” To him the addresses were sent..
He is admonished, censured, or threatened with punishment for the
disorder or hevesy of the Church. Now, if the power of government.
was in the hands of the whole congregation, or of the minister and lay
¢lders, why is this “angel ” alone held responsible? Upon the supposi-
tion that in each of those Churches the minister in charge was invested
with the power of government, the whole matter is plain ; but upon
any other hypothesis, it is inexplicable. '

From the scriptural proofs presented, it is unquestionable that the
right of government and the administration of the discipline of the
Churches are placed in the hands of the elders, or ministers, having
the pastoral charge thereof. But as there is no specific restriction ol
instruction to the contrary, they may of course, so far as they deem it ex:
pedient, exercise this governing power through the medium of councils
conventions, synods, conferences, or presbyteries; or they may commi
the exercise of a portion of this prerogative to certain chief ministers,
styled bishops, general superintendents, or presiding elders. And that
such was the practice of the Church, even in apostolic times, we hav
ample evidence in the history of the famous council at Jerusalem, an
in the special prerogatives with which Timothy and Titus were in

vested.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VIIL.

QuestioN 1. With what kind of author-
ity did St. Paul invest Timothy
and Titus?

2. Is there any evidence that they con-
ferred similar power on any other
minister, or established similar reg-
ulations in any other place?

3. What is the testimony quoted from
the Epistles to Timothy ?

4. What is the testimony quoted from

the Epistle to Titus?

. In reference to Timothy and Titus,

what general remarks are made ?

8. What is the argument, founded on
what is said in the second and third
chapters of Revelation, concerning
the “angels” of the seven Churches
of Asia?

?. From the arguments adduced, where
was the highest power of Church-
government vested during the lives
of the apostlet and evangelists ?

(=

8. Is there any evidence that these
high prerogatives were conferred
on any other persons?

9. What is the inference from this

fact?

10. Did many apostolic Churches exist,

that were not placed under a sim-
ilar regimen to those of Ephesus
and in Crete, under Timothy and
Titus ?

11. What is the inference to be drawn

from this fact ?

12. Where, then, did the apostles de-

posit the power of Church-govern-
ment ?

13. What scriptures prove that thie

power was deposited in the or-
dained ministry ?

14. What two general conclusions are

arrived at from the foregoing?
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CHAPTER VIIIL

fHE MINISTRY—DIFFERENT ORDERS—ORDINATION OF THE MINISTRY
—ITS CONNECTION WITH THE CHURCHES.

Tag Christian Church is evidently an institution not only divine in
its origin, but vastly important in its character. As is clear from the
Scriptures, it was intended by its sovereign Founder that it should
supersede the Mosaic institution, and “break in pieces and consume”
all earthly kingdoms. According to the decree of God, it was to be
univeréal Jin extent.and everlasting in duration. Such being its char =
acter and importance, we might reasonably suppose that, in the divine
arrangement and procedure, it would not only be furnished with an
inspired code of moral and religious duty, of faith and practice—a clear
exposition of the plan of salvation under the gospel—but also with an ;
intelligible outline of the great and leading features of the organization
and polity of the Christian Church itself, so far as necessary to its valid-
ity, purity, and success.

I Among the prominent features connected with the organization of -
the apostolic Churches, it will strike the careful examiner that the
CHRISTIAN MINISTRY occupies a conspicuous place. This ministry was
instituted by the great Head and Founder of the Church as the leading
instrumentality through which the gospel should be propagated,
Churches organized, and the ordinances and discipline duly adminis-
tered.

In the New Testament a variety of terms are used to designate the
office-bearers of the Church., We are not, however, authorized to sup-
pose that each of these terms points to a separate and distinct officer.
§t. Paul gives the following enumeration: “And he gave some, apostles;
and some, prophets ; and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and teach-
ers” Eph. iv. 11. In addition to these, we are informed that the
Church was supplied with bishops, elders, and deacons. It is very evi-
dent that all these different terms are not intended each to describe
a separate and distinct officer. Tt is manifest that the peculiar work
indicated by several of these terms often pertains to the same person,
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and that person was designated sometimes by one of the terms, and
sometimes by another. St. Paul more than once styles the same per-
sons both bishops and elders. The import of the terms themselves will
plainly indicate the sense in which they were used, thus:

1. The term “apostle” signifies one sent; and in this sense it is ap-
plicable to every minister called and sent of God to preach the gospel,
and is evideutly, as has already been shown, intended to be perpetuated
te “the end of the world.”

2. The term “prophet” means one who foretells; and, in this connec-
tion, is applicable to every minister of the gospel, implying that he
proclaims the promises of God to the faithful, and his denunciations
against the wicked.

3. The term “bishop” means overseer, or superintendent, and applies
to every gospel minister as he may have the spiritual oversight of a
Church, or of Churches and ministers.

4. The term “presbyter,” or “elder,” denotes one of age or exper ience,
or, in this connection, one ordained with ministerial authority for the
governmental control of a Church or Churches.

5. The term “deacon” means one who serves or acts for others, and
applies to those ministers who were ordained in special charge of the
poor and the sick. That these were not mere laymen, appears not only
from the fact of their ordination, and from the additional fact that
several of the deacons ordained in the Church at Jerusalem were able
and successful preachers, but from the necessary qualifications of this
order, as stated by St. Paul.

6. The term “pastor” signifies a shepherd, and applies to every min-
ister placed in care of a Church.

7. The term “evangelist” denotes a proclaimer of good news, and ap-
plies to every gospel minister, as he may spread the gospel abroad, or
get up new Churches.

8. The term “teacher” implies one who instructs, and pertains to every
minister of the gospel, as he may expound the sacred word.

From the foregoing it will be readily perceived that nearly all these
offices may meet in the same person, or that a person may be authorized
to perform only a small portion of them. In the New Testament view,
all of God’s ministers in this wide sense are apostles, for they are all
called and sent of God to preach; they are all prophets, for they all
authoritatively declare the promises of God to the faithful, and his
threatenings against the wicked ; and they are all teachers, for they all,
more or less, explain the gospel system. But they are not all pastors,
for all have not the care of Churches: they are not all evangelists, for
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all are not engaged in spreading the gospel in new places, or organizing
new Churches; they are not all deacons, for all are not ordained 1
minister to the sick and the poor; they are not all elders, for all are
not ordained as spiritual rulers of the Church; nor are all bishops,

all do not preside over Churches, or over Churches and ministers.

That deacons are the inferior order of ministers, and elders, or bishops
the superior order, appears from these words of St. Paul: “They tha
have used the office of a deacon well, purchase to themselves a goo
degree, and great boldness in the faith.” This clearly implies promot ion
to a higher position in the ministry.

II. As respects the NATURE of that government which the oftice-beare
are warranted in exercising over the Christian Church, it is purel
gpiritual.  Christ’s kingdom being “not of this world,” the rulers of i
Church have no authority to inflict pains and penalties by fines, in
prisonment, or corporal punishment, like civil governments, but
rely solely on admonition, reproof, and excommunication. 1t is plai
the duty of the rulers of the Church to advise and counsel with tho
over whom they exercise spiritual control, and secure, as far as may b
their approval and codperation ; but still these Church-rulers are hel
responsible to the Head of the Church—*who hath counted
worthy, putting them into the ministry”—as much for the due admi
istration of his ordinances and discipline as for the faithful preachi
of his word; and hence they cannot, as faithful stewards, relinquish §
the laity this governmental responsibility with which they have bes
intrusted by the Lord Jesus.

The constitution and laws according to which the government
discipline of the Church should be administered, are comprised in {h
New Testament; and these statutes are not subject to modificatiol
nmendment, or repeal. But should the rulers of the Church attem

“Jord it over God’s heritage,” the remedy of the people against ai
aupposed usurpation or maladministration is in remonstrance, protest
tion, appeal to a higher ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and finally, W
the evil becomes so great that it can only be submitted to by the s
rifice of a good conscience, withdrawal from a corrupt and aposta
Church,

ORDINATION OF THE MINISTRY.

We now present it as one of the foundation principles in connecti
with the ministry of the New Testament Church, that— ;

Each organized Church should be placed under the pastoral charge.
one or more ordained elders or ministers; and other ministers, not in p
toral care of Churches, should be employed as evangelists or missio
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Jor the purpose of spreading the gospel, and getting up and organizing
new Churches.

Christ “ordained twelve that they should be with him, and that he
might send them forth to preach.” Mark iii. 14.

The apostles, with the solemnities of prayer and the casting of lots,
set apart Matthias to fill the vacancy in the apostolate caused by the
apostasy of Judas (Acts i.).

The apostles, by prayer and the laying on of hands, consecrated chosen
men to the office of deacon (Acts vi.).

Saul and Barnabas, by the soiemnities of fasting, prayer, and the
laying on of hands, were set apart to the special work of a mission to
the Gentiles {Acts xiii.).

Timothy was consecrated by the laying on of the hands of St. Pau
and of the presbytery (1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim. i. 6).

Timothy and Titus, under the express instructions of St. Paul, or-
dained elders and deacons, of approved character, in all the Churches
in Crete and the regions of Ephesus (1 Tim. iii., v. 22; Titus i. 5.).

From these examples, recorded in the inspired history of the Chris-
tian Church, of numerous approved persons being expressly chosen
and solemnly ordained to the ministerial office, and in the absence of
any intimation that any were allowed to exercise the functions of the
sacred office without such approval and ordination, we deduce the
inference that an ordained ministry is the divinely established instru-
mentality through which a properly organized Church was to be estab-
lished and perpetuated, and the ordinances and discipline duly admin-
istered.

IV. We next invite attention to the CONNECTION established, ac-
cording to the New Testament history, between the ministers and the
Churches.

On this point, in modern times, a diversity of sentiment has obtained.
Some have contended for the ordination of a seftled pastorate over all
the Churches, whilst others have advocated a transient itinerancy as being
most in accordance with the apostolic plan.

If we understand the teachings of the New Testament on this sub
ject, the elements of the regular pastorate relation and of the itinerancy
were both embodied in the apostolical plan and operations. The one
was needed for the government and pastoral charge of organized
Churches; the other for the spreading of the gospel and the getting up
of new Churches.

The apostles were extraordinary ministers, endued with all the au-
thority of Christ himself in the establishment, organization, and control
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of the Churches. In the grand commission under which they acted

they were commanded to “go into all the world, and preach the gospel

to every creature.” As yet no Churches existed under the New Testa-

ment economy. The world was before them as their parish. Accord-

ingly we find them traveling at large, gaining converts to the new faith,
and organizing Churches.

Others, such as Timothy, Titus, and Barnabas, were soon ordained to
the ministry, and associated with the apostles as evangelists or mission-
aries in the great work of extending the influence of the gospel abroad,
and organizing Churches in distant lands; hence it is clear that we
find in the history of the Church, as recorded in the New Testament,
ample authority for an stinerant ministry in the propagation of the gos,
pel. This was the grand evangelistic or missionary lever which, under
God, “turned the world upside down,” and in one century spread the
doctrines of the cross commensurate with the Roman Empire.

On the other hand, it is equally clear, from the testimony of New
Testament history, that, in all places where the apostles, or the evangel-
ists under them, established and organized Churches, they placed ove
them regular pastors having the oversight and care thereof. To this
important feature in New Testament history we now turn our attention.

In the fourteenth chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, we have an
account of the course pursued by the apostles in the organization of
the Churches. St. Paul and St. Barnabas, according to the record,
took an extensive tour in visiting the newly-formed Churches, “ confirm-
ing the brethren,” and setting things in order. They “ordained them
elders in every Church” to exercise over these several congregations the
pastoral care. Dr. Clarke, in his comment on the twenty-third verse
of this chapter says: “They appointed persons, the most experienced
and the most advanced in the divine life, to watch over and instruct the
rest” And he adds: “I believe the simple truth to be this, that in
ancient times the people chose, by the lifting up of hands, their spiritual
pastor; and the rulers of the Church, whether apostles or others, ap-
pointed that person to his office by the imposition of hands.”

Upon the same passage Mr. Benson remarks: “This custom of or:
daining elders in the Churches which he planted Paul invariably
observed, in order that the_brethren, being united together under the
direction of stated teachers and leaders, might increase the more i
grace.”

As an evidence that such was the general course in all the apostolie
Churches, we find St. Paul giving express instructions to Titus as to the
course to be pursued in the Churches in Crete, which at that time wa
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a very populous island, containing, as historians state, about a hundred
cities; and yet St. Paul tells Titus to “ ordain elders in every city.” And
he then goes on to describe the character and duties of these elders, in
such style as to leave the conclusion inevitable that they were to be the
regular pastors and rulers of the Churches. Mr. Benson, in comment-
ing on this passage, remarks as follows: “That is, that thou shouldest
perfect what was left unfinished at my departure, or mightest settle the
affairs which I had not time to settle myself; and ‘ordain elders (pas-
tors or teachers, the same with bishops) in every city’ where there are
Churches.”

Here, then, we have the testimony of Mr. Benson that these “elders”
were regular pastors, and that every Church, according to the instruc-
tions of St. Paul, was to be thus supplied. Dr. Clarke’s comment on
the passage is in the following words: “It appears from this that St.
Paul did not spend much time in Crete, and that he was obliged to
leave it before he had got the Church properly organized. ‘Ordain
elders in every city, that thou mightest appoint persons well instructed
in divine things, who should be able to instruct others, and observe and
enforce the discipline of the Church. It appears that those who are
called ‘elders’ in this place are the same as those termed ¢bishops,’
verse seventh.”

Now, according to Dr. Clarke, St. Paul did not consider a Church
“ properly organized” till a regular pastor, or bishop, was ordained and
placed over it as its stated teacher and ruler. Perhaps it would be
superfluous to give the testimony of any additional commentators on
the passages under review; but, lest it might be thought that the views
of Benson and Clarke are not in accordance with the general sentiment
of learned commentators, we add a few other authorities.

Mr. Burkitt, in his notes on Acts xiv. 23, uses the following language:
“ Here we have two farther instances of the apostle’s care of these new-
planted Churches; and the first was, to settle them in Church-order,
ordaining elders in every Church to be the guides and teachers of the
rest.” Here it appears, according to Burkitt, that, without a regular
pastor ordained over each and every Church, the Churches could not
be “settled in Church-order.” On Titus i. 5, Mr. Burkitt remarks as
follows: “To ‘ordain elders in every city,’ such as might govern, and
teach, and administer to God in holy things; wherever a Church is
planted, there is an absolute necessity of a settled ministry.”

Dr. Macknight gives it as his opinion, in his comment c¢n Titus i. 5,
that “elders were to be ordained in every city where the converts were
30 numerous as to form a Church.”
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Thomas Scott, in his comment on Acts xiv. 23, says: “ These elders
were their stated pastors, who presided in the worship of Gud, and E
preached his word unto them.” ‘

We will not stay longer to quote from commentaries on the subject
before us. The testimony given from Clarke and Benson, especially as '
we find the highest authorities in the Episcopalian and Presbyterian
ranks coinciding with them in opinion, is sufficient to satisfy us that,
without the utmost violence to the text, no other construction than the
one we have presented can be given to the passages. Indeed, we may
say, fearless of successful contradigtion, that the great mass of learned
commentators agree with Clarke and Benson in asserting that over all
the apostolic Churches regular ruling pastors were placed ; and, till such
was the case, they were not considered “ properly organized.”

Therefore we may conclude that the New Testament history suffi-
ciently demonstrates the following points: :

1. That a regularly ordained ministry is established.

2. That this ministry comprises, first, an itinerant evangelistic depart-
ment, for the spreading of the gospel and the getting up and organizin g
of new Churches; and, secondly, a regular pastorate relation, for takin
care of the Churches organized.

We will next call attention to the confirmatory evidence on this sub-
ject furnished by the history of the Church in succeeding ages. '

Aside from the Acts of the Apostles, the earliest Church-history which =
has come down to us is that of Eusebius. This author wrote in the
fourth century, and brings down the history of the Church to the
Council of Nice, which took place in the year 325. He is the only
author who wrote a history of the Church during the centuries imme-
diately succeeding the apostles, whose writings have reached us; conse
quently all subsequent writers have been mainly dependent on him for
their account of the Church during that period. Eusebius is the more
valuable as a Church-historian because he quotes extensively from tha
writings of others, furnishing us in this way with the only extracts now
extant from the works of various individuals in reference to the Church
in those primitive times. He says himself that he had “collected the
materials that had been scattered by his predecessors, and culled, as
from some intellectual meadows, the appropriate extracts from ancient
authors.” 4

On the points to which we have directed our present inquiry, Eusebius
is very clear and satisfactory. He gives, in regular and consecutiy J
order, the names of the bishops of a number of the principal Churches

even from the apostles themselves down to his day, and often specifie
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the number of years they respectively served. Among the principal
Churches concerning which he is thus specific, may be mentioned that
of Rome, of Alexandria, of Ephesus, of Antioch, of Jerusalem, and of
Corinth. He proceeds to give an account of the course pursued by
many who, after the apostolic age, prosecuted the work of “evangel-
ists,” and who, in his own words, “after laying the foundation of the
faith in foreign parts, as the particular object of their mission, and after
appointing others as shepherds of the flocks, and committing to these
the care of those that had been recently introduced, went again to other
regions and nations, with the grace and codperation of God.”

Thus it appears that such as acted the part of missionaries or evan-
gelists, after the apostles’ day, still adhered to the same plan—they
placed pastors over all the organized Churches. We believe it is ad-
mitted by all Christian writers of eminence on Church-polity that, from
the time the apostles first ““ ordained elders in the Churches” down the-
stream of history for the space of three hundred years, there never was
a Christian Church, properly organized, over which a regular pastor or
pastors did not preside. We may, with safety, go even farther, and
affirm that, while there is satisfactory evidence to prove that the gen-
eral practice, both in the apostolic and succeeding ages, was to place
regular ruling pastors over all the organized Churches, there is no evi-
dence to show that there existed a solitary exception to the rule for the
space of fifteen hundred years.

But what are we to infer from these facts? First. That the Churches
were not left to their own government and control, on the plan of Inde-
pendency. Secondly. That neither the settled pastorate principle nor the
itinerancy should be adopted, to the exclusion of the other, but that the
two should be blended.

One plan by which the elements of these two systems may be advan-
tageously united is that of a regular itinerancy, giving to each Church
a settled pastorate over it for a limited time, yet subject to a systematic
and periodical change. Such is the general economy of Methodism.
This system, while it comprehends more extensively than can be done
by most Church-organizations the itinerant or evangelistic department,
at the same time embraces, to a considerable extent, the settled pastor-
ate relation ; thus happily combining the two great gospel elements. It
is true, this system, as a general rule, does not recognize a pastorate
relation settled for life; but it is none the less really a setiled or fized
relation, because the period of its unconditional continuance may be
limited. A Church may have a pastorate regularly settled over it for
twenty years, although the incumbent of the office may be changed a
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dozen times. In this sense the pastorate over a Methodist Church never
dies. The moment the pastoral jurisdiction of one minister ceases, that
of another begins; so that the Church has always a pastor, and the
pastor always a Church.
It must be admitted that the Methodist organization exhibits the
evangelistic or missionary feature of the apostolic plan more fully and -
successfully than can be done by any other system known since the
days of Timothy and Titus; and it may truly be doubted whether any
other platform of organization approximates so nearly to the apostolic
plan in keeping all the Churches regularly supplied with pastors.
Among those Churches having no regular and systematic evangelistic
or itinerant department, but organized with special reference to a settled
pastorate relation, how many hundreds of them are left much of the
time without pastors, and how many pastors without Churches! The
essence of the pastorate relation depends less upon the question, whether
it is a life-time or a periodical arrangement, than upon the fact as to the
constancy and regularity of the supply of a pastor or pastors for each
Church, and a Church or field of operation for each minister. If this
be the essence of the apostolic plan, then it will follow that this plan is-
nowhere more fully and successfully realized than in connection with
the Methodist organization. -
The fact that regular pastors, exercising the power of governmentf
and control, were placed over all the apostolic Churches, is sufficient
_ evidence that the government of the Churches was not modeled by the
apostles either after the Congregational or the Presbyterian form. The
power of government was neither vested in each congregation collect-
ively, nor yet in the pastor and his lay elders; but in the ordained min-
isterial elders. 3
To what extent these ministerial elders, in whom we have shown the
apostles deposited the power of jurisdiction and control over the
Churches, may engage and admit the assistance and codperation of the
laity in the management of ecclesiastical affairs, is a question depending
much upon considerations of expediency. We may safely conclude -
that such method should he pursued as will best secure the zealous and
efficient aid and influence of the whole Church, and, at the same time,
1etain in the hands of the ordained ministry that highest power of
government and control over the kingdom of Jesus Christ with which
the Head of the Church has intrusted them. :
Provided the two apostolical elements be retained and efficiently .
carried out, so as to secure a regular pastorate over the organized
Jhurches, and an ample degree of evangelistic influence be sent abroad

I
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br the spread of the gospel—provided these two grand objects be se
tured, it may well be left to the dictates of expediency to determine
how transient or how permanent shall be the connection between the
ndividual pastor and the flock of his charge. Whether that connec-
tion be continued for life, for a long period, or for a shorter period, to
be determined by a presbytery, a conference, or a recognized episcopacy,
or whether it be limited by a definite, agreed period, these are questions
not settled by the New Testament record ; and, consequently, each Chris-
tian organization may adopt such plan on the subject as they judge to
be the best adapted to secure the grand objects of the gospel.

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VIIIL

Question 1. What is named as one of | 5. What two important elemonts on
the prominent features connected this subject are exhibited in the
with the organization of the Chris- New Testament ?
tian Church? 6. What Scripture testimony is adduced

2. What Scripture authority is given showing that a regular pastorate
showing the origin and ordination was placed over the organized
of the Christian ministry? Churches ?

3. What may be inferred from the fact | 7. What two important positions are
that none but regularly authorized said to be demonstrated on this
persons exercised the functicns of subject by the New Testament hia-
the ministerial office ? tory ?

¢ What diversity of sentiment has pre- | 8. What confirmatory evidence is given
vailed in regard to the connec- from Church-history ?
tion between the ministry and the 9. What conclusive inferences are made
Churches ? [ ' from the facts presented?

58
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CHAPTER IX.
THE CLAIMS OF INDEPENDENCY EXAMINED.

In is assumed by the advocates of Independency in Church-gove
ment— ~
1. That the laity composing a Church have the power of disciphae,
including the right to receive and exclude members. !
2. That they have the right of electing their own pastors. j

I. We will examine the proof of the position, that the laity tave
the power of discipline, and the right of receiving and excluding mem-
bers. 3

1. The first proof of this position offered by the advocates of Inde
pendency, is founded upon the following scripture :

« Moreover, if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go and tell him
his fault between thee and him alone. If he shall hear thee, thou hast
gained thy brother; but if he will not hear thee, then take with thee
L or two more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word
may be established. And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unw':
tne Church ; but if he neglect to hear the Church, let him be unto thee
as a heathen man and a publican.” Matt. xviii. 15-17. '

It is admitted on all hands, that our Lord did not set up and organ-
ize the Christian Church by his personal agency, but that he committed
this work to his inspired apostles; hence the Christian Church dates its
origin from the day of Pentecost, when the apostles were “ endued with
power from on high.” Bearing in mind this admitted fact, it will read:
ily be perceived how futile must be the attempt to prove, by the scrip-
ture adduced, that the Church-government is vested in the laity.

(1) The attempt is made to found an argument for Independency in
the government of the Christian Church upon a regulation made, not
in reference to that Church, but to a state of things previous to ita
existence. As the only Church or congregation of worshipers with
which these disciples were now connected was that of the Jewish tem
ple or synagogue, it was to that Church, and not to the Christian
Church, that the Saviour referred. Surely it cannot be presumed
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he undertook to innovate upon the Jewish polity in reference to the
synagogue service! And it is well known that these synagogues were
governed by a select court of rulers, or elders, and not by the whole
congregation on the principles of Independency. To attempt thus, as
has been done, to prove Independency by this instruction of our Lord,
given before the Christian Church had an existence, and having no
reference whatever to its polity, is palpably illogical. As well might
we plead that when our Saviour sent forth his apostles, saying, “ Pro-
vide neither gold, nor silver, nor brass, in your purses; nor scrip for
your journey, neither two coats”—as well might we contend that our
Lord was thus prescribing the law of the Church, regulating the outfit
of missionaries for all suhsequent ages.

(2) The argument here postulated for Independency fails, because it
substitutes a general direction relating to individual behavior for an
ecclesiastical law for the government of the Christian Church. The
scripture under review contains a salutary precept for regulating the
deportment of the disciples in their association with each other and with
their Jewish brethren, but not one word as to the polity of the Chris-
tian Church, which was not to be organized till after Pentecost. There
is no intimation here given as to the form according to which the Chris-
tian Church should proceed in the trial and expulsion of an unruly
member. Shall it be done through the medium of appropriate officers?
and, if so, how are they to be chosen? and by what form inducted int
office? by what laws is the case to be tried? and who shall interpret
those laws? Or is the whole Church, as a collective body, to be prose-
cutor, advocate, judge, jury, and every thing else? Here we find not
one word in reference to any of these important particulars; and the
reason is obvious. Our Lord was not prescribing a code of laws or
form of .government for the Christian organization which the apostles
were to erect after his departure. e was simply ‘nstructing his disci-
ples in reference to their behavior in their intercourse and fellowship
with each other as individuals. So far as his instructions embodied
principles of behavior concerning Christian fellowship, they would ap-
ply, of course, after the organization of the gospel Church as well as
before; but by no legitimate mode of interpretation can they shed any
light as to the form of ecclesiastical polity.

“If thy brother trespass against thee,” said our Saviour. Hence it
is a private, personal offense, to which he refers, therefore take private
means to reclaim him ; but if these fail, “ then tell it unto the Church?”
—that is, inform the Church through her rulers. For surely our Saviour
would not encourage his disciples to ignore or set at naught the estab-
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lished order of the synagogue; on the contrary, he encouraged submis-
sion to existing authorities, saying, “ The scribes and Pharisees sit in-
Moses’ seat: all therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe
and do.” Matt. xxiii. 2, 3. But when the Church has thus, through
her rulers, been informed of the sin of the offender, there is not one
word here as to the form of the investigation. Was it before the whole
Church, or before their stated rulers? On this question our Saviour i
gilent. But that the matter was adjudicated, not by the whole Chureh,
but by the “rulers of the synagogue,” cannot be denied.
Our Saviour proceeds: “If he neglect to hear the Church, let him be
unto thee as a heathen man and a publican »_that is, after the Chu
has finished its proceedings, whatever they may have been, and failed
to reclaim the offender, withdraw, as individual Christians, your fello
ship from him. :
9. The effort has also been made to prove that the power of disei:
pline, with the right to receive and exclude members, is vested in the
laity, by appealing to the testimony of St. Paul. The following pas-
sages have been relied on for this purpose: i
« Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesu
Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh
disorderly.” 2 Thess. iii. 6. Mark them which cause divisions and
offenses, contrary to doctrines which ye have learned, and avoid them.”
Rom. xvi. 17. L
These passages only instruct Christians in reference to their depo
ment, as individuals, toward disorderly members—that is, they are ad
monished to avoid associating with disorderly persons; to shun  thei
society ; to come not under their influence; to be not contaminated b
their example; to give them no countenance; not to “bid them Ge
speed” in their sinful course. : :
3. Again: To show that the power of discipline is in the laity, stron
reliance has been placed on the following text: »
«Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump.
1 Cor. v. 7.
If, by “purging out the old leaven,” the apostle means that the e
tiferous member is to be expelled, he only expresses the general tru
that discipline should be so maintained as to preserve the body of t
Church in a sound and healthy condition, free from the contagious i
fluence of immorality; but as to the form or mode of procedure in th
carrying out of that discipline, he utters not a word. The Church §
Corinth, at that time, was composed of private members, together w
ministers, officers, and rulers.  Already parties had ranged themselv
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under their respective leaders, clearly showing the existence of inequal-
ity among the people in the management of Church affairs. In this
same Epistle, the apostle mentions the fact that these officers, rulers, or
leaders, existed among them by divine appointment. His words are:
“@od hath set some in the Church, first apostles, secondarily prophets,
thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, gov-
ernments, diversities of tongues.” 1 Cor. xii. 28.

Now, we demand, what right have we to infer that the apostle in-
tended by the general exhortation to the Corinthians, “ Purge out the
old leaven,” to establish a platform of Independency in Church-govern
ment? In this same letter he refers to an existing order of government,
with officers of various grades and powers, and that under the appoint-
ment of God. These officers originated, not in the popular election of
. the Church, for the apostle declares, “God hath set some in the Church,”
referring the arrangement, not to voluntary Church-action, but to
divine control. The apostle then proceeds in his enumeration expressly
to mention “ governments,” clearly implying that the power of govern-
ment had been placed in individuals, and was not deposited in the col-
lective body according to Independency.

From the exhortation, “ Purge out the old leaven,” we can see no
more ground for inferring Independency than any other form of Church-
government. The exhortation was addressed to the ministers and offi-
cers of the Corinthian Church as much as to the laity. It only enjoins
upon all—upon ministers, officers, and private members—the duty of
maintaining the purity of the Church by wholesome discipline; but in
what form that discipline is to be administered—whether according to
Independency, Episcopalianism, Presbyterianism, or any other type of
ecclesiastical rule—we must go elsewhere to learn.

I1. The next question to be considered is, THE APPOINTMENT OF PAS-
TORS TO THE CHURCHES.

Independency claims that each particular Church has the right to eleet
its own pastor.

In attempting to sustain this position, we might reasonably infer,
judging a priori, that the abettors of Independency would either adduce
a plain example, showing that such was the practice of the Christian
Church under the apostolic administration, or that they would show an
express precept to that effect. . We cannot see how any thing short of
one or the other of these methods of proof can avail for the purpose in
~ hand; but we think it will appear in the sequel that thev have not
attempted either.

1. The first resort of Independency to prove the right of each Church
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to elect its own pastor, is to what is said in the first chapter of The Acte
in reference to the appointment of Matthias to fill the vacancy in the
apostolate caused by the apostasy of Judas. ;

The total irrelevancy of the case here adduced to the pomt in hand,
may be seen at a glance. Observe, the point to be proved is, that the
body of members composing any Christian Church have the right to
choose their own pastor. That this position cannot be established by -
reference to the case of Matthias, will appear from the following facts.

(1) Matthias was not chosen as pastor of a Christian Church.

(2) He was not chosen by the members constituting a particular Chris.
tian Church. i

(3) He was not elected by the votes of the disciples present, but by lob
after prayer for the divine direction.

(4) In that prayer, the disciples repudiated the position that the pre:
rogative of choosing in the case was vested in them. They prayed, say-
ing, “Show whether of these two thou hast chosen”—thus proving tha
they recognized no right of choice as existing in them.

“(5) This appointment of Matthias transpired, not only previous fo
the organization of the Christian Church, but before the apostles had
been “ endued with power from on high” for the execution of that work.
Of course it can prove nothing as to the method of appointing the pas-
tors of Christian Churches.

(6) There is no evidence that Matthias ever did serve as the pastorofa =
particular Christian Church.

(7) The disciples, in the case in hand, did not act of their own ae
cord, but under the instruction of Peter, simply yielding to his control.

With these seven facts before us, no one of which can be disputed,
and the admission of any one of which demonstrates the irrelevancy of
the case of Matthias as proof of the point in question, we may be al-
lowed to dismiss this first argument to establish the right of the laity to
choose their own pastor. The attempt to found Independency upon the
case of Matthias is a palpable failure. '

2. Next. The attempt is made to prove the right of each Church to
select its own pastor from the choosing of the “seven deacons,” as re-
corded in the sixth chapter of The Acts.

This case comes nearer being applicable to the point in hand than the
former, in one particular, and in that only — that is, it is not a case
occurring anterior to the organization of the Christian Church.. But
that it as signally fails to prove that each Church has the right to choose
its own pastor, is easily shown. ’

In addition to the remarks made on this subject in a preceding chay
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ter, we think it only necessary to fix the attention upon the following
" particulars:

(1) The disciples only did as they were commanded by the apostles.
They did not proceed as though they considered themselves vested with
the prerogative of doing as they pleased in the matter.

(2) The right of appointment was evidently not in the disciples, nor
did they attempt to exercise it. It existed in and was exercised by the
aposiles,

(3) But, after all, what is fatal to the case as proof of the point in
hand—these deacons were not appointed as pastors of Churches.

Wonderful logic! The argument of Independency is this: the apos-
tles, whose right it was to “ordain elders in every city,” and to organize
all the Churches, giving to each Church the requisite officers, directed
the Church at Jerusalem to select seven men, having specific qualifica-
tions, to superintend the collection and disbursement of: the poor-fund
of the Church ; therefore each Christian Church everywhere has the right
to choose its own pastor !

3. But to prove the position in question, Independency has resorted to
the celebrated council at Jerusalem, whose history we have in the fif-
teenth chapter of The Acts.

Referring to what we have already said upon this subject in a former
chapter, as in itself ample proof that nothing can be derived from this
source in support of Independency, we need here add but little.

The facts, so far as they bear on the case, are briefly these: The
Church at Antioch appealed to the apostles and elders at Jerusalem for
the settlement of a question relating to Church-communion: the apos-
tles and elders met in council, and, under the guidance of the Holy
Ghost, settled the question; but, because the laity were present and
signified their approval—were “pleased” with the conclusion arrived at
—therefore it is inferred that the laity, in every Christian Church, have
the right to choose their own pastor.

The fallacy of the argument which would prove the point in hand,
by the case referred to, may easily be shown.

(1) The question was not settled by the whole Church,” but by the
“gpostles and elders.” “The whole Church” only assented to it, or
were “pleased” with it.

(2) If the appeal had been made to “the whole Church,” and “ the
whole Church” had settled the question in Church-capacity on the Con-
gregational plan, and sent the Epistle officially as their Church-action.
it could not avail the weight of a feather as a proof of the point in hand
It had no relation whatever to the question of selecting Church-pastors




920 ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY. (P.iv.B.1

The argument for Independency, as founded on the action of this
council, in logical form, is in substance as follows: :

“The whole Church” at Jerusalem was once consulted in reference to
one matter, therefore «the whole Church” in every place has the right |
to decide another matter, of an entirely different nature. Because “the
whole Church” at Jerusalem approved or sanctioned the decision of the
apostles and elders, that circumcision is not an essential prerequisite to
communion, therefore every Church in every place, independently of
“apostles and elders,” may select its own pastor. We consider the
reasoning that would find a ground for Independency in the case before
us, too inconsequential to justify any farther notice.

4. The Christian Churches sometimes gave letters of commendation
as an introductory passport to certain ministers when going among
strangers.

This fact has been seized upon as proof that those Churches had the
right to elect their own pastors. If the advocates of Independency can
see any force in the argument they here predicate, we must say they can |
see what, to our perception, is undiscernible. Why these letters might
not be as useful to a minister in connection with one as another mode of
Church-government, 1s quite beyond our ken. If there could be any
difference in the value of such letters, it would be likely to be in favor
of those ministers who had their appointment from some other source
than the collective body of the Church. If thetr appointment, as min-
isters, is from “the whole Church,” they already possess all the indorse-
ment the Church is able to impart; but if their appointment is from a
bishop, a presbytery, a council, or a conference, a letter from a Church
acquainted with their character and deportment may, under some cir-
cnhmstances, be very useful and satisfactory.

5. An effort has been made to found an argument on this question
upon the fact that Christians are exhorted to “try the spirits,” and to
" watch against the wiles of false prophets and false teachers.

Such characters tnhey are exhorted to detect, to shun their influence,
and not to “bid thein Godspeed.” This is all wholesome advice, and it
gseems to us just as necessary under one method of inducting ministers
into office as another, Why can such advice be more needed or useful
when each Church selects its own pastor than when they are otherwise
supplied? Is it to be supposed that ministers elected by their respective -
Churches are less trustworthy or more to be suspected on that account?
By whatever plan ministers may be appointed, unworthy persons cannot
be kept from sometimes intruding into sacred places; and, while this is
the case, it will continue to be the duty of all—both ministers and laity -
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—to “try the spirits,” and to judge the tree by its fruit. But how the
fact that it is the duty of all Churches and of all Christians to guard
against the seductive wiles of false teachers, and the baneful influence
of false doctrine—how this fact can demonstrate that the right exists
in each Church to select its own pastor, is beyond our capacity to per-
ceive. Mark, the duty of thus “trying the spirits,” and of not receiv-
ing a false teacher “into our house,” or “ bidding him Godspeed,” is not
enjoined upon Churches, as such, more than upon individuals, as such.
If, then, it proves that each Church has the right to select its own pas-
tor, it must also prove that each individual possesses that right; and
this would subvert all Church-organization, and lead directly to anarchy
and confusion. To what absurd consequences must we be led, when we
plant ourselves upon an unsound position!

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IX.

Questiox 1. What two positions of In- | 5. What is the first argument founded
dependency are here considered ? upon, and how is it answered?

2. ‘What is the first proof of the first|6. Upon what is the second argument
position, and how is it shown to be founded, and how is it answered 7
insufficient ? 7. The third argument, and how an-

3. Upon what other scriptures are argu- swered ?
ments founded for this position, | 8. What is the fourth argument, and
and how are they answered ? how answered ?

t. What is the second position of Inde- [9. What is the fifth argument, and how
pendency here discrased ? is it answered ?
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CHAPTER X.

WRITTEN CREEDS, DISCIPLINES, AND CONFESSIONS OF FAITH.

It has been the practice of the Christian Church in all ages to adopt
written symbols, creeds, forms of discipline, or confessions of faith, set-
ting forth an outline of the belief and practice of her communicants. i
There have not been wanting, however, especially in modern times, per-
sons, calling themselves Christians, who have repudiated and denounced
all such written formulas as unauthorized, sinful, and pernicious. A
brief chapter on this subject is rendered necessary, more by the zeal
and pertinacity with which creeds and confessions of faith have been
opposed than by any conviction that the arguments by which that op-
position has been maintained possess in themselves much force, or even
plausibility. i

We are persuaded that the prejudice against creeds, in the abstract, ‘
has generally arisen from a superficial examination of the subject and
an erroneous conception of the nature and design of creeds. This prej-
udice has no doubt been greatly aggravated by the abuse of creeds, of ’
which the history of the Church furnishes us some painful examples
and illustrations. But as it is admitted that the best things in the
world may be abused or perverted, and that the abuse can furnish ne '-
good reason against the proper use of any thing whatever, it necessarily
follows that it is palpably illogical to argue against the use of creeds
from their abuse. 7

For an uninspired man or set of men to compose a creed, and at-
tempt to enforce it upon others, whether it accords with their belief as
to the teachings of the word of God or not, is certainly a usurpation,
This would be “lording it over God’s heritage,” which the Bible con-
demns. It would be a renunciation of that great and hallowed principle
—that “the Bible, and the Bible alone, is the religion of Protestants.”
It would be an unwarranted and flagrant intrusion upon that liberty of
eonscience everywhere recognized in Scripture.

I. The proPRIETY and UTILITY of Church-creeds, disciplines, or con-
fessions of faith. may be shown from the following considerations:
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1. It will not be disputed that the New Testament guarantees to every
Christian the right, and enjoins upon him the duty, of “searching the
Seriptures,” and judging for himself what they teach.

If this proposition be true, it necessarily follows that every one pos-
sesses also the right to communicate to others an abstract or summary
of his belief in reference to what the Scriptures teach; and if he may.
make such communication at all, he may print it in a book and spread
it before the world, so that all men may see and know the *reascr
of the hope that is in him.” The book thus published is the author’s
creed, or an outline of his belief; and that he had the right thus to
embody and set forth his faith no one can dispute, provided only that
he do not attempt to enforce it upon others.

Now, if an individual Christian may thus adopt, write out, and pub-
lish his own creed, why not a Church or an association of Christians?
And if they may thus adopt and publish their creed, what harm can
there be in subscribing to such a creed, and voluntarily engaging to
conform to and support the same? Were it the fact tnat an individual
Christian, or a denomination of Christians, were endeavoring to coerce
subscription to articles of faith, or obedience to a form of discipline,
upon persons who had not voluntarily adopted those articles, and prom-
ised conformity to those rules of discipline, the case would be mate-
rially altered. Such a procedure would be spiritual tyranny of the
most despicable character. But where, we ask, is this the case? where
has it ever been the case among Protestants? In all these organizations
none are required to become members, except on the voluntary princi-
ple. If we frame an outline of our faith and rules of discipline, all of
which we believe to be “ taught of God, even in his written word,” and
if these articles and rules are enforced upon none but such as of their
own free will and accord adopt them, where is any infringement of
liberty of conscience? where is any element of spiritual tyranny?
While the voluntary principle, both in uniting with and withdrawing
from the Church, is sacredly preserved, neither liberty of conscience
can be trampled down, nor the reign of spiritual despotism inaugu-
rated ; hence we think it clear that all Christians and all Churches are
fully authorized to embody their creed or discipline in a book, thus ex-
hibiting an outline-draft of those fundamental principles which they
believe to be taught in God’s word.

2. Next, it may easily be shown that there must be an agreement
among those united in Church association, as to the fundamentals of
faith, and the general principles and form of discipline, or Christiar
union, harmony, and fellowship, and the great ends of Church organi -
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zation, cannot be secured. Without this agreement, how can the reg
alar and orderly public worship of God be maintained? how can the
word of God and the sacraments and discipline of the Church be duly
and harmoniously administered ?

(1) A creed or discipline is necessary for the orderly conducting of
vhe public worship of God.

It is a common-sense position that a creed, or formula of discipline,
may be just as authoritative and binding, and consequently as potent
for good or evil, when only understood and orally sanctioned, as when
written ; therefore it would be entirely yielding the point in dispute
for the no-creed party to say: “ We will adopt no written creed, but we -
will in some way come to a verbal understanding as to the essential arti-
cles of faith and rules of order.” Is it not as plain as any thing can
be that the essential element of a creed consists not in the form o
ghape in which it is expressed, but in its subject-matter or substance!
If you promise to pay your friend a given amount, is that promise any
the less real or binding because it was not written, but only verbal? '
Upon the same principle, is not a creed or rule as really such, and as
authoritative, when it has been explained and agreed to, as though writ-
ten down and formally adopted? The unlawfulness of the creed, if
any such quality there be, consists not in the fact that it has been writ:
ten, but that it has been expressed in uninspired language, and adopted.
Surely no sane person could even dream that there is any spiritual
virus in the mere ink, paper, or materials of a book, rendering that
sinful and pernicious, if reduced to a written form, which would be per-
fectly right and harmless if only uttered by the voice, and verbally -
adopted?" If it be unlawful to write an article of faith or a rule of
discipline in a book, and for a Church to adopt it in that form, how
can it be lawful for the same Church to adopt the same article and
rule when verbally expressed? The position that there is so essential
a difference between the written and verbal form of expressing the same
thing, that the one is right while the other is sinful, is too puerile to be
seriously discussed. Hence it follows that the opposers of all human
sreeds, to render their practice consistent with their theory, must be -
able to conduct the public worship of God, and all the services, ordi-
nances, and discipline of the Church, in a decent, orderly, and edifying
manner, independent of any preigreement whatever on the subject.

Now, let us contemplate how great would be the confusion resulting
fiom an attempt practically to carry out this principle. In the same -
congregation, where there is no predrrangement or understanding tend-
ing to a different result, we may suppose persons collected together, rep-
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resenting cvery shade of belief among the diversified orders throughe.
out the Christian world.

Public worship is to be attended to; but how shall it be conducted ?
Some might be in favor of a liturgy, while others would prefer the ex-
temporaneous plan. How is the matter to be settled, when each is per-
suaded that he gets his views from the Bible? It is obvious there must
be a general agreement on the question before they can proceed harmo-
niously ; but by whatever form or process this agreement is reached—
whether by vote of the whole society or otherwise —that agreement, so
far as it extends, is virtually the adoption of a creed.

If we come to the question of Church-music, there might be still
greater diversity of sentiment. Some might think the deep-toned or-
gan an essential appendage to this service; others might oppose this,
but contend for a well-trained choir; while others might prefer only
the human voice, but strenuously object to the singing of any thing
but Rouse’s version of the Psalms; others would plead for congrega-
tional singing, including hymns and spiritual songs, conscientiously
opposing all such appurtenances as instrumental music or choir-sing
ing, as not authorized by the New Testament; but, last of all, some,
brought up under Quaker influence, might oppose all music but what
is silent, urging the apostolic precept, “ Make melody in your heart to
the Lord.” How, we ask, is all this discord to be harmonized? Each
professes to be guided by the Scriptures. There must, of course, be
some agreement on the subject, but however that may be brought about,
it will be in effect the adoption of a creed.

(2) Without some preirrangement, how is the regular preaching of
the word to be secured ?

Some might contend that the Christian ministry is not a distinct
order, but that the right to preach and to administer the sacraments
pertains as much to one person as to another, and that no appointment
or consecration, in any form, is requisite; others might think that these
prerogatives and duties pertain to particular persons selected and ap-
pointed by vote of the Church without any formal ordination; while
others might hold that no man ought to administer the sacraments
until he has been ordained by “the laying on of the hands of the pres-
bytery;” and others still might contend that ordination by a hishop,
in a regular line of succession from the apostles, is essential to a valid
ministry and valid sacraments.

Now, as all these conflicting sentiments are strenuously maintained
by persons of different denominations, all professing to be governed by
the New Testament, how are these questions to be regulated withou ‘
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some agreed plan to settle the interpretation of the Scriptures in refer
ence to the points in hand? And if the matter be thus settled, would
not that settlement be the adoption of a creed ?

If it be said that when any such matter comes before the Church,
they will decide it by vote—if this position be taken, then we reply,
What if some object to that mode of decision as not in accordance with
the New Testament? Then if a vote be proposed to settle that dispute,
it too might be objected to on a similar ground ; and so on they might
proceed in an endless series of propositions to vote, and objections,

But if the ground be taken that when once it has been decided by vote
what the New Testament does teach on a given point, then it is settled,
and ought not to be disturbed by farther agitation, and that would be
the same as the adoption of a creed or rule of discipline; and it might
as well be written in a book, and preserved in permanent form, subject
to the examination of all, as to be recorded by the secretary in the
Minutes of Church-proceedings.

If it be said that any such decision is only applicable to the case
then in hand, and is no rule for the control of future action, then it
follows that it is a creed or rule of human device and adoption. It is
none the less a creed or rule for the time being, and in application to
the case in hand, because it is limited to that particular time and case.
All that can be gained by this maneuvering is, that, instead of having
one established creed or rule alike applicable to all similar cases, a new
creed or rule must be adopted in every new case and by every new
vote. - ;

The truth is, there must be agreement as to the order and method of
proceeding, or, in other words, as to what are the teachings of the New
Testament on the subject, or there can be no order or government what-
ever. If government exists, it must be administered. If it be admin-
istered, it must be administered by some person or persons, according
to some rule and in some form; and those administrators must be rec-
ognized by the parties governed as the law-interpreting and the law-ad-
ministering power, according to the New Testament; and whenever,
and by whatever form, whether written or oral, that recognition is
made, a creed or Church-rule, whether we admit it or not, is adopted.
And who cannot see that it is better to have an established rule for all .
similar cases, than to adopt a new rule, or be compelled to reidopt an
old one with every new case?

(3) Again, look at the inconvenience and confusion that must ensue
from the no-creed principle, were the attempt made to carry it out ip
reference to the ordinances.
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Suppose there were several applicants knocking at the door for bap-
tism and admission for Church-membership. Each has examined the
New Testament for himself, but one is satisfied that the ordinance
should be administered by pouring, another can only be satsified with
gprinkling, another is sure there is no baptism but immersion, another
still deems all wrong but himself—he reads, and understands his New
Testament to teach that he must be dipped three times, first “in the
name of the Father,” then “in the name of the Son,” and then “in the
name of the Holy Ghost.”

Now, how is this matter to be settled? It is a case of importance,
and one foo that, again and again, has come up in the history of the
no-creed party. We reply, it cannot be settled at all, except by a re-
nunciation of the principles of that party. The two great principles
of which they boast are: first, “no human creed;” secondly, “liberty of
conscience to all.” How beautifully are these hallowed principles ex-
hibited in their dealings with these candidates for baptism and Church-
membership! Do they admit them to baptism in the form which alone
can satisfy the conscience of the candidate? Far from it. The honest
candidate, at the very threshold of this no-creed organization, learns
that all he has heard about “the New Testament alone,” and “ every one
his own interpreter,” was but empty parade. According to the history
of this matter, there is no baptism allowed to the candidate, unless he
will be immersed. The poor applicant will see now that he has beex
deceived. He finds that liberty of conscience means not his conscience,
but that of the administrator—that is, he may read the New Testament,
and be governed by it alone, till he seeks admission into a no-creed
Church ; but that very moment he meets a demonstration that the law
with this party is not the New Testament alone (allowing each to be his
own interpreter), but the New Testament as they, the no-creed party, in-
terpret it. Here is a faithful picture of the practical workings »f the
system.

The no-creed party generally adopt the principle that there is no
baptism but immersion ; hence they allow baptism in no other form, nor
will they admit to fellowship, as a member in their communion, any
unimmersed person. Though he be as pious as John Fletcher, and
though John Wesley or John Knox may have baptized him, by pouring
or sprinkling, on his profession of faith, still, as he has not been gov-
erned by the New Testament as they, the no-creed party, see proper to
interpret it, they say to him: “Stand back, ‘we are holier than thou.'
Measure yourself on our Procrustean bedstead, and be cut off o1
stretched till you fit it, and then, but not tll then, you can enter o
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iuclosure as a member.” If this be not the adoption, practically, of a
creed or discipline of the most rigid, narrow, exclusive, and intolerant
kind, let some one show us the reason why! L
(4) Once more, look at the difficulty that must arise in the operation
of the no-creed principle in reference to the observance of the Sabbath
and of the Lord’s-supper. _
Some may contend for keeping the “Lord’s-day,” and others may
argue that Saturday should be kept as the Sabbath. As to the “Lord’s
supper,” some may advocate its administration on every “ Lord’s-day;"
some may think the New Testament leaves the question unsettled, and
that once a month is sufficient; some may contend that it should always
be attended to in the evening, after our Lord’s example; others may
think, as there is no express precept, the morning may be a suitable
time for the Supper. A great many such questions -may arise, out of
which confusion must result; according to the maxim, no rule but the
New Testament. But if any agreement or understanding be arrived at
that any rule is to be observed beyond what is written in the New Test-
ament, that very moment the principle of the party is given up, and
a creed is virtually adopted. It matters not whether one rule or five
hundred be adopted, or whether they be written or unwritten, the princk
ple is the same, and, in spite of prejudice and of every thing else, th
logical consequences must be the same.
(5) Similar difficulties would arise upon the no-creed plan in all®
matters of Church-discipline. This has been sorely felt by the party,
Instances are known to have occurred in which one Church has tried
and expelled a minister, and a neighboring Church of the same no:
creed party has taken up and acted on the same case, and acquitte
the accused. Thus the minister stood on the records of one Church &
expelled, and on the records of a neighboring Church of the same faith
-and order as a minister in good standing. Where there is no agreed
basis of organization and government, or where (as St. Paul says it
with the heathen) all “are a law unto themselves,” such instances of
disorder are the inevitable result.
II. OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED.
1. Those who oppose written creeds urge it against them that f
adoption of them implies a lack of proper respect for and appreciation of
the word of God, and is a substitution of human creeds for the Seviptures
Ir reply to this objection, we remark that it rests entirely on ar
erroneous basis. We know full well that the no-creed party have
ostentatiously assumed to be, par excellence, the New Testament Church
“The book! the book!” they exclaim, “we are governed by ‘the book.

’
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while the sects are governed by human creeds, confessions of faith, and
disciplines. While the sects are constituted on articles and rules of
. their own devising, we, the Christian Church, are constituted on the
New Testament alone.”

One might infer from the assumptions thus exhibited that these op-
ponents of creeds were the only class of Christians who profess to be
governed by the Secriptures, or even to look upon the inspired volume
as the great constitutional chart and authoritative standard of the
Church, whether for faith or practice. But how different is this from
the facts in the case! We know of no Protestant Church, claiming to
be Christian, that does not revere the Bible as the only infallible stand-
ard in reference to religion.

One article of the Methodist creed declares: “The Holy Scriptures
contain all things necessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not
read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any
man that it should be believed as an article of faith, or be thought re-
quisite or necessary to salvation.” This is but a sample of the profes-
sion of all Protestant denominations in reference to their faith in the
Scriptures. Is this substituting a human creed for the New Testament?
Does this resemble exalting a creed, or human form of discipline, above
the Scriptures? Rather, is it not, in the most emphatic language, rec
ognizing God’s word as the supreme, the only, authoritative, and infalli
ble standard, both in reference to faith and practice ?

The correct idea of a creed is, not that it is intended as a substitute
for God’s book, or something superior, or even equal to it, but merely
that it is a brief and plain abstract or summary of the most important
doctrines and duties which the denomination setting it forth believe to
be plainly taught in the Holy Scriptures. And it is because they be-
lieve that these doctrines and duties are thus taught in God’s word that
they have subscribed to them, and promised adherence to the same
while they continue members of that denomination, and their belief in
those things remains unchanged. Thus any one uniting with that
Church is not supposed to subscribe to its creed because he has united
with the Church, but to have united with the Church because he already
believes in its creed. Being a member does not cause his belief in the
creed, but his belief in the creed causes him to become a member.

He who reads the Bible, and thinks for himself, must have his belief
in reference to the fundamental doctrines and important duties of Chris-
tianity. If he keeps this belief to himself, it is his mental creed ; if he
tells it to others, it is his spoken creed ; if he writes it in a book, it is
his written creed. Does any suppose that because John Knox, Johp

59
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. Wesley, Anarew Fuller, Alexander Campbell, and others, have each
and all of them derived a creed, u» best as they could, from God’s in-
spired book, and published it to the world, that in that publication they. 2
have shown any disrespect to the Scriptures? or that they intended to
substitute their printed belief for the Scriptures? or shat they consid-
ered the Bible an imperfect standard of faith, and had set forth a bet~
ter? No one can dream a conclusion so silly. Why, then, should it
be thought that because a denomination or collection of Christiane
have done the very same thing — published in a book called their
Creed what they honestly believe the Bible to teach—they should be
charged with the sin of having attempted to substitute a code of their
own devising for the Scriptures of infallible truth? In all the vasi
range of inconsequent reasoning, absurd conclusions, and groundless
allegations, it would be difficult to find any thing to excel this attem pt
to fasten upon all written creeds the sin of aiming to be a substitute for
the inspired Scriptures. A

Indeed, it requires but little reflection to perceive that the objectiol '
here urged against written creeds would apply with equal force against
all preaching and the publication of all religious books. Why,
might just as well be asked, instead of all this preaching, and writi
and printing, do we not simply have the Scriptures read to the congre=
gations, and no religious book but the Bible printed ? for to preach on-
religion, except in Bible phrase, is attempting to substitute for e
Scriptures something of our own. Who does not see the absurdity to
which the position leads? ;

9. But it is argued that the adoption of a creed is useless, unless it
expresses Bible truth in a better form than the inspired language has
expressed it; and to presume that the creed can do this is to assume
that the ereed-makers are wiser than inspiration. v

One of the main designs of a written creed is to furnish all concerned
with a brief outline of the belief of the denominations as to the tea
ings of the Bible. It is a fact which none will dispute that, in refees
ence to the teachings of the Scriptures on many important subjee
there is great diversity of sentiment among professed Christians; hen ‘
it follows that for a denomination simply to announce to the world thai
they believe the Bible, would be, as to the point in hand, perfectly eva
sive and unsatisfactory. It would prove that they were neither atheist
nor deists, but would scarcely do more. Whether they are Antinom
ians, Calvinists, Arminians, Pelagians, Socinians, Universalists, Germa
Rationalists, or what, among all the conflicting beliefs of those who pre
fess to believe the Bible, may be their distinctive tenets, no one ¢
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tell. If all believers in the Bible explained it alike, the case would be
different; but while the multitudinous classes of errorists all claim to”
take their faith from the Bible, something tangible, brief, clear, and
unambiguous, such as a creed may supply, is indispensable to show to
the world what the denomination understand the Bible to teach.

This same no-creed party are just as ready as others to explain, in
private conversation or public sermons, all the peculiar angles of their
distinctive belief. Why not print it in a book, and call it their creed ?
Or if the term creed is so offensive, then call it their sense of what the
Scriptures teach? If merely explaining our belief in reference to what
the Scriptures teach does not imply that we consider ourselves wiser
than inspiration, neither should printing that explanation in a book,
and calling it a creed, be so construed.

Again, a written creed furnishes a much fairer ordeal for comparing
our doctrines with Scripture, and thus testing their correctness, than
can be had if we decline committing our views to writing. If we
doubt the correctness of our faith, and fear it will not bear rigid criti-
cism, and yet wish to keep it in countenance and out of the crucible
as much as possible, it may be a successful policy to acknowledge no
written creed. Words merely spoken are easily forgotten, liable to be
misunderstood or misrepresented, and are not so readily brought to a
strict and critical analysis; but when recorded in a book, they may be
closely scanned and criticised, and, if erroneous or absurd, their imper-
fections may be readily detected and exposed.

Again, creeds may be necessary and useful, without implying that
those who make them consider them superior to the Scriptures. The
Bible is a very comprehensive hook, embracing an extensive range on
a great variety of subjects. It embodies a fund of instruction on
themes the most important and sublime, and in some instances pro-
foundly mysterious. That portions of its contents are “hard to be un-
erstood ” is no disparagement, but rather adds dignity and grandeur
to that inimitable volume. Of course it must be expected that men
will differ in opinion in reference to the interpretation of the Scriptures.

But there is much less diversity of sentiment in reference to the
weaning of a creed. TFor illustration, the no-creed party have very
generally adopted an article (whether oral or writlen is not material so
far as principle is concerned) declaring, “ There is no baptism but im-
mersion.” Now, it is clear there can be no controversy as to the mean-
ing of this article; but it is equally certain that there is controversy in
reference to what the Scriptures teach on the subject. But does it
therefore follow that the framers of that article have excelled the
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inspired writers? The opponents of creeds surely will not answer this
question in the affirmative, but, unless they do, they relinquish the
principle of the objection under consideration.

Again, the Bible only gives an outline of Church affairs, leaving
much of the detail to be carried out by the Churches, as expediency
and circumstances may dictate. These details of organization and
government, though in themselves of comparatively minor importance,
and though the particular form in which they are adopted is of small
consequence, yet such is their nature that attention to them, in some
shape, is indispensable to Church order and decorum. For illustration,
the Bible enjoins administration of Church discipline and ordinances,
but does not specify the precise form in which officers are to be selected
for this work ; if by the whole Church, whether by viva voce vote, by
the lifting up of hands, or by ballot, is not declared; nor does the
Bible determine the order of administering the Lord’s-supper, whether
it shall be administered once a month, every week, or every day; nor
is the precise order specified in which the public worship is to be con-
ducted, whether reading the Scriptures, singing, prayer, and preach-
ing, are all to be included as parts of the service, and, if so, in what
order they are to succeed each other; these, and numerous other de-
tails, though not specifically settled in Scripture, are all necessary to
be understood and agreed upon in a well ordered Church. But whether
these details be settled by a mere verbal understanding preserved in the
memory, or by vote of a Church-meeting recorded by a secretary, or
by a record printed in a book and called a creed, these are mere cir-
cumstances which cannot affect the principle involved. Whatever be
the form which the proceeding may assume, it proves that there are
rules and regulations which Churches may, and must, adopt beyond
what is written in the New Testament, without claiming a wisdom su-
perior to that of the inspired apostles; and of course the objection is
seen to be untenable and fallacious.

Several other objections have been made against creeds, but they are
all easily shown to be futile.

3. Creeds are opposed on the ground that there is no express Bible
command authorizing them. If it be wrong to make, or to adopt, a
creed because there is no express Bible command for it, then it is wrong
to write and publish a religious book. The one is as destitute of an
express command as the other.

If it be said that the propriety of publishing religious books is estab-
lished by all such general precepts as require us to do all the good we
can—if the shift be made to this position, then the objection to creeds
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founded on the absence of any express command is relinquished ; for
if the right to publish a book can rest on inferential Bible basis, so
may the authority for creeds.

4, Creeds are opposed on the ground that they are productive of
heresies and schisms.

This has often been asserted, but never has been and never can be
proved. That creeds should necessarily be productive of heresy or
schism, is a position not only unsustained by evidence, but in itself un-
philosophical. It confounds the distinction between cause and effect,
or rather puts the one for the other. Creeds do not produce diversity
of sentiment, but diversity of sentiment produces creeds. If all were
agreed what the Scriptures teach, there would be no necessity for hu-
man creeds; they could not originate. Heresies in the Church arose
first, and creeds were framed and adopted to detect, expose, and check
those heresies; and that they have been efficient instruments in the ac-
complishment of this work, the history of the Church has clearly
evinced.

Creeds were first called symbols, because they were viewed as signs,
marks, or notes, of profession at baptism. The oldest of these is styled
“The Apostles’ Creed,” because it was supposed to have originated at,
or near, the apostles’ day, if not to be in part derived from them. This
noble symbol of Christian faith, originating at so early a date, and
gounding on through all succeeding ages from the lips of the millions
of God’s people, has done more for the prevention and suppression of
heresy and schism, and for the promotion of Christian unity and con-
cord, than all that has ever heen uttered and written against creeds.
Indeed, the legitimate tendency of creeds is directly the reverse of
what the objection supposes.

The Nicene Creed, in the fourth century, was framed for the suppres-
sion of the Arian heresy. About the close of the same century an ad-
dition was made to the creed, condemning the heresy of Macedonius,
and affirming the divinity of the Holy Ghost; and at the Councils
of Ephesus and Chalcedon, in the middle of the fifth century, by other
additions to the creed, the heresies of Nestorius and Eutychius were
condemned. At Nice, the creed was made to assert the proper divinity
of Christ; at Constantinople, that of the Holy Ghost; at Ephesus,
that the divine and the human natures in Christ are united in one per-
son; and at Chalcedon, that both natures remain distinct, and that
the humanity is not lost or absorbed in the divinity.

The creeds, thus settled at so early a day, have exerted a powerful
influence in all subsequent ages in preserving the great body of the
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Church from schism and from heresy in relation to those fundamenta
doctrines. _ '

The great truth is, that those who object to creeds cannot sustain
their objections without contradicting their own positions, and condemn-

ing their own practices. Whether they admit it or not, they, in effect

and reality, have adopted a human creed. That they are not governed

by the New Testament, or by the Bible alone, may easily be demonstrated.

True, they acknowledge no creed but the Bible; but those who sub-
scribe to creeds make the same profession. Wherein, then, is the differ-
ence? Let us scan this question closely. Where, we ask, is the real,
the practical difference?

The. creed-party say they are governed by the Bible alone, but hon-
estly admit that they mean the Bible as they understand its teachings;
and they adopt a creed as an exhibit, so far as it goes, of what they un-

derstand the Bible to teach. Here all is plain and open, as it should be;
no one is deceived, deluded, or mystified ; all may read, examine, un-

derstand, and test their positions. .
But how is it with the no-creed party? They too say they are gov-
erned by the Bible alone. They admit no qualification. “The Bible

alone,” say they, “and not the Bible as interpreted by any man or set of
men”  But when we come to view the application and practical work-

ings of this no-creed theory, as has been shown, its standard is not the
Bible alone, allowing each one to interpret the book for himself, but

the Bible as they, the no-creed party, have agreed or may agree to inter-

pret it. _
Now, we demand, if this be the true statement of the facts in the

case, which none can deny, how is it possible to reconcile the theory

with the practice of the no-creed party? Their theory is this—we are
governed by the Bible alone; their practice is this—we are governed by

the Bible as we inferpret it. Now, there is but one possible way of rec-

onciling these two propositions; and that is, to admit that the no-creed

party are endued with infallibility as Bible interpreters. If there be

one single point in which they interpret the Bible incorrectly, and they |

are governed by that interpretation (which they of course will be),
then in that case they are not governed by the Bible alone. The conclu-
sion therefore is inevitable, that they must either claim the infallibility
assumed by the Pope, or relinquish their cherished boast that they are
governed by the Bible alone in any higher sense thau tnose who sub-
geribe to written creeds.

There is an imposing aspect and a fragrance of liberality about the
phrase, “ The Bible, and the Bible alone;” but let us not be ensnare(
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by illusive charms, let us look at the reality of things; the substance,
and not the shadow, can alone satisfy the thinking mind.

What, we ask, is a law without an expounding and executive power?
Mere law in the abstract is as powerless for government, whether of
Church or state, as a web of gossamer. The constitution and laws
of our country are only efficacious as expounded by the courts and
enforced by the executive; just so, the Seriptures can only be availa-
ble for the government of the Church as interpreted and administered
by some recognized power. To aver that we are governed by the New
Testament, or by the Bible, amounts to nothing, unless we can deter-
mine ‘what are the teachings of that book. The creed defines the
agreed sense of those teachings, and recognizes the proper officers for
administering the law and the method of proceeding therein.

Those who acknowledge no creed but the Bible must, in the nat:
ure of things, adopt some method of settling the meaning of Seript-
ure, and of carrying out the law, otherwise they-can have no govern-
ment whatever. This they unquestionably have done; and disguise
it as they may, they are governed, not by “the Bible alone,” but
by their interpretation of the Bible, and this interpretation, however
it may be arrived at, and settled, or agreed to, is, de facto, their creed.
Hence the conclusion of the whole matter is, that the opposition to
written creeds either starts upon an erroneous basis, assuming that
creeds are intended to coerce obedience upon those who have not vol-
untarily adopted them, and thus interfere with liberty of conscience,
or it involves the no-creed party in the inconsistency of warring against
creeds by the use of arguments fatal to their own position and contra-
dictory to their own practice.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X.

Quesrion 1. Whence has the prejudice
against written creeds generally
Jriginated ? i

2. How is this prejudice shown to be
unwarranted?

3. What is the first argument for the
propriety and utility of creeds?

4 How is it shown that creeds do not
infringe upon the liberty of con-
science?

5. What is the second argument for
creeds?

6. Why is a creed necessary for the or-
derly conducting of public worship?

7. Why is it necessary in reference to
the regular preaching of the word
of God?

1 Why is it necessary in reference to the
administraticn of the ordinances?

9.

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

Why is it necessary in reference t
the Sabbath and the Lord’s-sup-
per?

Why, in reference to Church-disci-
pline?

What is the first objection to creeds,
and how is it answered ?

The second, and how is it an-
swered ?

The third, and how is it an
swered ? ,

How is it shown that those wh
object to creeds, in endeavoring
to sustain those objections, in
volve themselves in self-contra:
diction ?

What is stated as the conclusion of

the whole matter ?
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PART IV.—THE INSTITUTIONS OF CHRISTIANITY

BOOK II.—THE CHRISTIAN SACRAMENTS.

CHAPTER XI.

THE NUMBER AND NATURE OF THE SACRAMENTS.

CHRISITIANITY, when compared with the Mosaic institution by which
it was preceded, is emphatically a spiritual dispensation. Eti ex-
ternal religious services are simple, and its rites and ceremonies are
neither numerous nor burdensome. [ It is universally admitted by Prot-
estants that the sacramental ordinances of the Christian Church are but
two—Baptism, and the Lord’s-supper.”\

The Roman Catholics, who have deluged the Church with so many
superstitious rites and ceremonies, have added to the two sacramental
ordinances of the New Testament, five others—Confirmation, Penance,
Orders, Matrimony, and Extreme Unection ; but as none of these are
presented in Scripture as sacraments, and as they are destitute in their
nature of the essential characteristics of such ordinances, presenting no
visible sign or seal of covenant relation or spiritual grace, we pass them
without farther notice.

The word pvorfptov “means, in the New Testament, either secret—
something unknown till revealed—or the spiritual import of an emblem
or type.” The word in Latin is sacramentum, which means a solemn
religious ceremony, or oath.

There are three leading views as to the import of the Christian sacra-
ments.

1. The Roman Catholics teach that the sacraments contain the grace
they signify, and that this grace is communicated to the recipient, pro-
vided it be not prevented by a mortal sin on the part of the individual
receiving it, and provided, also, that the priests administering “ have an
intention of doing what the Church doeth, and doth intend to do.” Tt

(937)
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will be perceived that this theory gives to the sacraments a divine &
saving efficacy, independent \of faith, or any good disposition, or moral
qualification whatever (a mortal sin excepted), on the part of the recip:
ient. A doctrine so absurd as this can have no Scripture for its sup-
port, and, of course, must ground its claims wholly upon the traditior
of a superstitious Church. '
2. The second view of the subject is that maintained by Socinians,
and more or less followed by Arians, Unitarians, Universalists, and
even too much favored by some Protestants having higher claims to
orthodoxy. This theory does not allow any essential difference between
~ a sacrament and any other religious rite or ceremony ; the only pecu:
liarity of a sacrament, according to this scheme, being its emblematie
character, representing spiritual grace by visible signs, and being a
memorial of past events. Hence, according to this theory, a sacrament
is merely a help to the exerise of faith and pious meditation, and a
means of promoting the graces of Christian character. 3
3. The third view is that entertained by the great body of orthodox
Protestants. While it admits and contends for all that the second the-
ory implies, it maintains that a Christian sacrament has yet a deepel
and more comprehensive import. The true meaning of a sacrament
is well expressed in our sixteenth Article of Religion, thus: '
“Sacraments ordained of Christ are not only badges or tokens of
Christian men’s profession, but rather they are certain signs of grace
and God’s good will toward us, by the which he doth work invisibly ix
us, and doth not only quicken, but also strengthen and confirm our faitk
in him.” 3
This substantially agrees with the creeds of orthodox Protestants gen
erally Accordingly it appears that Christian sacraments are— 1
1. Ordinances of Christ. They are institutions of his own expres
appointment. At the close of the Passover he ordained the “Supper,’
administering to the “twelve” the “bread” and the “wine,” saying
“This do in remembrance of me.” In the great commission he i sti-
tuted the Christian Baptism, saying, “Go ye therefore, and teach all
nations, bapttzmg them,” ete.
2. They are signs. They are visible emblems of internal spiritual
grace. The baptismal water points us to the corruption and depravity
of our nature, which needs cleansing, and to the fountain of grace hy
which we may be washed and purified. The bread and the wine diree
our faith to the atonement of Christ—to his broken body and sh‘
blood—exhibiting his redeeming mercy and love in suffering for sinners
that he might bring them to God. '
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3. Theyare seals. As circumcision was the divinely-appointed seal of
the covenant of redemption as given to Abraham, so “ Baptism” and
the “Supper” are seals under the gospel of the same covenant. By
giving us these seals, God confirms unto us visibly the promise of his
saving mercy. By receiving them, we enter upon the most solemn obli-
gations of fidelity and obedience to God. Thus these sacraments, while
we attach to them no superstitious idea of efficacy as a charm, or of
directly imparting a spiritual benefit through a physical agency, yet are
they a most influential means of grace. They tend to increase and
confirm our faith, to quicken our spiritual powers, to encourage our
hopes, and to renew and strengthen our obligations to love and to serve
God.

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XL

Questiox 1. What are the Christian sac- 5.. What is the Roman Catholic view as

raments as enumerated by the Ro- to the nature and efficacy of sac-
man Catholics? raments ?

9. Which of these are destitute of Bible | 6. What is the view of Socinians, Arians,
authority ? Universalists, etc.?

3. What are the Christian sacraments as | 7. What is the orthodox view oun the
set forth in Scripture ? subject ?

‘4 What is the Greek word for sacra-

ment, and what is its import?
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CHAPTER XII. e

E

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM — ITS 'NATURE, OBLIGATION, DESIGN, AND EFFI- 3
CACY.

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM is a subject upon which, for centuries past, there
hae, perhaps, been a greater amount of polemic strife than upon any
other theological question. Upon this arena master combatants oft
and again have fiercely met, and plied their utmost skill and strength, -
and left the field with the question no nearer being settled than when
they began. Judging from the. past, we may reasonably despair of
perfect harmony of sentiment in the Church on this trite and much-
mooted theme till the second coming of Christ. In the present stage of
this controversy we can scarcely hope to present any thing substantially
new; nor shall we aim at any thing farther than a clear and condensed
view of the leading and most important arguments necessary to sus
tain what we consider the correct and seriptural statement of the doctrine,

I. The first question in connection with this theme naturally present-
mg itself for our consideration is this: What is the NaATURE of Chris-
tian baptism? E

As this is admitted to be what is termed a positive institute, it is clear
that we are dependent entirely upon the divine record for our informa
tion. : ‘
The term baptism is from the Greek Bamtidw, which is a derivative
of Bdnrw. This word, according to the lexicographers, means “to dip,
to plunge into water, to wash, to dye,” ete. It is, however, very clear that
the etymology of the word can furnish us no information as to the
nature or design of the ordinance. Upon this point, whatever we may
tonclude as to the mode and subjects of baptism, no light can be shed
by the etymological discussion ; and we may also add that, in the ques- -
tion now before us, we have nothing whatever to do with the mode or
subjects of baptism. Those matters must be held in abeyance for after
consideration.

As to the nature and design of baptism, we must rely solely on the
history of the subject and the statements concerning it, as recorded in
the Bible. Tt is admitted that our Saviour ingrafted the sacrament of
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the “ Lord’s-supper ” on the Jewish Passover ; and it may be affirmed thet
“ Baptism,” the other Christian sacrament, had its origin in a similar
way—Dbeing substituted for “circumcision.” The institution of Christian
baptism unquestionably was set up and established in the great commis-
sion given to the apostles by the Saviour after his resurrection: “Go
ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to ob-
serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo, I am with
you alway, even unto the end of the world.” Matt. xxviii. 19, 20. Here
we date the divine origin of baptism as a standing, obligatory, and per-
petual ordinance of the Christian Church. Here is the great charter
from which the Christian ministry in all ages derive their divine autho
ity for the administration of this ordinance.

But notwithstanding this ordinance, as a permanent Christian insti-
tute, was here established, it is clear that baptism did not then for the
first time take its existence in the Church. Though our Saviour here
gave it a new, specific designation, it was no new institution hitherto
unheard of: he does not refer to it as such, but speaks of it as some-
thing with which the disciples were already acquainted. Under the
direction of our Lord, they had already been practicing a baptism prob-
ably but little different from that of John, with which the whole Jew-
ish nation were familiar.

1. That baptism was pragticed among the Jews long before the time of
John, and probably from the commencement of the Mosaic economy, we
have good evidence for believing.

St. Paul speaks of “divers washings” (Bamtiopols, baptisms) as ex-
isting among the Jews (Heb. ix. 10). And Maimonides testifies that
“in all ages, when a heathen was willing to enter into the covenant of
Israel, and gather himself under the wings of the majesty of God, and
take upon himself the yoke of the law, he must be first circumcised,
and secondly, baptized, and thirdly, bring a sacrifice; or, if the party
were a woman, then she must be first baptized, and secondly, bring a
sacrifice.” He adds: “At this present time, when (the temple being
destroyed) there is no sacrificing, a stranger must he first circumcised,
and secondly, baptized.”

From Epictetus we have the following testimony (he is blaming those
who assume the profession of philosophy without acting up to it):
“Why do you call yourself a Stoic? Why do you deceive the multi-
tude? Why do you pretend to be a Greek when you are a Jew, a
Syrian; an Egyptian? And when you see any one wavering, we are
wont to say, This is not a Jew, buf acts one; but when he assumes the
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sentiments of une who has been baptized and eircumeised, then he both
really is and is called a Jew. Thus we, falsifying our professlon, AT
Jews in name, but in reality something else.”

This ancient Jewish baptism of proselytes, concerning the existenc
of which there can be no rational doubt, seems to have been an act of
initiation, or of transfer from paganism to Judaism. As the Jew, when
from any cause he had become ceremonially unclean, was excommuni:
cated or cut off from the privileges of the Church till he had performed
the washings, or baptisms, prescribed by the law, so the Gentile, on bein
publicly admitted into the Church, was also required to submit to
washing, or baptism, to signify his being purified from the pollutions
his former religion. All we can learn, therefore, as to the nature an
design of this proselyte baptism is, that it was a public act of initiation
signifying purification. As to the various “washings,” or baptism
among the Jews themselves, they all denoted that ceremonial purifica
tion from defilement which the law described. 4

2. The “baptism of John” next demands a brief notice. This bap
tism, till recently, has been generally held by immersionists as identica
with, or as really the commencement of, the Christian baptism;
this preposterous view seems to be now pretty generally abandoned
the more intelligent Baptists, and especially has it been renounced by
Alexander Campbell, one of the most learned immersionists of the age
Yet as this absurd notion is still firmly grounded in the prejudice of
many, it merits some attention. 1

That “ John’s baptism” was not the Christian baptism is mapifes
from several considerations.

(1) The distinctive appellation given it in Scripture shows that it wa
not the Christian baptism. It is called “John’s baptism.” How absur
would it be to speak of “Peter’s baptism,” “ Paul’s baptism,” or “Apo
los’s baptism!”  Yet if “ John’s baptism” were identical with the Chri
tian baptism, such expressions would be no more absurd than to speal
of “John’s baptism.”

(2) The difference in the formula used in the Christian baptism an
that of John clearly evinces that the two baptisms were not identica
The formula of the Christian baptism runs thus: “In the name of th
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ;” or, as it is someti
more briefly expressed, “In the name of the Lord Jesus.” John ey
dently did not, nor could he, use language of any such import. ;-

(8) The character of John’s dispensation renders it impossible th
his baptism could have been the same as the Christian. John was {
forerunner of Christ, and his dispensation was but prepuratory to i
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of the gospel. This appears from the words of John himself. In speak-
ing of Christ he says: “ He must increase, but I must decrease”—that
is, my dispensation must quickly pass away, like unto “the voice of one
crying in the wilderness,” that quickly dies upon the ear, but his “ king-
dom ” shall increase more and more, “for he must reign till he hath
put all enemies under his feet.” Again, Jesus says: “Among them thal
are born of women there hath not risen a greater than Jchn the Bap-
tist: notwithstanding, he that is least in the kingdom of heaven .8
greater than he.” The “kingdom of heaven” here evidently means
the gospel Church, and he that is least in that Church can only be said
to be greater than John, because of the fact that he lives in the enjoy-
ment of the superior blessings of the gospel dispensation, while the dis-
pensation of John was inferior and only preparatory.

(4) That “John’s baptism” could not be the Christian baptism, is
. evident from the fact that it had passed away before Christianity was in-
troduced. John began to preach and baptize six months before our
Saviour entered upon his public ministry. Hence, if John’s was the
Christian baptism, it would follow that this initiatory rite was not insti-
tuted by Christ himself, but by his forerunner, at least six months pre-
vious to the existence of Christianity. Into what absurdities does error
impel her votaries! -

(5) The condition and requirements of * John’s baptism” are so dif-
ferent from those of the Christian baptism, that the two could not have
been identical. John simply demanded of the people repentance, say-
ing: “Bring forth therefore fruits meet for repentance” (Matt. iii. 8);
or, as St. Paul expresses it, “ John verily baptized with the baptism of
repentance, saying unto the people that they should believe on him which
should come after him.” But in the Christian baptism there is not only
required repentance, but also faith—not in a Messiah to come, but in a
Saviour who has already come, and suffered, and died for our sins, and
risen again for our justification; for St. Paul says: “Know ye not
that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized
into his death?” And when the eunuch demanded baptism, the reply
of Philip was: “If thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest.” Here
we see that in Christian baptism there is required not only faith in
Christ as a manifested Saviour, but a faith realizing and introducing
the subject of it into the enjoyment of the full henefits of his sacrificial
death in the remission of sin and the renewing of the soul by the influ-
ence of the Holy Spirit. John did not even baptize in the name of
Christ. How, then, could his be the Christian baptism ?

" (8) Again, the example of the apostles in rebaptizing John’s disciples
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when they were converted to Christianity, is the most direet proof that
the two baptisms were not the same. (See Acts xix. 1-5.) We know.
that an effort has been made by some who hold to “ John’s baptism” as
a Christian institute, to construe this passage in such manner that if
shall not teach the rebaptism of John’s disciples; but we consider the
passage so plain, that the effort to escape its force by any other than.
the obvious construction that records the rebaptism of John’s disciples,
is too manifestly strained to be dictated by any thing but prejudice;
therefore we deem it unworthy of a reply.

Although we conclude, for the reasons given, that the baptism of
John was not identical with the permanent Christian baptism instituted
by Christ, yet it was divinely sanctioned, and served the purpose for
which it was intended. It bore the same relation to the Christian bap-
tism that John’s ministry did to that of the apostles when they went
forth in the discharge of their great commission after having been “en-.
dued with power from on high.” As to its nature and design, all we
caa learn is, that it served as a badge of profession, or as an initiatory
rite into John’s dispensation, implying that its recipient made a public.
confession of his sins, and a profession of repentance, and of faith in a
Messiah soon to appear. With John’s disciples, baptism was an appli-
cation of water, used as an emblem of the moral purification prepara-
tory for that reception of the Messiah which repentance implied, and a
profession of faith in the doctrines of John’s dispensation.

The baptism which Christ commanded his disciples to perform dur-
ing his personal ministry;and previous to his crucifixion, however it
may have differed in character from that of John’s, was not the same
baptism which was afterward appointed under the perfected gospel Sys
tem, and which was to be perpetuated “alway, even unto the end of
the world.” The baptism connected with Christ’s personal ministry
bore the same relation to the Christian baptism that his personal teach:
ings, while he was (as Paul declares, Rom. xv. 8) “a minister of the
circumcision,” bore to the gospel in its complete development after the
Pentecostal baptism had been conferred. Christ’s personal ministry,
previous to Pentecost, and also that of his disciples, were only prepara-
tory to the full development of the gospel kingdom. The mission was,
then, not to the Gentiles, but to the Jews. Jesus “came unto his own;”
that is, the Jews. - And he said, “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep
of the house of Israel.” (Matt. xv. 24.) The mission of the apostles
was, then, “ not into the way of the Gentiles,” or “into any city of the
Samaritans,” but “unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” :

This baptism was, nevertheless, a badge of profession ; for it designated
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its subjects as “ disciples” of Jesus, and believers in him as a “ teacher
come from God.” It differed from the Christian baptism, first, because
it was not “in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost ;” secondly, because it did not recognize in its profession of faith
a crucified and risen Messiah. It was no more identical with the Cleris-
tian baptism instituted in the great apostolic commission, than was that
of John. A person baptized with the faith required, either in John’s
baptism or that of Christ’s apostles, previous to the grand commission
given after Christ’s resurrection, could not be thereby admitted into
communion in any genuine Christian Church in the world. Such a bap-
tism and such a faith would rather indicate a Jew than a Christian.

II. We now proceed to examine the OBLIGATION OF CHRISTIAN BAP-
TISM in the proper sense of that term.

Christian baptism is an ordinance of universal and perpetual oblzga—
tion.

By this we mean that it is the duty of all who would become Chris-
tians to be baptized, and that this obligation was not a temporary re-
quirement, but is to be perpetuated in the Church “alway, even unto
the end of the world.”

We know of no denomination, “ professing -and calling themselves
Christians,” who have denied the perpetuity of this ordinance in the
Christian Church, except the Quakers. It is, however, admitted that
some among the Socinians, Unitarians, and other classes of sectaries
of loose principles and heterodox creed, have lightly esteemed water
baptism, contemplating it as possessing no sacramental character, but
being mainly an external mark of distinction between Pagans and
Christians ; useful at the introduction of the gospel in Pagan countries,
but not necessary as a perpetual ordinance of the Church. It has been
well said that “extremes beget extremes;” and, perhaps, the early ten-
dency in the Church to magnify the importance of external rites, and
attach a superstitious and unscriptural efficacy to mere forms and cere-
monies, has tended to drive some to the opposite extreme of esteeming
them too lightly. Indeed, the error, in this respect, of the Mystics,
Quakers, Socinians, and all others who have repudiated or undervalued
water baptism or other external rites, is but an outbirth from the oppo-
gite and more dangerous theories concerning sacmmental salvation, water
regeneration, etc.

That water baptism is an institution of perpetual obligation in the
Church, is a clear deduction from the language of the great apostolic
commission: “Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ; teach.

A0 :
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ing them te observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo, I
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.” (Matt. xxviii. 19,_,_
20., Or as it is recorded by St. Mark: “ Go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is baptized
shall be saved.” (Mark xvi. 15, 16.) :
From the terms of this commission it is settled beyond dispute—1.
That it is to extend universally over the world—* all nations”—* all the
world ”—“ every creature.” This language admits of no restriction to
the commencement of the dispensation, or to the introduction of the gos-=
pel in a Pagan country. 2. The perpetuity of the institution of bap-
tism is here unquestionably established: “Alway, even unto the end -
of the world.” This phrase, as well as the language recorded by St.
Mark—« He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved ”~—can only =
be rationally interpreted as teaching the perpetuity of the commission,
and the performance of water baptism as one of its abiding functions.
Other scriptures, to the same effect, might be quoted ; but it is sufficient
to add that in all the Bible, whether we refer to those predictions of the
prophets concerning the gospel dispensation in which water baptism is
evidently referred to, or to the teachings of Christ, or to the writini
and administration of his inspired apostles, there is not the slightest
intimation that this ordinance was ever to be discontinued. To sel’
aside the obligation of water baptism (though the error might be less
pernicious), would be equally as destitute of authority from Secripture,
a8 to discard the requirement of repentance or of faith.
It may be proper, however, before we dismiss this point, to inquire;
upon what ground the attempt has been made to disprove the perpetuity
of this ordinance. i
In addition to mere reasoning from general principles, based upon
the admitted fact of the spirituality of the gospel dispensation, as con
trasted with the ceremonial character of that of Moses, express Scrip-
ture authority has been invoked to disprove the perpetual obligation of
water baptism. : . -
On this subject some have founded an argument on the words of
John: “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance, but he shall
baptize you with the Holy Ghost.” Here John shows his inferiority to
the Messiah, from the fact that he (John) baptized only “ with water,"
but Christ would “baptize with the Holy Ghost” But how gratuitous
and preposterous is it to infer that because the Saviour baptized “ with
the Holy Ghost,” therefore he could not authorize baptism “ with water”
But how monstrous must this inference appear, when it is remembe
that it so flatly contradicts the plain history of the facts! for on
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very day of Pentecost, when the baptism of the Holy Ghost was first
poured out, “three thousand” were also baptized with water. And
again, when, under the preaching of Peter, the daptism of the Holy Ghost
fell on the first Gentile converts in the house of Cornelius, so far from
this baptism superseding that of water, the apostle infers the propriety
of the one from the fact of the other. His language is, “Can any man
forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which have received the -
Holy Ghost as well as we?” Indeed, we may say that to discard water
baptism as a mere temporary appendage, and not a permanent institu-
tion of the gospe., is not to be guided by the New Testament, but to
proceed in direct opposition to its history. Hence, we conclude that
while the gospel shall continue to be preached in the world, and the or-
ganization of the Christian Church shall be preserved, water baptism,
“in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,”
will still be required.

ITI. We have already contemplated baptism, as also the other sacra-
ment—the Lord’s-supper—as a sign and seal of “internal spiritual
grace.” We now inquire more particularly concerning the design and
efficacy of baptism.

1. The first theory upon this subject which we shall notice, is that of
the Roman Catholics. They attribute to this sacrament a saving effi-
cacy—teaching that, in some mysterious way, there is directly imparted
through this ordinance, when properly administered, spiritual grace, in
such sense, that whatever may be the character of the subject (unless
he be guilty of some mortal sin), his moral nature is at once regener-
ated and sanctified ; thus attributing to the element of water the effi-
cacy pertaining alone to the blood of Christ, and to the agency of the
priest the work of regeneration and sanctification, which can only be
effected by the agency of the Holy Spirit.

2. Another theory, somewhat different from the view just presented,
though closely allied to it, has been sanctioned by a class of High-
church Episcopalians, and very zealously advocated by Alexander
Campbell and his followers. This theory, while it rejects the notion
that there is any saving efficacy in the sacrament of baptism itself, or
any spiritual grace directly imparted through this application of water,
independent of the character or disposition of the subject, yet maintains
that baptism, properly administered and received, secures the grace of
regeneration, and is the means and pledge of the remission of sins,

The abettors of this theory are, however, not agreed among themselves
as to the import of regeneration. While some of them understand the
term as implying, according to its commonly received import, a change
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of hewt, or a renewal of the moral nature, others construe it as mean
ing only a change of state; yet they harmonize in the position that the
remission of sins is promised only through baptism, and, consequently, -
that without baptism an evidence of forgiveness cannot be obtained.

Alexander Campbell has expressed his peculiar theory upon this subject E
in the following language : “ We have the most explicit proof that God

forgives sins for the name’s sake of his Son, or when the name of Jesus

Christ is named upon us in immersion; that in and by the act of im-"
mersion, so soon as our bodies are put under water, at that very instant |
our former or ‘old sins’ are all washed away, provided only that we -
are true beltevers” 1

It is apparent, from the account just given of the views of Roman
Catholics, High-church Episcopalians, and of Alexander Campbell, as
to the connection of baptism with regeneration and the remission of
sins, that there are several shades of difference in sentiment among them.
Yet, so closely are they allied, that a refutation of the position of Mr."
Campbell, as just presented in his own language, will comprise a refuta-
tion of all the schemes to which we have referred. Therefore, we pro-
ceed directly to examine that position.

The position is substantially this: that the remission of sins is im
parted only through baptism.

This, which is the theory of Mr. Campbell, we consider but little bet
than the doctrine of the High-church Episcopalians or of the Roman
Catholics. These schemes, we are satisfied, are radically erroneous, sub=
- gtituting, in effect, the element of water and the physical agency of
man for the blood of Christ and the divine agency of the Holy Spirit.

Now, if we can show that there is some other condition, separate and
distinct from baptism, with which the remission of sins is inseparably
connected, and that remission is not thus inseparably connected with
baptism, it will follow, of course, that the position we oppose cannot b
true. 3

We appeal, then, “to the law and to the testimony.” “He that be
licveth on him s not condemned.” (John iii. 18.) “He that believe
on the Son hath everlasting life.”  (John iii. 36.) “ Verily, verily Isay
unto you, he that believeth on me hath everlasting life.” (John iii. 47,
«Therefore we conclude that a man is justified by faith without th
deeds of the law.” (Rom. iii. 28.) “To him give all the prophets
witness, that through his name whosoever believeth in him shall recew
remission of sins.” (Acts x. 43.) :

A large portion of Scripture, to the same effect, might be adduced
but to add more is needless. If the above passages do not decide th
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point that faith, and not baptism, is the condition on which the “remis-
sion of sins” turns, no language could be framed to prove the position.
Here we are taught that every believer is freed from “ condemnation”—
“ hath everlasting life”—is justified ”—and “shall receive remission
of sins.” Now, we affirm that no man can possess all these things and
his sins not be remitted. Can a man be “not condemned,” “have ever-
lasting life,” and be “justified,” and his sins not be remitted? The
supposition is utterly inadmissible. Can he have faith without baptism?
Surely he can. Why not? Then it follows that his sins may be re-
mitted without baptism. Indeed, Mr. Campbell’s system not only con-
tradicts the Bible, but fights against itself. Mr. Campbell teaches that
4 man must have faith before he can properly receive baptism; but if
he has faith, if the Bible be true, “his sins are remitted ;” and Mr.
Campbell correctly tells us that if he has not faith, his sins will not be
remitted in baptism. Hence it follows that if all who believe (as the
Bible teaches) have already received “remission of sins,” and if (as
Mr. Campbell teaches) they can only receive the “remission of sins”
by first believing and then being baptized, it amounts to this: a man
must first have “his sins remitted ” before they can be remitted—that
is, a thing must be before it can be. The truth is, the theory that “re-
mission of sins” is inseparably connected with baptism flatly contra-
dicts the Bible. The Bible connects remission inseparably with faith.
Admit the truth of this position (which we cannot deny without flatly
contradicting many plain scriptures, as we have shown), then we cannot
escape the conclusion, according to Mr. Campbell, that we must first.
have remission before we can have i, which is a contradiction.

We take the first text which we quoted above—“He that believeth on
him i3 not condemned "—and if there were no other scripture bearing on
the subject, this alone contains a proof of the position for which we
here contend, that can never be shaken (unless we flatly contradict the
Saviour) by all-the skill, ingenuity, and sophistry in the world. He
that believeth on him is not condemned.” Now, if this text means
any thing, it means this: that all who believe on Christ are, that in-
stant—the very moment they first believe on Christ—free from condemna-
tion; and if free from condemnation, then they are pardoned, forgiven,
their sins are remitted, they are justified, they are the children of God,
they “shall not come into condemnation, but are passed from death unto
life” Can language be plainer, or proof clearer or more direct? Ifit
be, then, a settled Bible maxim that the “ remission of sins” is insepar-
ably connected with faith, can it, at the same time, be inseparably con-
nected with baptism # Tt is utterly im possible, unless we say that faith
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also is inseparally connected with baptism. We arrive again at the
same conclusion—fuith gives remission ; but if faith must first ewist in
order to proper baptism, then baptism cannot give remission; for you
caunot give a man what he already possesses.

Seeing, then, that the Scfiptures so explicitly and so abundantly teach
that the “remission of sins” is inseparably connected with faith, we
now examine those texts which, it is alleged, teach that * remission of
-sins” is inseparably connected with baptism. Of one thing we may be
well assured: the Scriptures do not contradict themselves. If, there-
fore, it can be established from the Scriptures that “ remission of sins”
is inseparably connected with baptism, then it will necessarily follow
that faith is inseparably connected with baptism ; for “things equal to
the same are equal to one another.”

The main reliance of the advocates of the system of baptismal re-

generation and remission is on the words of Peter in his sermon at
Pentecost : “ Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be baptized every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and
ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.” (Aects ii. 38.) Now, the
question is, does this text necessarily prove the inseparable connection
of the remission of sins with baptism? We contend that it does not.
In the phrase, “for the remission of sins,” great stress has been laid on
the meaning of the Greek preposition, elg, which, it is contended, shoulc
have been translated “in order to,” instead of “for.” We attach nc
importance whatever to the controversy about the translation. The
same preposition, as may be shown from numerous examples in the New
Testament, may be translated in either way. It often means “in order
to,” and it often means “in reference to,” or “on account of;” and the
context must determine the proper sense. But the rendering of the
preposition in this instance can have no effect upon the question before
us. The question is this: Is it clearly taught that baptism is here
presented as the essential and inseparable condition of rem#ssion ? Under
the sermon of Peter the wicked Jews were “pricked in their heart;”

that is, they were convicted, and cried out: “ Men and brethren, what
shall we do?” They seem to have been in a similar condition to that

of the jailer when he exclaimed, “8Sirs, what must I do to be saved?”

In this condition were they when  Peter said unto them, Repent, and
be baptized,” etc. Now, as it is evident from this language that they -
had not yet evangelically repented, is it not also clearly implied that -

they had not yet believed “ to the saving of the soul?”
In the fifteenth chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, St. Peter, in re-
ferring to the conversion of the Jews at Pentecost, clearly teaches that
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faith, and not baptism, was the great instrument of their salvation. In
arguing that the Gentiles, who had embraced the gospel, should be re-
ceived into the communion of the Church, Peter speaks as follows:
“Men and brethren, ye know how that a good while ago God made
choice among us, that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word
of the gospel, and believe. And God, which knoweth the hearts, bare
them witness, giving them the Holy Ghost, even as he did unto us; and
put no difference between us and them, purifying their hearts by faith.”
Here, in speaking of the salvation of the Gentiles, the apostle refers
not to their baptism, but to their faith—*that the Gentiles by my mouth
should hear the word of the gospel, and believe.” And, again, he says:
“And put no difference between us and them, purifying their hearts by
faith.” Now, here is proof positive that the Gentiles had their hearts
purified by faith, and not by baptism ; that is, they were converted, justi-
fied, pardoned, saved, and their sins were remitted by faith, not bap-
tism.

Again, precisely as it was with the Gentiles, so was it with the Jews
at Pentecost. God put no difference between them. According to St.
Peter, then, as the Gentiles received remission through faith, so did the
Jews at Pentecost. Thus it is clear that, according to the apostle’s com-
ment on his own words, when he said, “ Repent and be baptized for the
remission of sins,” faith was necessarily implied in connection with re-
pentance, as the grand instrument or condition through which remission
was obtained. It is, therefore, manifest that the passage under review,
8o far, from teaching that baptism is the instrument, condition, or means,
by or through which the remission of sins is obtained, does, most ex-
plicitly, when the apostle is allowed to comment on his own language,
teach the inseparable connection of the remission of sins with faith,
and not with baptism.

One or two other texts have also been urged in support of the theory
here opposed. For instance, the words of Ananias to Saul have been
quoted : “Arise and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the
name of the Lord.” But the arguments already presented on the sub-
ject will apply with equal force against the doctrine, from whatever
Scripture its proof may be attempted ; therefore, we examine the testi-
mony no farther.

We arrive, then, at the conclusion that although water baptism should
not be too lightly esteemed, and either set aside as not necessary under
the gospel, or viewed as merely a form of initiation, or as a help to the
exercise of faith, neither, on the other hand, should it be exalted too
highly, as possessing intrinsic virtue and saving efficacy. The truth is
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this: it is a sign of Christian men’s profession, and also of the inward 4
spiritual grace of regeneration and sanctification, and a seal of the gra-
cious covenant by which the Church relation and the promise of eter-
nal life are confirmed unto God’s people. : :

Bat yet, it is but an external ordinance. It is no substitute for the
blood of atonement, by which alone sins can be washed away; or for
the influence of the Holy Spirit, by which alone the regeneration and
sanctification of the soul can be secured. :

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XII.

QuestioN 1. What is the etymology of | 11. By what arguments is this position

the word baptism ? sustained ?

2. Can it impart any light as to the na- | 12. How has the attempt been made to :
ture or design of the ordinance? disprove the position ? 3

3. Where do we date the origin of Chris- | 13. What is the Roman Catholic view 3
-tian baptism ? as to the nature of Christian bap-

4. Whatevidence have we that the Jews tism ?’ g
practiced a proselyte baptism ? 14. What the view of High-church Epu- E

6. What was its design ? copalxans? -

6 What was the design of the Jewish | 15. What the view of Alexander Cmpo 3
baptisms under the law ? i bell ?

7. What was the nature of John's bap- | 16. Is there any material difference be- :
tism? " tween these views? 3

8. How is it proved that John's was not | 17. How may Mr. Campbell's view be :
the Christian baptism ? shown to be erroneous? 3

9. What relation did the baptism Christ | 18. Upon what scriptures has he mainly
commanded his disciples to perform based his argument on thw sab-
previous to his crucifixion, sustain ject? 4
to the Christian baptism ? 19. What is the reply to his \rgm

10 Is the Christian baptism of universal ment?
ar ! perpetual obligation ?
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CHAPTER XIIIL

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM—ITS SUBJECTS.

It is admitted by all who believe in the propriety of water baptism
that believers in Christ, or all who are “the children of God by faith in
Christ Jesus,” are proper subjects of baptism ; hence we deem it use-
less to stop a moment to present proof upon that subject. The ques-
tion we propound is this, Are believers the only proper subjects of bap-
tism? That the Baptist position upon this question is erroneous, we
shall endeavor to show.

L That the INFANT CHILDREN of believing parents are proper sub-
jects of Christian baptism, is a plain, direct, and necessary inference
from the express statute and appointment of God.

He who will believe nothing that is not formally declared, in so
many words, in Scripture, must expunge from his creed a large portion
of the important truths which are firmly believed by the entire body
of orthodox Christians. It is admitted by every intelligent, unbiased
mind that, in all the judicial proceedings of courts, and according to
the acknowledged principles of sound logic, inferential testimony is
often as satisfactory and convincing as direct proof possibly can be;
therefore to discard or deny the validity of inferential testimony, is
only to give evidence that we are governed in our opinions by the arbi-
trary impulse of blinded prejudice rather than the sober dictates of
calm and correct reasoning. To illustrate this principle, we remark
that the Scriptures nowhere, in direct terms, declare that God axists ;
yet who will not admit that the existence of God is abundantly estab-
lished in the Bible by inferential testimony? There is no record in
Seripture commanding sacrificial worship in the patriarchal age; yet
who for a moment can doubt that this method of worship originated
in divine appointment? There is no direct precept in the Bible chang-
ing the Sabbath to the first day of the week, yet the fact is generally
recognized. Family prayer is admitted to be a duty, but where is di-
rect precept for it? Similar observations might be made in reference
to various other important religious obligations, which, though not di
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rectly enjoined, are acknowledged to rest on inferential testimony en-
tirely satisfactory.

We will now proceed to show that infant baptism is established by
inferential testimony deduced from the direct command of God. And,
first, we remark that all law, to be obligatory upon the subject, must
be enacted by a power having the right to command; and when thus
enacted, it remains in force until the same authority by which it was
enacted, or some other power of equal authority, shall repeal it. The
truth of this position, we think, cannot be questioned. Now if it can
be shown that the right of infants to membership in the Church of
God was once established by direct enactment of Heaven, and that the
right of baptism now pertains to all who are entitled to membership in
the Church, it uecessarily follows that infants are entitled to baptism,
unless it can be shown that the divine enactment by which their mem-
bership in the Church was once recognized has been annulled by the
authority of God. -

That the premises in this argument may be rendered indubitable, we
proceed, first, to show that infants were embraced in the Abrakamic cor
enant, and were by the appointment of> God recognized as members of
the Church established in the family of that patriarch, and signed and _
sealed as such by the rite of circumcision. God spoke thus to Abra-
ham: “This is my covenant, which ye shall keep, between me and you
and thy seed after thee; every man-child among you shall be circum-
cised. And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin; and it shall
be a token of the covenant betwixt me and you. And he that is eight
days old shall be circumcised among you, every man-child in your gen-
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erations. . . . And the uncircumcised man-child whose flesh of hig
foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from his people;

he hath broken my covenant.” Gen. xvii. 10-14.

Upon this subject we consider it needless to multiply quotations 3

The point before us is a very plain one. The position we here take,
we believe, is universally admitted. Indeed, it cannot be denied. It

is this, that infants, both male and female, were admitted by the cir-

cumcision of the males into the covenant relation to God, as members
of the Church of God, from the establishment of that Church in Abra.
ham’s family down to the coming of Christ. -

II. We proceed, in the next place, to show that the covenant mads
with Abraham, and the Church established in his family on the basis of
that covenant, were substantially THE SAME COVENANT AND THE SAME
CaurcH more fully unfolded and continued under the gospel dispen

sation, :

i
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It is readily admitted that the gospel, as set forth in the New Testa-
ment, reveals a new dispensation of religion; but the question is, Does
it exhibit an essentially new Church? We affirm that it does not.

What, we demand, constitutes the essential identity of the Church?
Is it necessary that it be the same in every particular circumstance per-
taining to it? Surely not. By this rule nothing belonging to this
world preserves its identity for a single day; for all things about us
are subject to continual mutations. The human body is constanuy
changing, yet the babe of a day old maintains its essential identity 1p
to old age. A political government may undergo numerous important
modifications, yet it may continue the identical government for a suc-
session of years, or even for centuries; just so, the Church may pre
serve its essential identity while it passes through a variety of fortunes.
The government of Great Britain, or of the United States, may expe-
rience a variety of changes—it may change its chief ruler, its ministry,
its administration, and measures of policy; ‘yet still, while its constitu-
tion and governing power remain essentially the same, it is the same
government.

With these general principles before us, we will examine the Script-
ures touching the ¢dentity of the Church from the days of Abraham to
the present time. v

First, we notice the appellations given to the Church in ancient times.
God styles the descendants of Abraham his “ people,” his “ sheep,” his
“vine” or “vineyard,” his “children,” his “elect” or “chosen,” his
“own,” his “sons and daughters,” and his “Church.” St. Stephen
terms the Jewish people in the days of Moses the “Church”: “This is he
that was in the Church (Zkxynoia) in the wilderness,” ete. Acts vii. 38, -
David uses similar language: “In the midst of the Church (kahal—éx-
xAnoia) will I praise thee.” Ps. xxii. 22.. In confirmation of the same
position, St. Paul says: “Unto us was the gospel preached, as well as
unto them.” Heb. iv. 2. And again: “They did all eat the same spir-
itual meat, and did all drink the same spiritual drink; for they drank
of that spiritual Rock that followed them, and that Rock was Christ.”
1 Cor. x. 4. And Christ says: “Abraham rejoiced to see my day; and
he saw it, and was glad.” John viii. 56.

The identity of the Jewish Church with that of the gospel is also
manifest from the words of Christ to the Jews: ‘Therefore I say unto
you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a na-
tion bringing forth the fruits thereof.” Matt. xxi. 43. Read the whoie
parable upon which this text is the comment, and then say, What
* kingdom” was to be “taken from” the Jews and “given” to the Gen
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tiles? Tf it was not the Church, what else could it have been? The
passage is susceptible of no other interpretation. The “kingdom of
God” taken from the Jews was identical with the “kingdom” given t¢ ..
the Gentiles; hence the Jewish and Christian Churches are essentially -
the same. 3

St. Paul exhibits the Church of God under the emblem of an “ollve-‘
tree.” This he borrows from Jeremiah, who, speaking of the Jewish
Church, says: “The Lord called thy name, A green olive-tree, fair, and
of gnodly fruit; with the noise of a great tumult he hath kindled fire 1
upon it, and the branches of it are broken.” Jer. xi. 16.

In reference to the rejection of the Jews and the admission of the
Gentiles into the Church under the gospel, St. Paul comments as fol-
lows: “For if the casting away of them be the reconciling of the
world, what shall the receiving of them be, but life from the dead?
For if the first-fruit be holy, the lump is also holy ; and if the root. bé-
holy, so are the branches. And if some of the branches be broken oﬂ’ »
and thou, being a wild olive-tree, wert graffed in among them, and with
them partakest of the root and fatness of the olive-tree; boast nof
agumst the branches. But if thou boast, thou bearest not the root, but
the root thee. Thou wilt say then, The branches.were broken off, that
I might be graffed in. Well; because of unbelief they were broken off,
and thou standest by faith. Be not high-minded, but fear; for if God
spared not the natural branches, take heed lest he also spare not thee. ;
Behold therefore the goodness and severity of God; on them which,
fell, severity ; but toward thee, goodness, if thou continue in his good:
ness; otherwise, thou also shalt be cut off And they also, if they
abide not still in unbelief, shall be graffed in; for God is able to graff
them in again. For if thou wert cut out of the olive-tree which is
wild by nature, and wert graffed contrary to nature into a good cliv
tree; how much more shall these, which be the natural branches, be
graffed into their own olive-tree.” Rom. xi. 15-24.

The scope of the apostle’s reasoning is so plain here that it canne 5
be misunderstood by an intelligent, unbiased person. The Jews were
originally embraced in Church relation with Abraham and the heads"
of the Jewish Church, who are represented as the “first-fruit” which
was “holy ”—that is, they were consecrated, or set apart in a sacred
Church relation, represented under the emblem of a “good olive-tree”
From this tree they were “broken off because of unbelief.” Into thig
same tree, or into the same covenant relation and Church privileges,
the helieving Gentiles were ingrafted. But did this rejection of the
. unbelieving Jews destroy the primitive Church of God into which they
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‘had been taken? By no means. The unfruitful branches “ were broken

off” but the original stock remained. The “ good olive-tree” yet stood
firm, and into the same stock the Gentiles were ingrafted.

The Gentile Church was formed, not by the planting of an original
tree, not by a new Church organization from the foundation, but by
the bringing of new materials upon the old foundation. The estab-
lishment of the Christian Church was notthe erection of a new house,
but the removal of “the middle wall of partition,” that both Jews and
Gentiles, according to God’s original purpose and the promise made to
Abraham, might dwell together as one © household of faith” in that
same divinely constructed edifice which was “built upon the founda-
tion,” (not of the apostles alone, but) “ of the apostles and prophets,
Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner-stone.” Eph. ii. 20.

Now, we demand, unless the New Testament Church is a continua-
tion of the original Church established in the family of Abraham, es-
sentially the same, though under a change of dispensation, how is it
possible to place any sensible construction upon the language of St.
Paul in the passage presented? We confidently affirm that the passage
admits of no other interpretation; and if so, does it not follow that
as infants were by divine appointment received into the Abrahamic
Church, therefore they still retain the right of Church-membership de-
rived from the original charter, and consequently they have a right to
baptism. The only possible way to escape this conclusion will be to
show that the law of God conferring upon infants, in the days of Abra-
ham, the right to covenant and Church privileges has been repealed
under the gospel; but this never has been, and, as we are sure, never
can be done.

IIL. As another link in our chain of argument, we proceed to show
that BAPTISM CAME IN THE ROOM OF CIRCUMCISION.

For one thing to be admitted as a substitute for or in the room of
another, it is not necessary that they be the same in every particular
and circumstance; for then the two would be identical, and the idea of
substitution would be an absurdity. It is enough if they occupy the
same essential position, and serve the same purpose in reference to their
most important particulars.

That the sacrament of the “Supper” is in the room of the “Pass-
over” will not be disputed. They are both feasts to be regularly kept
up by the people of God ; they both have a spiritual import expressed
under emblems; they were both designed to assist the faith and pro-
mote the spiritual improvement of the worshipers; they both pointed
to the same great sacrifice—"the Lamb of God, which taketh away




958 ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY. fP.iv.B.3

the sin of the w.rld;” yet they differed in various particulars,
these points of difference were precisely of such character as the nat re
of the two dispensations would naturally indicate. E:
The gospel is peculiarly contradistinguished from the Mosaic institute
as well as from the patriarchal religion by its greater degree of mildne .
and the extension of its privileges; so it is with the “ Supper ” as com-
pared with the “Passover.” In the one, was the bloody offering of the
elain lamb and the partaking of a full meal; in the other, is simply th
contrite and believing heart with the “bread” and the “wine.” Th 5
one is vertainlv done away; and the other, ordained in its room and
stead, is to be perpetuated “alway,” showing “the Lord’s death till he
come.” The one looked through the dim distance to a Messiah o come;
the other, to Calvary, to him who had already come, and died for the
sins of the world. s
As the “Lord’s-supper” is related to the “ Passover,” just so is “bap-
tism”\ to “circumcision.” The analogy in the case is almost perfect.
Baptism, as compared with circumcision, is milder in its requirements,
and more extended in the application of its privileges. In the one, we
see a bloody and painful rite; in the other, the pure fountain of bz
tismal water. In the one, the Jews only, as a nation, are concerneds
in the other, the mission is to “all the world,” to “every creature,”
the one, the requirement only referred to males, and the eighth day was
specifically designated as the time for the observance of the rite; in the
other, both sexes were included, and all days, and times, and season
were alike sanctioned and allowed. Thus it appears that although bap-
tism differed in several particulars from circumcision, yet, in all these
points of difference, the change from the one to the other js only such
the peculiar characteristics of the gospel would naturally indicate,
But we now inquire for the evidence sustaining the position that bap-
tism is in the room of circumeision. ;
1. They are seals and signs of the same covenant. b
In the Epistle to the Romans, St. Paul, speaking of Abraham, says:
“ He received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the
faith which he had yet being uncircumcised ; that he might be the
father of all them that believe, though they be not circumcised ; that
righteousness might be imputed unto them also; and the father of cire
cumcision to them who are not of the circumeision only, but who also
walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abraham, which he had
being yet uncircumcised. For the promise, that he should be the hei
of the world, was not to Abraham, or to his seed, through the law, bg;t
through the righteousness of faith, For if they which are of the law
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be heirs, faith is made void, and the promise made of none effect. . . .
Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace; to the end the prom-
ise might be sure to all the seed; not to that only which is of the law,
but to that also which is of the faith of Abraham, who is the father of
us all. (As it is written, I have made thee a father of many nations.)”
Rom. iv. 11-17.

The account here given of circumcision is susceptible of no sensible
golution, unless we interpret it to teach that circumcision occupied, in
connection with the ancient Church, precisely the same position that is
filled by baptism under the gospel. It is here a sign and a seal, but of
what? Was it a sign and seal of the Sinaitic covenant? Did it par-
take of the nature of the ceremonies of the Mosaic ritual? Did it
merely ratify the diyine promise to the Jews of the temporal mercies
of Canaan? Surely no such construction is admissible. It sealed
“the righteousness of faith,” not that of the law; even the righteousness
which Abraham hgd, ¢ yet being uncircumcised.” It was a seal of the
covenant under which Abraham was “justified by faith,” “that he
might be the father of all who believe ” under the gospel.

Was circumeision the initiatory rite of the Church in the days of
Abraham and Moses? so was baptism in the days of Peter and of
Paul. Was circumcision a sign or token of visible membership in the
Church of God, and of covenant relation to him? so is baptism. Was
circumcision an emblem of moral .cleansing and purification? so is
baptism. Did circumcision point to the remission of sins by the atone-
ment of Christ, and to regeneration and sanctification by the Spirit? so
does baptism. Circumecision, all admit, has passed away. It ceased as
the gospel was established; but baptism now occupies the same position,
means the same thing, seals the same covenant, the same righteousness,
and is a pledge of the same spiritual benefits. If baptism be not in the
f#oom of circumcision, then we ask, Where is now the initiatory rite of
the Church? where is the seal of “the righteousness of faith”? where
is the external badge to distinguish the children of Abraham? They
are not to be found; and the Church is left with no initiatory rite, no
seal of the covenant, no external pledge, confirming to the children of
Abraham the gracious promise of the glorious inheritance of the spirit-
ual Canaan.

But it is said by some that “the Abrahamic covenant was only a
Jewish grant, and promised only temporal mercies.” This position is
too unscriptural to be admitted. ~Adopt this theory, and what becomes
of the promise to Abraham— I will make thee the father of many
pations,” and “in thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed ”'?
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Does this language indicate merely temporal mercies to the Jews alone?
No, verily; it embodies the great gospel charter of salvation to all the
world upon the condition of faith in Christ. We urge the inquiry,
What hgs become of the Abrahamic covenant? Shall we be told that
it has passed away with “the law of commandments contained in ordi-
nances,” “ Christ having nailed it to his cross?” St. Paul hath triumph-
antly refuted this position. Hear his language: “And this I say, that ,
the covenant, that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the law,
which was four hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that
it should make the promise of nene effect. For if the mherltand be
of the_law, it is no more of promise; but God gave it to Abraham by A
promise.” Gal. ii. 17, 18.

Now, we demand, what is the argument of the apostle here? He
was maintaining against the Judaizing teachers that the Gentiles were
embraced in the Abrahamic covenant, and consequently were entitled
to the privileges of the gospel Church. But how does he reason?
Plainly thus: The “covenant that was confirmed before of God in
Christ” was the covenant with “Abraham,” which was confirmed by
the “seal of circumcision.” This%ovenant “the law cannot disannul;”
and why? Because it did not take its existence from the law, but was
given “to Abraham four hundred and thirty years” before the giving
of the law; and as it did not derive its existence from the law, so nei-
ther can it be dependent on the law for the continuance of that exist-
ence. The law, with its shadows and ceremonies, may “wax old” and
“vanish away,” being fulfilled in Christ; but not so the Abrahamic
covenant which preceded it. This covenant confirmed unto Abraham
and his seed all the rich and endless blessings of the everlasting gospel. -
Of this covenant, circumcision was the seal up to the coming of Christ,
Under the gospel, the seal is changed; circumcision is done away—it
now “availeth nothing.” But is the covenant disannulled? It stands
in all its force; it has lost nothing of its importance and value. The
Binaitic covenant may perish, and with it the peculiar national and tem-
poral immunities of the Jewish people; but while the oath of God
stands firm, the Abrahamic covenant shall remain unshaken on its
foundation, undiminished in its blessings, and undimmed in its luster.
And this is the covenant by which the Church of God originally arose
into being; it has been the great unfailing charter of that same Church
in all ages, even from Abraham to Moses, from Moses to David, from
David to Christ, and shall continue such, not only till the wandering
and outcast tribes of God’s ancient people shall be brought back with
the *fullness of the Gentiles,” and all nations shall be blessed in the
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Redeemer, but till the consummation of the last achievement of Heaven’s

. &

redeeming scheme.

If, then, as we are compelled to admit, the Church, as to its essential
identity, the covenant, confirming the chartered blessings of salvation,
and the promise, securing to believers the heritage of eternal life, all
remain unchanged, and these same blessings, once sealed and pledged
by cireumeision, are now sealed and pledged by baptism, does it not fol

low, that baptism has taken the place of circumeision £ ~

The argument here presented in ‘favor of infant baptism may be
briefly stated thus: The Church of God is essentially the same Church
fiow that it was when God commanded that infants should be admitted
into it as members. God has never authorized the repeal of that com-
mand ; hence it is still in force; consequently, infants are now entitled
to membership in the Church. But membership in the Church of God
can now only be conferred through the initiatory rite of baptism; there-
fore, as infants are entitled to Church-membership, they have also a
right to baptism.

Again, substantially the same argument may be stated in another
form, thus:

The Abrahamic covenant and that of the gospel are the same;
God once ordained that all, upon entering npon this covenant rela-
tion with him, should receive the sign and seal of cirenmeision.. What
was once confirmed by the sign and seal of circumcision is now by
divine appointment confirmed by the sign and seal of baptism; there-
fore baptism has come in the room of circumeision. Infants by di-
vine appointment had a right to circumcision ; but baptism having
come in the room of circumcision, therefore they have a right to
baptism. :

Again, the Church of God is essentially one in all ages. God has en-
acted that infants constitute a part of that one Church, and that enact-
ment has never been repealed ; therefore infants are still a part of that
Church. All who compose the Church have a right to all its ordi-
nances which they are capable of receiving ; but baptism 1s an ordi-
nance of the Church which infants are capable of receiving; therefore
infants have a right to baptism.

IV. We now proceed to examine some plain passages of Scripture
found in the New Testament, bearing upon the question before us.

The opposers of infant baptism have clamored long and loud for
gome “ explicit warrant” for this practice. “ Baptism,” say they, “is a
positive institute, therefore we cannot admit the application of this ordi-
nance to infants without a ‘Thus saith the Lord” Bring us a direct

61




962 ELEMENTS OF DIVINIIY. [P.iv. B. 2

comwand from the Bible, or a plain statement of the fact that the
apostles baptized infants, and then we will admit them to the ordi-
nauce.”

Suppose we were to admit that Christ has not, in so many words, ex-

Sa o inde A e Lol b il

plicitly commanded the’ baptism of infants, and that it is not directly

authorized by any unquestionable apostolic example, would the pre.
priety of infant baptism be thereby disproved? Are we to reject from
our creed and practice every thing for which we cannot produce an ¢x-
press Scripture warrant? Some observations have already been made on
this point, but a few additional remarks seem to be pertinent in this con-
nection. The masterly production of the Rev. Peter Edwards on Bap-
tism, with all who will read it, sets the question here under review for-

ever at rest. He demonstrates most conclusively the fallacy of the .

Baptists in their reasoning on the subject of “explicit warrant” for in-
fant baptism.

The substance of the reply to this subterfuge of the Baptists may be
briefly stated thus:

The argumert proves too much ; therefore nothing. Any reasoning
which proves what all admit to be false must be fallacious, and cannot
in fairness be adopted by any party. All concede the propriety of ad-
mitting females to the communion of the *Lord’s-supper,” and yet the
same argument here urged against infant baptism would most unques-
tionably exclude them. ¥emale communion is as destitute of any “ex-
plicit warrant” from Scripture as infant baptism can be supposed to be,
even by its opponents.

Mr. Edwards affirms: “1. That, according to the principles and

reasoning of the Baptists, a woman, however qualified, can have no
right at all to the Lord’s-table. 2. That the Baptists, in opposing in-
fant baptism and defending female communion, do shift their ground,
contradict themselves, and prevhricate most pitifully. 8. That, accord-
ing to their principles and mode of reasoning, God had no Church in
this world for at least fifteen hundred years.”

We remark that it is admitted by all that both baptism and the

Lord’s-supper are positive institutes; hence it is obvious that any rea-
goning against infant baptism, founded on the fact that it is a posi-
tive institute, will be equally applicable to the Lord’ssupper. Now we
affirm that it is impossible to prove the right of females to the Lord’s-
supper by “explicit warrant.” This never has been, and never can be
done; yet all admit that they have that right. If, then, they have
that right witnout “ explicit warrant,” how can we reject infants from
baptism, another positive institute, merely for the lack of an “ explieit
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warrant”? Jn other words, if the right of infants to baptism and the
right of females to communion are both proved by the same mode of
reasoning, we cannot, without manifest inconsistency, admit female com-
munion and reject infant baptism. But female communion can only be
proved by inferential testimony ; hence, it follows that, if infant baptism
can be proved by a similar kind of testimony, if we admit the one, we
must also admit the other.

‘Although the proof of infant baptism, already presented, or which
n.ay yet be exhibited, may not be of that class strictly comprehended
by the term “explicit warrant,” yet we maintain that it is equally sat-
isfactory and convincing.

1 We now call attention to our Saviour’s language in reference to in-
fants: “And they brought young children to him, that he should touch’
them ; and his disciples rebuked those that brought them. But when
Jesus saw it, he was much displeased, and said unto them, Suffer the
little children to come unto me, and forbid them not; for of such is the
kingdom of God. Verily I say unto you, Whosoever shall not receive
the kingdom of God as a little child, he shall not enter therein. And
he took them up in his arms, put his hands upon them, and blessed
them.” (Mark x. 13-16.) Again, we read, “And Jesus, perceiving
the thought of their heart, took a child,-and set him by him, and said
unto them, Whosoever shall receive this child in my name receiveth
me; and whosoever shall receive me, receiveth him that sent me.”
(Luke ix. 47,48.) And, again, it is recorded, “And they brought unto
him also infants, that he would touch them ; but when his disciples saw
it, they rebuked them. But Jesus called them unto him, and said, Suffer
little children to come unto me, and forbid them not; for of such is the
kingdom of God. Verily I say unto you, Whosoever shall not receive
the kingdom of God as a little child, shall in no wise enter therein.”
(Luke xviii. 15-17.)

(1) Our first remark in reference to these passages is, that there can
be no doubt that these were real infants that were brought to Christ;
that is, infants in regard to age. This is plain from the fact that our
T.ord “took them up in his arms.”

(2) To receive one in the name of Christ is to receive him as belong-
ing to Christ—as in covenant relation and visible union with him—as a
member of that body, or Church, of which he is the head.

’3) The phrase, “ kingdom of God,” here evidently means the Church
of God on earth, and not the heavenly state. This is clear from the
fact that it cannot be said of all children that they are members of the
Church in heaven ; for they might live to maturity, die in their sins, and
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perish everlastingly. Hence, children are here recognized as members
of the gospel Church on earth by our Lord himself.

(4) The phrase “of such is the kingdom of God,” or “of heaven,”
as St. Matthew records it (Matt. xix. 13-15), cannot, as some sup-
pose, mean merely that “the kingdom of heaven” is composed of per-
sons of a child-like disposition. Such construction would reduce our
Lord’s reasoning to nonsense; for how can the fact that adults of a
child-like disposition are members of the Church, or belong to the
“kingdom of heaven,” furnish any reason why children—infants—should
be brought to Christ for his blessing? But if infants have a covenant
relation ta Christ, as connected with* his gospel Church on earth, then
there is propriety in saying: “Suffer little children to come unto me,
and forbid them not ; for of such is the kingdom of heaven.” The rea-
son for suffering infants to come to Christ must not be found in others,
but in the infants themselves ; for the Saviour has placed it there.

(5) As it is manifest, according to the most obvious construction of
our Saviour’s language, that he here recognizes infants as connected
with the gospel Church, it follows that they are entitled to baptism.

2. St. Paul affirms that “all our fathers were under the cloud, and all
passed through the sea; and were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud
and in the sea.” (1 Cor. x. 1, 2.)

We readily admit that the baptism here spoken of by the apostle was
not the Christian baptism, distinctively so called ; yet it was a scriptural
baptism, so recognized by the inspired apostle. Turn now to Exodus,
the twelfth chapter, and you will find that these “fathers” who were
“haptized unto Moses,” embraced “six hundred thousand men, beside
children, and a mixed multitude.” These “children,” of course, em-
braced children of all ages—infants, as well as older children; for the
Israelites took all their households with them. Here, then, we have re-
corded in the New Testament one clear ezample of infant baptism. The
fact cannot be denied. We do not, however, rely upon this example
of infant baptism as furnishing our proof of that ordinance in the
Christian Church ; we only refer to it as a refutation of the oft-repeated
boast that there is no example of infant baptism recorded in the Bible.

3. We know not how to construe our Lord’s grand commission to his
apostles without finding in it an express command to baptize infants,
This commission has been more than once quoted for different purposes.
We will not here repeat it. It is enough to say that in this commission
the apostles are commanded to “ disciple and baptize all nations.” That
the word pafnredoate, here rendered “teach,” means to “proselyte,” or
to “ diseiple,” no scholar will deny. As the text is rendered in our ver-



Ch. x1ii.] CHRISTIAN BAPTISM—ITS SUBJECTS. 965

sion, Matthew is made to be guilty of a tautology inconsistent with
his character as a writer. Christ is said to conamand the apostles to
“teach all nations;” and then, in the next verse, to repeat the same
command, “teaching them,” ete. In the Greek of this text there is
no tautology. In the nineteenth verse, the word used by the apostle
means, as we have said, “ disciple all nations,” or make proselytes of
them. In the twentieth verse Matthew does not use the same word
he had used in the nineteenth verse, but duddoyovrec, from diddokw, to
teach. The import of the command is, “ Go disciple all nations;” but
how? Plainly, by first “baptizing them;” and'then, as they may be
able to receive it, “ teaching them,” etc.

Now, the question with which we are directly concerned is this: Are
infants included as a part of the “all nations” here mentioned ?  Most
assuredly, we reply, they ai;'e; for it takes both sexes, all classes, all con-
ditions, and all ages, to constitute the nation. But the apostles were
commanded to “ baptize all nations,” and infants are a part of “all na-
tions;” therefore, the apostles' were commanded to baptize infants.

The logical conclusion here arrived at cannot be escaped by entering
the plea that, “as infants are incapable of being taught, hence they
ought not to be baptized.” It would be fallacious reasoning to argue
that because there are impediments in the way of executing one com-
mand, therefore it is wrong to obey another command in the way of
which there are no impediments. -

The apostles could neither “ go into all the world ™ af once, nor “ preach
to every creature” at once. There were impediments in the way. The
plain, common-sense construction is this: all divine commands, and all
parts of the apostles’ commission, should be obeyed just as soon and as
fully as the nature and circumstances of the case admit. No impedi-
ment in reference to one duty can release from obligation in reference to
another.

How, we ask, may we reasonably suppose the apostles would under-
stand this commission? They were all Jews, strongly prejudiced in
favor of the religion and customs of their nation. For centuries past
that people had been familiar with a religion whose uniform polity, and
that oo originating in divine appointment, had recognized infants with
their parents as members of the Church—the only Church God had
ever organized in the world. They were familiar also with the custom
of inducting Gentile proselytes—thé children, with their parents—into
the Church by the same sacred rite. How, then, we repeat, would they
naturally construe the terms of their commission? Would they ever
dream that they were to “disciple” only the adult portion of “all na-
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tions”? Had they been told that children were no longer to dwell with
their parents in covenant and Church relation to God, would not their
Jewish training and prejudice have revolted at the idea?

That the apostles could have understood their mission as not includ-
ing the infants as a part of the “ nations,” we believe to be a moral im-
posmblllty If this be so, the Saviour knew it when he gave the com-
mission ; then it will follow either that Christ intentionally deceived the
apostles, or he gave them authority to “ disciple,” or admit into Church
relation the infants of believing parents. The former supposition is im-
possible, therefore the latter must be true;-and if so, we cannot esct.pe

~the conclusion that we have here a divine command for the baptism of
the infant chitaren of believing parents. ¥

5. We now notice the proceedings of the apostles in the execution of
their commassion.

In his sermon at Pentecost, Sf. Peter opened the gospel kingdom to

the Jews. After having instructed his convicted hearers to “ renent 3

and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins,”
promising them “the gift of the Holy Ghost,” he glves, as a reason for
their compliance, the following fact: “ For the promise is unto you, and
to your children, and to all that aYe afar off, even as many as theiLord
our God shall call.” (Acts ii. 38, 39.)
We now inquire, does this passage contain any intimation that in-

fants are to be recognized as sustaining any connection with the gospel

Church? That we may understand this text, we must know to what
promise the apostle refers. As a clue to this inquiry, we remark that
it must be some promise in which, first, the Jews and their children were
specially interested ; secondly, it must be some promise in which the
Qentiles were also interested, and to which they were to be called. Where
shall we find such a promise?

The Baptists, to escape the consequence that would result to their
system by the admission that the apostle here referred to the great
promise connected with the Abrahamic covenant, have entered the plea
that the allusion of St. Peter, in this place is exelusively to the promise
of Joel ii. 28, 29, which he had quoted in the commencement of his
discourse. It is true that, so far as the effusion of the Holy Spirit is
concerned, the promise of Joel had already been referred to as record-

ing the prediction whose fulfillment had just been witnessed. But in’

the thirty-ninth verse the apostle refers to a promise, not to explain the
fact of the miraculous descent of the Holy Ghost, but to enccurage his
convicted and distressed hearers to “ repent and be baptized.” The word
*for,” in the commencement of the thirty-ninth verse, connects directly,
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mot with the promise of Joel, but with the preceding verse, “ Repent
and be baptized,” etc. Why should they “ repent and be baptized ?”
“For (ydp—because) the promise is unto you, and to your children, and
to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.”

It is most certain that the direct reference of the apostle must have
been to some other promise than that of Joel ; for he (Joel) refers only
to adults, while Peter says “to you,” adults, and to your children.”
The inspired apostle could not have blundered. He must have re-
ferred to a promise containing all the items included in his specifica-
tions. If no such promise could be found, we should certainly be puz-
zled to vindicate the accuracy of the apostle’s quotation ; but as it is,
nothing but blinded prejudice in favor of a theory can hide from our
view the promise in question.

After reading the language of Peter in this place, we have only to
turn to Genesis, the seventeenth chapter, and beginning at the seventh
verse, we may find the noted promise quoted by the apostle in almost
the exact words, and embracing the specifications in full. St. Peter
says, “unto you and to your children.” The promise reads (Gen. xvii.
7), “'To be a God unto thee and unto thy seed after thee.” There is here
a complete harmony in phraseology. In the one we read, “unto thee
and thy seed;” in the other, “unto you and to your children.” But
there is not only a correspondence in terms, but also in subject-matter;
each refers to the great covenant. of grace, and also to a rite of initia-
tion into the Church under that covenant. ‘In the one that rite was
circumcision ; in the other, baptism.

Look at the circumstances of the speaker and hearers on this memor-
able occasion, and how is it possible that either the one or the others
could have understood these terms—* thee and thy seed,” « you and your
children”—in any other sense than that of implying parents and their
tnfants? That the words in Genesis, where the promise is issued, em-
braced infants, Baptists themselves will not deny ; and if 80, Peter could
not have quoted that promise in so nearly the exact words, and then
change it in its import in a matter so sacred to the heart of every Jew
as was the covenant Church relation of his children, without a word of
comment concerning that change, or even an intimation that it had
been made. And stranger still is the hypothesis that that prejudiced
and bigoted people, who were ever ready to « wrangle for a rite, quarrel
for a fast, and ‘almost fight for a new moun,” could have so quiescently
‘witnessed the excision of their infant children from the covenant Church
of God, and yet not a murmur from their lips be heard on the subject,
either at Pentecost, when Peter first announced baptism as the rite of
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initiation under the new dispensation, or at any time subsequently, amid
all their Judaizing clamors! The supposition is incredible. Then, we
demand, do we not here find, in the words of the apostle, a satisfactory
Seripture warrant for infant baptism ?

If it be contended that “the promise here is not to infant children,
but only to adult posterity,” to this we reply that such a construction is
contradicted by the fact in the case. The Jews always understood it as
applying to their infants at eight days old, and practiced upon it ac
cordingly for centuries.

Again, if it be said that “the latter clause of St. Peter’s address—
‘even as many as the Lord our God shall call’—limits the promise ex-
clusively to the “ called,” and consequently it could not embrace infants,”
to this we reply that the apostle makes no such limit. Those whom he
addressed were the actually ¢ called.” 1In reference to them he says,
“the promise is to yow.” But he does not stop; he goes on—“and to
your children ;” that is, the children of those addressed. The plain con-
struction of the language is this: “ The promise is unto you and to your
children, and to all that are afar off,” and to their children, “even as
many as the Lord our God shall call,” and to their children. ,

The promise was, unquestionably, that embraced in the Abrahamig
covenant, extending the gospel tender of salvation to the Gentiles who
were “ afar off,” and who were to be “ called,” with their children, into
communion and covenant fellowship with the Jews and their children,
in the bosom of that same original Church of God, from which the
Jews, as a nation, for their unbelief, were now to be “broken off,” as
unfruitful “branches” of the “good olive-tree.” k-

Therefore we have the most indubitable evidence from the passage
under review that infants, under the new economy, are placed in the
same relation to baptism as they were to circumcision under the old.
The language of Peter is almost precisely the same as that of the prom-
ise referred to in Genesis. In the one place the promise is connected -
with circumcision, and all who shared the promise received the rite.
In the other place, the promise is connected with baptism, and all who ™
share the promise should receive the rite. But infants are connected
with the promise in both instances; and from Abraham up to Christ
they shared, with their parents, the rite of circumcision. Hence it is
clear that, as infants are still, as much as ever, connected with the same
covenant promise, they are entitled to Christian baptism. 5

6. The baptism of several households, under the apostolic administra-
tion, will, when the several instances are closely examined, furnish strong
ground for believing that the apostles baptized the children with the
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parents, upon the conversion of the latter. In the cases of “household ™
baptism recorded, we do not claim that there were certainly infants in any
of those families. There may or may not have been, so far as we have
any direct evidence. We think it probable that there were. But what
we do claim in reference to this subject is, that the apostles seem to have
acted upon the principle that parents were to bring their children with
them into the Church, according to the long-established Jewish practice.

The first case of this kind to which we refer, is that of Lydia and
her household. “And a certain woman named Lydia, a seller of pur-
ple, of the city of Thyatira, which worshiped God, heard us ; whose heart
the Lord opened, that she attended unto the things which were spoken of
Paul. And when she was baptized, and her household, she besought us,
saying, If ye have judged me to be faithful to the Lord, come into my
house, and abide there.” (Acts xvi. 14, 15.)

In this brief account notice several particulars:

1. “Lydia” and “her household ” were baptized.

9. Various particulars are specified in reference to the piety and con-
version of Lydia. She *worshiped God,” she “heard” the apostles,
« the Lord opened ” her “ heart,” she “ attended unto the things spoken,”
she said, “ If ye have judged me to be Sfaithful,” ete.

3. There is not one word in reference to the piety or conversion of
Lydia’s household.

Now, if her “household” consisted of adults, why so many items
about her conversion, and not a syllable in reference to the conversion
of her “household”? Admit that her household were children who
were baptized on the faith of their parent, and all is natural and easy ;
otherwise it is inexplicable.

Another case of household baptism is that of the jailer and his house.
(Acts xvi. 30-35.)

1. When the jailer, convicted and trembling, inquired, “Sirs, what
must I do to be saved?” the apostle replied, “ Believe on the Lord
Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house.” No intimation
that faith was required of his house. How natural this, if the apostle
_intended that his children were to be admitted to the Church by bap-
tism on the faith of their father! But if his house consisted of adults
who were to act for themselves, the language seems inappropriate, and
not sufficiently explicit for the occasion. 2. The jailer “ was baptized,
he and all his, straightway.” Yet there is not a word about faith being
required of any but the jailer. If it be objected that the apostle spoke
the word to “all that were in the house,” and that the jailer “rejoiced,
believing in God with all Lis house,” hence they were all adults, to this
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we reply, although it be admitted that there were adult members of 1
the “ house” who heard the word and “ rejoiced, believing in God,” in
company with the jailer, yet this does not necessarily exclude infants
from being also embraced in the “house,” and being baptized. It is
not said that none received baptism, but such as heard, believed, and re-
Joiced. The record of the baptism is in a separate verse, and simply
states that the jailer “ was baptized, he and all his, straightway.” Here
there is no restriction of baptism to such as believed. Nor is there any
proof that all the “house” believed. It cannot be disputed that the
phrase translated, “and rejoiced, believing in God with all his house,”
might have been more accurately rendered thus, “and he, believing in
God, rejoiced with (or over) all his house.” Hence, there is still no
proof that all the “house” were adults; but there is explicit testimony
that the jailer and all his were baptized.

Several other “ household " baptisms are mentioned in the New Testa- ;
ment ; but enough has been said to show that the style of the apostles,
in speaking of the baptism of parents and their households, is perfectly
natural, and such as we might reasonably expect, if they proceeded on
the principle of receiving children with their parents into the Church;
but if otherwise, the apostles’ account of their own administration was 1
well calculated to mislead the Jewish mind. E

V. The historical argument for infant baptism we consider entirely
conclusive and satisfactory.

Tertullian, who lived about two hundred years after the birth of
Christ, is the first man of whom Church-history furnishes any account
who, in any shape, opposed infant baptism. But when we notice his
reasons for opposing it, his opposition is an argument rather for than
against it. He had imbibed the superstitious notion that « baptism was
accompanied with the remission of all past sins, and that sins committed
after baptism were peculiarly dangerous.”  On this ground, and this
alone, he advises the postponement of baptism, not only in the case of

infants, but also in that of young persons generally, and even young E

widowers and widows, till they advance to a mature and settled state of
life, beyond the period of youthful passion and temptation ; and num-
bers who embraced the same error actually deferred their baptism till
old age or a death-bed.

The next opponents of infant baptism of whom we hear were the
followers of Peter de Bruis, in France, about twelve hundred years after
Christ. These were -an inconsiderable fraction of the Albigenses, who
had departed from the faith of that body. But they opposed infant bap
tism on the ground that they considered infants incapable of salvation
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The next society of Anti-pedobaptists, and, indeed, the first who ad-
vocated the tenets of modern Baptists on the subject, arose in Germany,
. in the sixteenth century; thus it appears that for at least fifteen hun-
dred years there was no society of Christians heard of who opposed in-
fant baptism on the ground of its wanting apostolic authority.

On the other hand, the positive testimony for infant baptism is in-
dubitable.

Origen, a Greek father of the third century, speaks as follows: “Ac-
cording to the usage of the Church, baptism is given even to infanis,
when, if there were nothing in infants which needed forgiveness, the
grace of baptism would seem to be superfluous.”

Again, “ For this cause it was that the Church received an order
from the apostles to give baptism even to infants.”

Cyprian, a Latin father of the third century, presided over a council
of sixty-six bishops, held at Carthage. Fidus, a country pastor, in-
quired of this council, not whether infant baptism was proper, but
whether, as in circumcision, it ought to be always deferred till the child
was eight days old? The following is Cyprian’s reply : “ Cyprian, and
the rest of the bishops who were present in the council, sixty-six in
number, to Fidus, our brother, greeting: As to the case of infants—
whereas you judge that they must not be baptized within two or three
days after they are born, and that the rule of circumcision is to be ob-
served, that no one should be baptized and sanctified before the eighth
day after he is born, we were all in the council of a very different opin-
ion. As for what you thought proper to be done, no one was of your
mind ; but we all rather judged that the mercy and grace of God is to
be denied to no human being that is born. This, therefore, dear brother,
was our opinion in the council : that we ought not to hinder any person
from baptism and the grace of God, who is merciful and kind to us all.
And this rule, as it holds for all, we think more especially to be ob-
served in reference to infants, even to those newly born.” (Cyprian,
Epist. 66.) Here, then, we have the unanimous decision of a council
of sixty-six bishops, not mooting the question whether infant baptism
was the universal practice of the Church (that is taken for granted),
but whether it is necessary to postpone it till the eighth day.

Chrysostom, a Greek father of the fourth century, speaks of infant
baptism thus:.“ But our circumcision—I mean the grace of baptism—
has no determinate time as that (meaning circumcision) had, but one that
is in the very beginning of his age, or one that is in the middle of it, or
one that is in his old age, may receive this circumcisiop made without
hands.” (Hom. 40, in Genesin.)
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Augustin, one of the most learned men of his time, who flourished
a little more than three centuries after the apostles, had a controversy
with Pelagius, a very learned heretic, about original sin. Origen wr
to Pelagius thus: “ Why are infants baptized for the remission of s
if they have no sin?” To which Pelagius replies thus : “ Baptism ought
to be administered to infants with the same sacramental words which
are used in the case of adult persons.” “Men slander me as if I de-
nied the sacrament of baptism to infants.” “I never heard of any, not
even the most impious heretic, who denied baptism to infants; for who
can be so impious as to hinder infants from being baptized ?” g

Again, Augustin, referring to the Pelagians, says: “Since they grant
that infants must be baptized, as not being able to resist the authority
of the whole Church, which was doubtless delivered by our Lord and his
apostles, they must grant that they stand in need of the benefit of the
Mediator.” Again, he remarks, “The custom of our mother-Church
in baptizing infants must not be disregarded, nor accounted needles
uor believed to be any thing else than an ordinance delivered to us
the apostles.” ;

Here, then, is Augustin, familiar with the writings of all the fathers.
before him, a man of unsurpassed erudition in his day, and Pelagius,a
man of great talents and learning, who had enriched his mind with in-
formation gathered from extensive travel—these men both testify that
they never saw or heard of one, whether Christian or heretic, who de-
nied the baptism of infants! They lived only about three hundred:
years after Christ. Can it be that they were ignorant as to the facts,
or that they designedly deceived the world? And if not, what, but the
most invincible prejudice, can prevent any one from believing that in-
fant baptism had been the universal practice of the Church from the
days of the apostles? :

We have presented, from Church-history, but a brief outline of the.
testimony that might be adduced in favor of infant baptism ; but to the
unprejudiced mind we think it amounts to evidence of the most conclu-
sive and satisfactory character. To our mind it carries irresistible con-
viction. In three centuries from the apostles’ time, many changes had
occurred in the Church—many abuses had entered—but that so im-
portant and so serious a change as the introduction of infant baptism
should have been made so soon, and become the universal practice of
the Church, and yet no one ever hear, or read, or speak of the marvel-
ous revolution is utterly incredible.

In the language of an excellent writer (Dr. Miller), we add, that
“ when Origen, Cyprian, and Chrysostom, declare not only that the hap:
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tism of infants was the universal and unopposed practice of the Church
in their respective times and places of residence; and when men of so
much acquaintance with all preceding writers, and so much knowledge
of all Christendom, as Augustin and Pelagius, declared that they never
heard of any one who claimed to be a Christian, either orthodoz or heretic,
who did not maintain and practice infant baptism—to suppose, in the
face of such testimony, that the practice of infant baptism crept in
as an unwarranted innovation between their time and that of the apos-
tles, without the smallest notice of the change having ever reached their
ears, I must be allowed to say, of all incredible suppositions, this is one
of the most incredible. He who can believe this must, it appears to
me, be prepared to make a sacrifice of all historical evidence at the
shrine of blind and deaf prejudice.”

But infant baptism can well afford to dispense with all this historic
testimony, and its foundation remain firm and unshaken. It grounds
its authority upon the appointment of God, in connection with the ever-
lasting covenant with “Abraham and his seed,” and the explicit law of
God, embracing infants as members of his Church. The same Church
still exists—the same law was never annulled. But Christ and his
apostles fully recognized both the real identity of the Church and the
right of infants, under the new dispensation, to share the berefits of
the same abiding covenant of grace. The promise and oath of God
can never fail ; and while these remain unchanged, infants, with their
believing parents, shall ever share in all the rights, privileges, and bene-
fits of the glorious kingdom of Him in whom “all the families of the
earth shall be blessed.”
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* QUESTIONS ON

Question 1. Shoulc we reject every
thing in religion for which we can-
not find an express precept ?

2 What kind of testimony is often as
satisfactory as direct proof ?

8. How can it be shown that infants, by’
express command of God, were ad -
mitted into his Church ?

4. How can it be proved that the Abra
hamic covenant and the gospel cov-
enant are the same ?

6. How can it be proved by the testi-
mony of Christ that the gospel
Church and that established in the
family of Abraham are the same?

8. And how by the testimony of St.
Paul?

7. How can it ‘be proved that baptism
came in the room of circumcision ?
Wherein do these two rites agree, and

wherein do they differ?

Of what was circumcision the sign

and seal?

@

ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY.

IP.iv. B.2

CHAPTER XIIL

10. And of what is baptism the sign

and seal ?

11. How is it proved that the Abra-
hamic covenant did not pass away
with the Mosaic ritual ?

How is it shown that infant baptism
necessarily follows from the ad- .
mission of the identity of the Abra-
hamic Church with that of the gos-
pel?

What is the argument from our Sav-
iour's language in reference to in-
fants ?

How is it proved that infants were
baptized unto Moses?

How is infant baptism proved from
the apostolic commission ?

And how from Peter’s language on
the day of Pentecost?

And how from household baptisms?

And how from Church-history?

Is the argument from Scripture alone
conclusive and satisfactory ?

12.

13.

14.
15.
18.
17,

18.
19.
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CHAPTER XIV.

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM—ITS MODE.

Is IMMERSION the only proper mode of Christian baptism? Upon
this question there has been much unprofitable controversy. For sev-
eral centuries past there has been known in the history of the Church
a sect called Anabaptists, Anti-pedobaptists, or Baptists, who have
strenuously contended that immersion is essential to baptism; and have
closed the door of their communion against all unimmersed Christians,
refusing to recognize any such as members of the visible Church of
Christ. But for the fact that a portion of professed Christians have
carried their views upon this subject to such an extreme as necessarily
to produce a painful and pernicious schism in the body of Christ, we
would deem the discussion of this question of scarcely more importance
than that of the attitude of the body in the Lord’s-supper, or in public
prayer. We are free to admit that, while the advocates of exclusive
immersion have often transcended the bounds of Christian charity, not
to say republican toleration, in their ridicule and -denunciation of all
who believe and practice differently from them on the subject of bap-
tism, there has sometimes been exhibited too much stringency and sec-
tarian bias on the opposite side.

It is difficult to account for the fierce and long-continued conflict
that has been waged upon the mode of baptism without coming to the
conclusion that it is one of those minor questions connected with the-
ological polemics, concerning which divine inspiration has not seen
proper to furnish us explicit and positive testimony. Believing as we do
on this question, we must admire the profound wisdom and Christian
charity of the Discipline of our own Church on the mode of baptism :
“Let every adult person and the parents of every child to be baptized
have the choice either of immersion, sprinkling, or pouring.” Wae
think it must be admitted by the candid and unprejudiced mind that,
after close and thorough investigation, no explicit and positive testimony
can be found in the Scriptures prescribing either immersion, sprinkling,
or pouring, as the only proper mode of water baptism. We may find a
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I
large preponderance of probable or presumptive evidence in favor of oné g
particular mode derived from facts, circumstances, analogies, allusions,
etc.; and this may rationally satisfy the mind, and give to one mode a
decided preference, but we cannot find positive and undoubted proof
that either immersion, sprinkling, or pouring, is the only proper mods
for the administration of the ordinance. :
The limits of this work will not allow us to aim at any thing farther
than a presentation of a concise view of the subject in reference to its
prominent features. Extended as has been this controversy, the Script-
ure arguments, pro and con, may all be derived from the following
sources : ;
1. From the meaning of the Greek words used to express baptism.

2. From the Seripture instdnces of baptism.
3. From Scripture allusions to baptism. _
I. The word employed in the Greek Testament to express the action of 5
baptism is BawTi{w, which comes from the root Bdmwrw., It is contended
by immersionists that these words and their derivatives used in Script-
ure for baptism always express immersion, and can never signify sprink
ling or pouring. On the other hand, Pedobaptists maintain that the
words in question, though they frequently do express immersion, yet
often signify sprinkling or pouring. From this it is clear that, if
either party could establish their own position to the satisfaction of
their opponents, the controversy would be ended ; for the positions here -
assumed by the respective parties are perfectly conclusive on the ques-
tion when satisfactorily sustained. 'Observe, the point at issue is not
whether baptism means émmersion, or whether immersion is its primary
meaning ; but is immersion the only meaning of baptism ?
To decide this question, so far as the words referred to in the G!‘eek
Testament are concerned, an array of Greek lexicons has been paraded.
Scapula, Hedericus, Schleusner, Schrevellius, Parkhurst, Suidas, Wahl,
Robinson, Groves, Greenfield, Donnegan, and others, have been quoted.
The immersionists have very satisfactorily proved by the téstimony of
all these witnesses that Bamtilw means to mmerse, and by several of
them that fo vmmerse is its primary meaning; but this has not ended
the dispute. Indeed, as contended by Pedobaptists, the point at issue
has not yet been reached. We farther inquire of these witnessing lexi-
cons whether Banti{w has any other meaning besides immersion. They
all respond in harmony: “Yes, it has several meanings.” What are
they? we demand. Several of them speak at once: “It means to wash,
to wel, to moisten, to dye, to tinge, to purify, to cleanse, to sprinkle.” We
noticed, as these witnesses were deposing, that a few remained silent
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while some of the definitions were pronounced; but in uttering the defi-
nition “to wash,” every voice was heard in Jull and perfect harmony.
“Enough!” cried the Pedobaptist, “it means to wash. You all agree
in this; then it cannot always mean to immerse.”

Allow us to add that a moment’s reflection will show that fo immerse
expresses a specific action which cannot be performed by porwing or
sprinkling, but lo wash expresses a generic action which may be per
formed alike by immersion, pouring, or sprinkling; hence we conclude
that, as all the lexicons agree that the Greek word Bamriw not only
means fo immerse but also to wash, and as washing may properly be per-
formed by sprinkling or pouring as well as by immersion, therefore we
can derive no evidence from the mere import of the Greek term used
in the New Testament for that ordinance that immersion is the only
proper mode >f administering it. .

It should also be remembered, in connection with this etymological
argument, that there are several places in the New Testament in which
the Greek word for baptize and its derivatives cannot mean immer-
sion.

“And when they come from the market, except they wash, they eat
not.” Mark vii. 4. Here the word rendered “wash” is Banriowvrai—
baptize—a variation of Ban+i{w. Who believes that the Jews immersed
themselves habitually before eating? “And when the Pharisee saw it,
he marveled that he had not first washed before dinner.” Luke xi. 38.
Here the word for “ washed ” is é8anriofy, from Bantilw. Surely no one
supposes thal the Pharisee expected our Lord to immerse himself, but
simply to wash his hands. -

The fact that the “baptism of the Holy Ghost” was unquestionably
performed, not by immersion, but by pouring, as we shall fully show in
its proper place, is an unanswerable refutation of the position that Ban-
rldw shways means tmmersion, and nothing else.

IT. We proceed to notice some of the Seripture instances of baptism.

1. First, we call attention to the baptism of the “fathers unto Moses
in the cloud and in the sea,” spoken of by St. Paul (1 Cor. x. 1, 2),
On turning to the actount of this baptism, as recorded by Moses, we
find that, when the Israelites crossed the sea, it was on “dry land”—
they passed over it upon “dry ground;” hence the notion that they
were there snd then immersed is utterly preposterous. In what mode,
then, could they have been baptized? If we had no clue to the solu-
tion of this question farther than the Mosaic history, we might feel that
we were involved in perplexity. But how admirably does one seript-
ure ¢ficn explain another! The Prophet Asaph has left us a comment

62
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on the recorl of Moses. He explains that “the clouds poured out
water” upon the Israelites as they crossed the Red Sea (Ps. Ixxvi
17); hence, whatever may be our conclusion as to the mode of Chris-
tian baptism, it is certain that this Mosaic baptism was administered by
~pouring. Such is the testimony of the Bible; for “the clouds poured -
out water;” and this demonstrates also that baptism does not always
mean immersion. We may conjecture and speculate as much as we
please about “the clouds being above the Israelites, and the sea, as walls,
on each side enveloping them, as it were, in an immersion ;” but still
the Scripture affirms that they were on *“dry ground,” and that they
were baptized by pourmg From these facts there is no escape. Sure]y,
to find immersion in this case will exhibit a wonderful feat of imagina-
tion.

2. “The baptism of John” is also appealed to by immersionists a8
furnishing proof that there is no proper baptism but immersion.

The argument is this: “John baptized in Jordan, and also in Enon
near to Salim, because there was much water there;” hence it is con-
cluded he must have baptized by immersion.

That the Greek preposition v, here translated in, always means in
will not be contended. It may mean a, by, with, or near to; and tho‘
context must determine the sense. In Matthew iii. 6, it is said thst
John “baptized- in Jordan;” but in the eleventh verse of the same
chapter, John says: “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance;
but he that cometh after me is mightier than I, . he shall baptize
you with the Holy Ghost.” Here the same preposutlon ¢v is used both
before “ water” and “ Holy Ghost,” and our translators have rendered
the preposition, in both instances, with instead of in; hence nothing a8
to the mode can be proved by the preposition. But an argument of
much force may be derived from the manner in which John connects
his water baptism with our Saviour’s baptism of the Holy Ghost. Theso
baptisms are here presented in such connection that, in the absence of
proof to the contrary, to conclude that both were not administered in
the same mode would be most unwarranted. But the baptism of the
Holy Ghost was unquestionably performed by pouring; therefore the
rational inference is that John baptized in the same way. As the dis
ciples were not dipped, plunged, or immersed, into the Holy Ghost, but
the Holy Ghost descended or fell upon them, even so we may conclude
that John did not dip, plunge, or immerse, the raultitudes into the
water, but that he poured or sprinkled the water upon them. Asin
the baptism of the Holy Ghost the influence descended upon or was
applied to the subjects, even so, if there is any analogy in the case, in




Ob. xiv.] CHRISTIAN BAPTISM—ITS MODE. 979

the baptism of John the water, or element, was applied to the subject
of baptism, and not the subject to the element.

In John i. 28, we read: “These things were done in Bethabara be-
yond Jordan, where John was baptizing.” Here the same preposition
év is used before “ Bethabara;” but Bethabara was not a river, but a
house—the word means a house of passage—and that house was not in
the River Jordan, but “beyond Jordan.” Now if é» before Jordan
proves that John baptized ¢n Jordan, and therefore must have im-
mersed, according to the same logic, év before Bethabara would prove
that John baptized in a house, and therefore not by immersion. The
truth is, the preposition proves nothing on either side as to the mode.
The true sense of the preposition here is probably af, or near to; and
then John baptized at or near to Jordan, and at or near to Bethabara.
The probability is that Bethabara was the house at which he made his
home while baptizing, and that he selected a position thus contiguous to
the River Jordan for the convenient accommodation of the great mul-
titudes of people and their beasts, and that he baptized them in the
house, in the yard, in the neighborhood, “in the wilderness,” or at, or
near to, or in the river, as circumstances might render it convenient.

But it is said John baptized “in Enon, near to Salim, because there
was much water there.” “Enon” signifies the fountain of On—a mere
spring, sending forth a rivulet; or probably such springs were numerous
in that vicinity ; for the words, ¥0ara moAAd, rendered “much water,”
mean many waters—that is, there were many springs, or rivulets, in that
region. This was necessary for the comfort of the multitudes, by what-
ever mode they may have been baptized. And as “much water,” or
many waters, would have been a comfort and convenience sufficient to
induce John to select that locality as the theater of his operations, inde-
pendently of immersion, or even of baptism in any form, surely it must
be very inconsequential reasoning to infer from this fact alone that
John immersed. So far as the text is concerned, he may or may not
have immersed.

But an overwhelming proof of immersion, in the estimation of Bap-
tists, is found in the record of our Lord’s baptism by John: “And Jesus,
when he was baptized, went up straightway out of the water.” Matt. iii. 16.

The whole argument for the immersion of our Saviour in this pas-
sage depends upon the meaning of the Greek preposition dmd, here ren-
dered “out of.” Now it cannot be denied that the primary meaning of
dmd is from instead of “out of,” and that, in very many instances, it is
8o translated in the New Testament; thus: “A certain man went down
(dmd) from Jerusalem.” Luke x. 30,
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“When he was come down (dmd) from the mountain.” Matt. viii. I
Our Saviour may have been immersed, for any thing we certainly kno
to the contrary; but nothing can be more fallacious than the attempt
- to prove it by this passage. “Coming up from the water,” would be the
most literal and natural translation. :

But if there was any connection between the baptism of wafer a |
the descent of the Holy Ghost immediately following it, this would fur
nish an argument against immersion; for the Sayiour was not immerse '
into the Holy Spirit, but the “Spirit of God” was seen “ descending like
a dove, and lighting upon him.”

8. The Pentecostal baptism is the next instance to which we refer. =

But here we find a twofold baptism—that of water, and that of the
Holy Ghost. The latter, being not only the first in importance, but, in
this instance, the first in occurrence, shall be first considered. 3

(1) John says of Christ: “He shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost,
and with fire.” Matt. iii. 11. Before his ascension, our Lord said to hig
apostles: “Ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost not many days
hence.” Actsi. 5. In the second chapter of The Acts we-find the ree
ord of this glorious baptism; but by what mode was it administered!
This is the question now before us. ’

St. Peter testifies on the occasion, saying: “This is that which was
spoken by the Prophet Joel: And it shall come to pass in the last days
saith God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh.” Again, he
adds: “He hath shed forth this which ye now see and hear.” And, in
speaking of the descent of the Holy Ghost on that occasion, St. Luke
records that “it sat upon each of them.”. In speaking of the baptism
of the Holy Ghost at the house of Cornelius, St. Peter says: “And &
I began to speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginnings
Then remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, John
indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy
Ghost.” Acts xi. 15,16. In giving the history of this baptism, St.
Luke uses the same form of words: “The Holy Ghost fell on all them
which heard the word.” Acts x."44. :

We here find several forms of speech used expressive of the mod
in which baptism was administered: the Holy Ghost “sat upon themy
it was “poured out” upon them, and it “ fell on them.” Tt is never one
iutimated that they were dipped, plunged, or immersed,'into the Hol

Ghost. Indeed, it is certhin that this baptism was not by immersion
but by pouring. This is the united testimony of the Prophet Joel, of
8t Luke, and of the Apostle Peter. It is one of the striking exhibi
tions of the strange power of prejudice in fuvor of a darling theor
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that any man of common understanding, with these palpable Scripture
proofs before his eyes, can have the temerity to stand up and contend
that this baptism was administered by immersion. And how passing
strange must we view the fact that, after perusing this combination of
inspired testimony, setting forth, as explicitly as it is in the power of
language to do, that this baptism was performed by pouring, some per-
gons without a blush can attempt to argue that baptism always means
immersion, and can mean nothing else!”

We are apprised of but two-methods resorted to by immersionists to
ward off the force of the argument we have just presented.

First, an effort is made to prove that the Pentecostal baptism of the
Holy Ghost was an immersion, because the “sound filled all the house”
where the disciples “ were sitting;” hence it is argued that, as the sound
filled the house, and as the disciples were in the house, therefore they
were immersed in the sound. This plea is rendered perfectly ridiculous
when it is remembered that the disciples were not said to be baptized
with the sound, but with the Holy Ghost. Surely the sound was not the

_Holy Ghost. The sound filled the house, but the Holy Ghost “sat upon”
the disciples; hence this effort to prove immersion only exhibits the
desperate shifts to which the advocates of an erroneous theory may be
driven.

Secondly, failing to prove immersion by an argument founded on the
fact that the sound filled the house, the next effort is to set imagination
to work -to conjure up a kind of figurative immersion. We are told
that “the apostles were so entirely overwhelmed and surrounded by the
influence of the Holy Ghost, which came so abundantly upon them that
it might be called an immersion.” Wonderful logic! That is, the pour-
ing out of the Spirit was so abundant that it was not poured at all; the
disciples were dipped, plunged, or immersed into it. The plain truth
is that the Scriptures, in so many words, declare that the “baptism of
the Holy Ghost” was performed by pouring. We may imagine and
explain as much as we please, but it would certainly be wiser, as well
as more modest, to suspect that our theory may be wrong than flatly to
contradict the Bible.

(2) We next notice the Pentecostal baptism of water. All we learn
of this baptism we derive, first, from the fact that Peter commanded
them to “repent and be baptized,” connecting therewith the “gift” or
baptism “of the Holy Ghost 2 secondly, the historian informs us that
“they that gladly received his word were baptized ; and the same day
there were added unto them about three thousand souls.” '

It is admitted that there is no positive proof here against immersion
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but it must also be admitted that there is no proof of any kind what'
ever for it. But we think there are, in the circumstances connected
with this baptism, several strong presumptive arguments against im-
mersion. 1
‘Look at the intimate manner in which water baptism is connected
with that of the Holy Ghost—the one promised upon the condition of
the proper reception of the other, and then following it in immediate
succession. Remember, farther, how constantly water is used in both
Testaments as an emblem of cleansing, or moral purification. Look
upon these facts, and who can help believing that the water of baptism
is an emblem, or sign, ~* that moral cleansing effected by the influ-
ence of the Holy Ghost: But if water baptism is an emblem of spir-
itual baptism, would we not, in the absence of proof to the contrary,
expect both to be administered in the same mode? That the baptisni
of the Holy Ghost was not by immersion, but by pouring, is put be-
yond a doubt; therefore the reasonable conclusion is that water bap-
tism was administered in the same way. 1
Again, look at the shortness of the time allowed for this baptism,
and all the circumstances connected with it, and the probabilities will
appear greatly against the mode of immersion. From the third hour v
of the day, or nine o’clock in the forenoon, to the ninth hour, or three
o’clock in the afternoon, was all the time that could have been allowed
for both the preaching and the baptizing; for three in the afternoon E
was the settled hour for the regular public prayer. At this the apos-
tles attended, and we may be assured that this great solemnity was not
neglected on this occasion. Not more than six hours, then, could have

been occupied by the wonderful events recorded in the second chapter
of The Acts. Peter preached a long discourse, using “many other

words” beside what we have on record. The other apostles also
preached to the thronging crowds. Fifteen nations are named, who all 3
heard the gospel, “every man in his own tongue, wherein he was born.” b
After this, time must be allowed for each convert to make his confes-

sion to the satisfaction of the apostles ; then the believers must be sepa- -

rated from the multitude ; the place for immersion must be sought out;
permission must be obtained to use that place—pool, pond, river, or

whatever it was. Taking all the difficulties of the case into the account 3

(many more than we have taken time to name), is it probable that the
apostles could have immersed the “three thousand” in so short a time?
or, if they could, is it reasonable to suppose that all the necessary ar-
rangement, preparation, marching to the place of immersion, ete.. would 32
occur, and no account be taken of it? And yet we hear not ene word
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in regard to the immersion, the preparation, the place, or any thing
else about it; and why this silence about a matter that must have pro-
duced a great commotion? The most rational conclusion is, that no
immersion was performed, but that the apostles sprinkled the people,
or poured the water, after the manner of Jewish priestly purification,
and in the easiest and most convenient method. That these *three
thousand ” were then and there immersed involves too many improba-
bilities to be accredited without evidence, but of that there is none;
hence we conclude that this baptism can furnish us no proof of immer-
sion.

4. The baptism of the Ethiopian eunuch has generally been relied on
by immersionists as one of their most conclusive proofs on the subject.

“And as they went on their way, they came unto a certain water;
and the eunuch said, See, here is water; what doth hinder me to be
baptized? And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou
mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God. And he commanded the chariot to stand still; and they
went down both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and he
baptized him. And when they were come up out of the water, the
Spirit of the Lord caught away Philip.” Acts viii. 36-39.

The evidence here claimed for immersion is based entirely upon the
expressions—“they went down into the water,” and “ when they were
come up out of the water.”

If the Greek preposition elg, here rendered “into,” and 2« rendered
“out of,” do not imply immersion, it is plain we can find no proof of
that mode in this text. Tt will not be contended that &lg always means
into, or that éx always means out of; and if such be not their invaria-
ble import, it may not be in this case; hence the evidence for immer-
sion founded upon this source cannot be conclusive. As Mr. Watson
has observed: “El¢ is spoken of place, and properly signities at, or it
indicates motion toward a certain limit; and for any thing that appears
to the contrary in the history of the eunuch’s baptism, that limit may
just as well be placed at the nearest verge of the water as in the mid-
dle of it.”

That el¢ frequently, in the New Testament as well as elsewhere,
means fo cannot be denied by any candid scholar. Peter is commanded
to “go (elg) to the sea, and cast a hook.” Matt. xvii. 27. Surely he
was not to go into, or under, the water. Our Lord, it is written,  went
up (elg) to a mountain.” Did he go into its heart, or under it?

But it is only wasting time to delay with criticisms about these
Greek prepositions. Allow, for the sake of argument (which is far
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from being true), that elc always means duto, and ék out of, allow that
in the instance before us el¢ can mean nothing but into, or even allow
that it means under, what can the cause of immersion gain by this ad-
mission? It would be as destitute of proof as ever. Indeed, if im-
mersionists could prove that the preposition here means into, or under,
in the sense of immersion, they would most effectually overturn their
own cause. They would clearly demonstrate that Philip did not baps
tize the eunuch by immersion. The text reads: “They went down both
into the water, both Philip and the eunuch.” Now mark, all this was
done before the act of baptizing commenced. Whatever the act of
baptizing was, it was something neither synonymous nor simultaneous
with the “going down to, unto, or into, the water.” Now, if “going
down into the water” implies immersion, then it follows that “both
Philip and the eunuch” were already immersed, or under the water, be-
fore the act of baptizing commenced ; consequently, if baptism means
immersion, they were already baptized—that is, if “going down into
the water ” means immersion, then the eunuch was immersed before he
was immersed, which is a contradiction, or immersion is not baptism,
which destroys the immersionist’s doctrine. The immersionist must
either admit that “going down info the water” is not immersion, or that
immersion is not baptism; for it is certain that the act of baptizing
was performed after they had gone “down into the water.” Surely it
must be plain that, as the baptizing was an act subsequent to the going
to the place at which it was performed, neither the method of going to
the place nor the character of the place, whether it was in a house or
in a river, in a wilderness or in a city, in a palace or in a pool, can deter-
mine any thing as to the mode of the baptism. I may go up infoa
house, and then proceed to baptize, either by pouring, sprinkling, or im-
mersion. The fact of my being in the house would not of itself decide
the question as to the mode of administration. Even so Philip, with the
eunuch, “ went down fo, unto, or into, the water; and he baptized him,”
But how he performed this act—whether he dipped the water up in his
hand or in a cup, and whether he poured or sprinkled it upon him, or
whether he immersed him once, twice, or three times, and whether he
did it backward or face foremost—these are questions concerning which
the text gives us no information.

There are, however, one or two circumstances connected with this
transaction which furnish some presumptive evidence against immer
sion. The eunuch, at the time Philip entered the chariot with him,
was reading a certain portion of Isaiah’s prophecy concerning the Mes-
siah. In connection with the paragraph he was reading are these

:
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words: “So shall he sprinkle many nations,” etc. It is said: “Philip
began at the same scripture, and preached unto him Jesus.” Now, it
is clear Philip must have instructed him concerning the duty of bap-
tism, or he would not have asked it at the hands of Philip; and if so,
we can find nothing in the scripture under review so likely to lead to
discourse on that subject as the verse referred to, “So shall he sprinkle
many nations,” etc. This passage doubtless depicts the sanctifying
grace of the gospel with which the nations were to be blessed, and
which is sacramentally symbolized by the baptismal water. But in
reference to this subject the prophet does not speak of immersion, but
of sprinkling. If the prophet had used immerse instead of sprinkle,
and written “So shall he émmerse many nations,” how many immer-
sionists would now clap their hands over it as a proof of the eunuch’s
immersion] But as it is, it furnishes presumption in favor of sprink-
ling.

Again, the manner in which the eunuch requested baptism is worthy
of notice. It is said: “As they went on their way, they came unto a
certain water; and the eunuch said, See, here is water; what doth hin-
der me to be baptized ?” Now the report of all travelers is, that that
region of country is exceedingly dry, and that there is no stream to be
found in the route more than ankle deep. Connect this fact with the
eunuch’s exclamation, «See, here is water,” or, as it is in the Greek,
« Behold, water,” and who can help believing that the eunuch had sud-
denly discovered a spring, or small branch, and with emotion calls the
attention of the apostle to the fact, and demands the ordinance of bap-
tism? It is not probable that there was any stream, or pool, there of
sufficient depth for immersion, and of course the probabilities here ap-
parent are against that mode.

5. Next, we notice the baptism of Saul. This transaction is thus re-
corded by St. Luke: “And he received sight forthwith, and arose, and
was baptized.” Acts ix. 18. St. Paul, in relating the history of the
matter, represents Ananias as coming into his presence and addressing
him, saying: “And now why tarriest thou? Arise and be baptized, and
wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord.”

Now, we venture the assertion that if a hundred unprejudiced per-
gons, who had never heard of any controversy as to the mode of bap-
tism_were, for the first time, shown these scriptures, and asked for a
verdict as to the attitude of Saul when he received baptism, every one
of them would arise from the perusal and exclaim, “ He was standing
on his feet in his room, where Ananias found him.” Circumstantial as
the account is, recording the fact of his rising to his feet, and then par
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taking of refreshments, and being “strengthened” in his weak condi-
tion of body, yet there is not one word of their going to one of “the
rivers of Damascus” in search of a place for immersion! Whether he
walked, rode, or was carried—whether they traveled one, two, or three
miles, or only a few furlongs—whether Saul endured well the fatigue,
or fainted by the way—not a hint or syllable about any of these things
do we hear! Why this silence? The natural and rational conclusion
is, that no such journey was undertaken or thought of. Right on the
spot, in the house, where he arose and stood, then and there he was bap-
tized. This is the rational conclusion from the New Testament history
of the affair. The word dvaotdg, used in both the recitals of the bap-
tism, literally signifies the act of rising up, or standing up, and, plainly
as language can express it, denotes the bodily attitude in which the bap-
tism was received. Hence, if our opinion is to be founded on the Bible
account, we must set this down as a case in which the probabilities,
amounting almost to positive proof, are against immersion.

6. Cornelius, and “ his kinsmen and near friends,” in the city of Ces-
area, furnish us the next instance of baptism to be considered. The
account is related thus: “ While Peter yet spake these words, the Holy
Ghost fell on all them which heard the word.” *Then answered Peter,
Can any man forbid water, that these should not he baptized, which
have received the Holy Ghost as well as we? And he commanded
them to be baptized in the name of the Lord.” Acts x. 4448,

We cannot help perceiving a most striking correspondence between
this, the first great Gentile baptism, and the Pentecostal baptism of the
Jews, already noticed. In the one, St. Peter had opened the gospel
kingdom to the Jews; in the other, he opened it to the Gentiles. In
both cases the baptism of water and that of the Holy Ghost are so in-
timately connected as plainly to indicate that there is an important re-
lation between them. In both instances the Holy Ghost was poured out,
or fell, upon them. Upon any principle of symbolism, the hypothesis
of immersion is inadmissible. The purifying Spirit is poured out, which
would expressly indicate the application of purifying water in the same
way. But look at the brief history of the case. Peter demands, “Can
any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which have
received the Holy Ghost as well as we?” None daring to object, “he
commanded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord.” Is there
any suggestion to leave the room they occupied? Is there any sugges-
tion about a pool, bath, pond, river, or any thing of the sort? There
must be water, for without it there can be no baptism ; but is there the
alightest hint that there must be water enough to immerse them, else
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they cannot be baptized? Is there any hesitation, any delay, aLy con-
fusion, by reason of a sudden and unforeseen demand on Cornelius for
a large and deep body of water? or does not the irresistible impression
of the scene indicate a demand for a small portion of water for instant
use? Is there any intimation of any spectacle, any procession through
the streets of Cesarea—the Roman centurion with near friends, his kin-
dred, his devout soldiers, and his domestic servants, led by Peter and six
Jews from Joppa—to a public immersion, all speaking strange tongues,
and all Cesarea filled with wonder? Nothing of the sort—nothing that
can be tortured into correspondence with any such ideas. They are the
growth of other ages—the product of a state of mind far different from
that of the apostles of the Lord. However great, perhaps unexpected,
may be the issue of this Gentile. baptism, it is plainly the will of God
that it should be celebrated ; and it is done—done there, then, with water,
not ento it. (Dr. R. J. Breckinridge.)

All the circumstances of the case seem rationally to preclude the idea
of immersion. But when we consider the manifest connection in this
case between the baptism of the Holy Ghost and that of water, the one
cleansing the soul from the pollutions of sin, and the other symbolizing
the same by an application of water, and when we also remember that
the mode of this spiritual baptism was pouring, not immersion—when we
consider all these things, the argument against immersion is little short
of demonstration.

7. The baptism of the Philippian jailer is the last Scripture instance
of the ordinance we shall notice. The account of this is recorded in
the sixteenth chapter of The Acts.

1. It is important to notice that the jail here consisted of two apart-
ments ; for the apostles were “ thrust into the nner prison;” hence there
was an outer prison. 2. The jailer’s own residence was connected with
the prison so closely that from+his sleeping chamber he could see when
the doors were open into the “inner prison;” for as soon as he awoke he
saw that the prison doors were all open. 8. The jailer, springing in
with a light, brought the apostles from the inner to the outer prison.
Here the apostles preached, here the jailer was converted, and here, it
seems, the apostle’s stripes were washed, and the jailer received bap-
tism.

But the question is, by what mode was this baptism administered ?
In the absence of all testimony to that effect, it is certainly unreason-
able to suppose that in this pagan prison there was any pool or tank
ready prepared for immersion. Hence, if there was any immersion in
the case, they must have left the prison and gone out in quest of some
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river or pond. Some of the presumptions against this supposition may
be briefly stated.

1. It is unreasonable to suppose that the jailer, just recovered {rom

his terrible alarm about the supposed escape of his prisoners, could have
been induced, so soon afterward, in violation of law, to lead these same
prisoners through the city and to the suburbs, or neighborhood, in search
of river, pool, or pond, for the administration of an ordinance of which,
till that hour, he had never heard.
- 2. Tt is unreasonable to suppose that the inspired Paul, who so strictly
enjoined upon all to be “subject unto the higher powers,” and “to obey
magistrates,” would have been accessory to so palpable a violation of
law as this night-excursion, on the part of the jailer, would have in- -
volved. ;

3. When, in the morning, “ the magistrates sent the serjeants, saying,
Let those men go,” and Paul was informed of the fact, he replied,
“They have beaten us openly uncondemned, being Romans, and have
cast us into prison ; and now do they thrust us out privily? Nay, verily,
but let them come themselves and fetch us out.” Nor did the apostles
consent to leave the prison till the magistrates came and legally released
them. Then “they went out of the prison, and entered into the house
of Lydia.” '

Now, we demand, can this conduct of the apostles, amid the light of
the morning, be consistent with the supposition that they had already, ‘
under the dark cover of midnight, not only left the prison, but wan-
dered off, none can tell how far, in search of a place for immersion?
However men may convict themselves of absurdity in defense of a the-
ory, let them beware how they thus involve the holy apostles in hypoe- |
risy and crime! Relying on the Bible statements alone, we conceive it
scarcely possible that the jailer was immersed. :

ITI. SCRIPTURE ALLUSIONS TO BAPTIsM.

1. That all the dispensations of true religion, the patriarchal and
the Mosaic, no less than the Christian, referred to and centered in Chrxst,
and were intended to develop, with more or less distinctness, the Mes
sianic kingdom, eannot be doubted. In the Mosaic economy, where.
scarce a single ceremony or service was without an important signifi-
cance in connection with the glorious revealments of the plan of gospel
galvation, who can suppose that the constant and habitual use of water,
and blood was either accidental or unmeaning? For the ratification |
of the Sinaitic law, half the blood of the sacrificial offerings was sprln-
kled upon the altar, and the rest upon the people. In the performance
of this sprinkling, Moses said, “ Behold the blood of the covenant which"
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the Lord hath made with you.” By express statute, the ceremonially
unclean Jews were sprinkled with the water of purification. Upon the
great day of atonement the high priest sprinkled blood upon the mercy-
seat over the ark.

In addition to all this, look at the striking symbolic announcements
of the prophets in reference to Messiah’s reign. Hear the language of
Isaiah: “So shall he sprinkle many nations.” Listen to the yet more
graphic strain of Ezekiel: “Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you,
and ye shall be clean; from all your filthiness and from all your idols
will I cleanse you. A new heart also will I give you, and a new spirit
will I put within you.” Viewing all these things together, may we not
expect to find, under the gospel, something of which they were lively
symbols? If the legal purification, under the former dispensation, was
manifested by the sprinkling of water upon the people, and the sprink-
ling of blood upon the altar, how appropriate that, under the gospel,
the sanctification of the heart should be procured through the “sprink-
ling of the blood of Jesus Christ,” made efficacious by the outpouring
of the Holy Spirit, and that the outward symbol of this should be the
baptismal water!

Conformable to the same prominent idea are the teachings of the
New Testament. St. Paul says: “ Ye are come—to Jesus the Mediator
of the new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling, that speaketh bet-
ter things than that of Abel.” Heb. xii. 22, 24.

If, then, all through the law, we find the sprinkling of blood and of
water so familiarly connected with purification, and, under the gospel,
the baptism of water so directly associated with the baptism of the
Holy Ghost, how could a Jew, in the absence of direct precept to the
contrary, fail to conclude that water baptism was intended to symbolize
that moral cleansing which is effected by the affusion of the Holy Ghost
and the “sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ?” Equally manifest
must it be that if the one baptism is constantly represented by sprink-
ling or pouring, the other should be administered in the same way.
There should be a correspondence between the symbol and the sab
stance—the external sign and the internal grace. ~Admitting that water
baptism is administered by affusion, how striking the harmony between
the covenant spiritual blessings of redeeming grace and the external
ceremony by which they are symbolized! Discard sprinkling and pour-
ing, and institute immersion as the only proper baptism, and how can
we fail to perceive that much of the harmony and beauty, symmetry
and coherence, of the external forms and internal grace of the gospel
system are destroyed, and the types and shadows of the law shory
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of their eflicacy and despoiled of their significance as adumbrations of
“good things to come”! :

2. The next Seripture allusion to which we refer is that in which it
is contended that baptism is presented as emblematic of the burial of
Christ.

This has been prominently urged by immersionists as one of their :
strongholds. The texts referred to are the following : _

“Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ
were baptized into his death? Therefore we are buried with him by
baptism into death ; that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by
the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life.
For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his death, we
shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection : knowing this, that our
old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed,
that henceforth we should not serve sin ; for he that is dead is freed from
sin. Now, if we be dead with Christ, we believe that we shall also live
with him.” Rom. vi. 3-8.

The same apostle again says: “ In whom als ye are circumcised with
the circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of the sins
of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ; buried with him in baptism,
wherein also ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation
of God, who hath raised him from the dead.” Col. ii. 11,,12: .

We have been thus full in our quotations of these texts that the con-
uection may at once be the more distinctly seen ; for it is only necessary
to observe closely the connection, and the sense will be obvious. The
first inyuiry here to be made is this: To which does the apostle, in these
passages, refer—uwater baptism or spiritual baptism? We take the posi-
tion that so to construe these texts as to make them refer to water bap-
tism js one of the most glaring perversions of Scripture of which we
can conceive. Such a construction would turn the apostle’s beautiful
argument and illustration into a perfect medley of nonsense and confue
sion. That this may be at once apparent, let us inquire what are the
specific effects of this baptism ?

(1) It produces “death ”— buried with him by baptism into death.”
Now, does water baptism produce death? If so, it must be either the
death of the body, or the death of the soul “unto sin.” If we say the
former, then the body must be drowned; if the latter, then water will
supersede the blood of Christ and the Spirit’s influence.

(2) This baptism enables us to “walk in newness of life” “Even so
we also should walk in newness of life.” Now, we ask, are we enabled
thus to walk by water baptism ? Nay, but by spiritual baptism.
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(3) This baptism so plants us in “the likeness of Christ’s aeath,” as
to cause us to be in “ the likeness of his resurrection.” Can water bap-
tism do this? Can 4t cause us to die to sin as Christ died on the cross,
or to lead a new life of obedience, resembling our Saviour’s resurrection
from the tomb to die no more?

(4) This baptism crucifies “our old man” (or carnal nature) “ with
Christ.” Is this the effect of water baptism? Who can believe it ?

(6) This baptism destroys “the body of sin.” Is this the effect of
water baptism? Surely it is the “ renewing of the Holy Ghost’—spir-
itual baptism—and not water, which can accomplish this work.

(6) This baptism releases us from the service of sin. “ That hence-
forth we should not serve sin.”  What but spiritual baptism can effect
this deliverance ?

(7) This baptism produces the circumcision of the heart. “Ye are
circumcised with the circumcision made without hands.” Now, will
any one contend that immersion can cireumeise or change the heart ?

(8) This baptism “puts off the body of the sins of the flesh by the
circumcision of Christ;” that is, in this baptism all past sin is pardoned
through faith in Christ—not by water baptism, but by the influence of
the Spirit.

(9) From this baptism we are raised “through the faith of the opera.
tion of God;” but from water baptism, by the hands of the minister.

(10) In this baptism we are “quickened together with (or through)
Christ, and we gain the “forgiveness of all our trespasses” —effects
which can result oMy from spiritual baptism.

Let any reflecting mind ponder seriously upon the effects here enu-
merated, compare them with the scriptures quoted, and mark how ex-
plicitly it is taught that they all result from the baptism spoken of, and
then determine whether or not these are the effects of water baptism.
He who can believe that water baptism can effect all this mighty moral
and spiritual renovation may’dispense with the “blood of atonement”
and the “renewing of the Holy Ghost,” and trust in the water alone as
his redeemer and sanctifier. To what perversion of Seripture may the
devotees of error be driven!

Nothing can be plainer than the fact that in these passages the apos-
tle was discoursing of the “ burial” of the “body of sin” by the “bap-
tism of the Holy Ghost,” and not the burial of our bodies in water bap-
tism. Of the effects enumerated as resulting from the baptism of which
the apostle discourses, not the first one can be produced by water bap-
tism, but every one of them results from spiritual baptism; hence it is
ot the former, but the latter (which was by pouring), of which it is
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written, “ We are buried with him by, or in, baptism.” And thus this
boasted proof of immersion is shown to be imaginary; for it can only
appear when Scripture is perverted, and so construed as to do violence
to its proper connection and obvious import. :

3. When driven from his strongholds, the immersionist, as a last re-
gort, turns upon his opponent and charges him with the error of hold-
ing to and practicing three baptisms—sprinkling, pouring, and immersion;
while the Bible teaches, “one Lord, one faith, one baptism.” Eph. iv.
6. “Now,” exclaims the Baptist, “if ¢mmersion be baptism, then
neither sprinkling nor pouring can be baptism ; and if pouring be bap-
tism, neither immersion nor sprinkling can be baptism ; and if sprinkling
be baptism, then neither vmmersion nor pouring can be baptism ; and he
who practices pouring, sprinkling, and immersion, practices three bap-
tisms ; whereas the Bible allows but one.”

This charge of inconsistency may seem plausible, but it is, in reality,
perfectly groundless. It is founded upon a perversion of the text re-
ferred to. The object of the apostle was not to teach any thing con-
cerning the mode of baptism ; his object was to inculcate the duty of
Christian fellowship and brotherly love. “Keep the unity of the Spirit
in the bond of peace.” This is the practical lesson he is enforcing, and
he urges it on the ground of a sevenfold unity which pervades the Chris-
tian system. His argument is this, because there is *“ one body, one Spirit,
one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, and one God,” therefore “ keep
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.”

There is but one baptism. Ye have not been baptized in the profes-
sion of different religions, nor yet in the name of different Lords. One
of you was not baptized in the name of Paul, another in the name of
Cephas, and another in the name of Apollos; but all have been bap-
tized in the name of the same Lord—*in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” Ye have all this one baptism;
therefore “keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.” Asto
the mode of the ordinance, however much we may prefer the one to the
others, as the Scriptures have not explicitly prescribed one to the exclu-
sion of all others, let each one “ have the choice of sprinkling, pouring,
or tmmersion.”
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QUESTIONS ON

QuEestioN 1. What is the doctrine of the
* Methodist Discipline” as to the
mode of baptism ?

2. From what threesources is the script-
ural argument derived ?

8. What is the Grreek word in the New
Testament for baptism ?

4. How is it defined by lexicographers?

6. Does this setile the controversy ?

6. Can it be settled by the etymological
argument ?

7. Are there any instances in the New
Testament in which the Greek
word for baptism cunnot mean im-
mersion ? and what are they?

8. By what mode were * our fathers”
baptized unto Moses? and how is
it proved ?

9. What is the argument for immersion
founded on * John's baptism " ? and
how is it answered ?

10. What is the argument for immersion
founded on the ‘baptism of our
Lord” by John? and how an-
swered ?

11. By what mode was the baptism of
the *“ Holy Ghost” administered ?
and how is this proved ?

12. To what two methods have immer-
sionists resorted to ward off the
force of this argument?
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13. How was the Pentecostal baptism
of water probably administered?
and how is it proved ?

14. What is the argument for immersion
founded on the baptism of the
Ethiopian eunuch? and how is it
answered ?

15. State the argument in reference to
the baptism of Saul.

16. In reference to the baptism of Cor-
nelius and his friends, what is the
argument?

17. How were the Philippian jailer and
his household probably baptized ?
and how is this proved ?

18. How were Lydia and her household
probably baptized? and how is
this shown ?

19. What argument against immersion
is founded on the symbolic allusions
of the Old Testament ?

20 What is the argument for immersion
founded on St. Paul's expression,
“ Buried with Christ by, or in, bap-
tism "’ ? and how is it answered ?

21. What is the last resort of the immer-
sionist when driven from hisstrong-
holds? and how is his charge of
inconsistency against Pedobaptists
shown to be groundless?
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CHAPTER XV.
TAE LORD’S-SUPPER—ITS ORIGIN AND NATURE.

L Its origiN.—This we give in Scripture language. The inspired
record is found in the following passages, viz.:

“And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and
brake it, and gaye it to the disciples, and said, Take, eat; this is my
body. And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them,
saying, Drink ye all of it; for this is my blood of the new testament,
which is shed for many for the remission of sins. But I say unto you,
I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day
when I drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom.” Matt. xxvi.
26-29.

“And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, and blessed, and brake it,
and gave to them, and said, Take, eat; this is my body. And he took
the cup, and when he had given thanks, he gave it to them; and they
all drank of it. And he said unto them, This is my blood of the new
testament, which is shed for many. Verily I say unto you, I will drink
no more of the fruit of the vine, until that day that I drink it new in -
the kingdom of God.” Mark xiv. 22-25.

“And when the hour was come, he sat down, and the twelve apostles
with him. And he said unto them, With desire I have desired to eat
this passover with you before I suffer; for I say unto you, I will not
any more eat thereof, until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. And-
he took the cup, and gave thanks, and said, Take this, and divide it
among yourselves; for Isay unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the
vine, until the kingdom of God shail come. And he took bread, and
gave thanks, and brake it, and gave uuto them, saying, This is my
body which is given for you; this do in remembrance of me. Like
wise also the cup after supper, sayiug, This cup is the new testament in
my blood, which is shed for you.” Luke xxii. 14-20.

The apostolic comment upon this institution is recorded in the follow-
ing scriptures, viz.:

“The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the
blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion
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of the budy of Christ? For we being many are one bread, and one
body ; for we are all partakers of that one bread.” 1 Cor. x. 16, 17.

“For I have received of the Lord that which also I delivered unto
you, That the Lord Jesus, the same night in which he was betrayed,
took bread; and when he had given thanks, he brake it, and said,
Take, eat; this is my body, which is broken for you; this do in remem-
brance of me. After the same manner also he took the cup, when he
had supped, saying, This cup is the new testament in my blood ; thig
do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as yt
2at this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death till he
come. Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, and drink this cup
of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the
Lord. But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of that
bread, and drink of that cup.” 1 Cor. xi. 23-28.

II. We next consider the NATURE of this ordinance.

Having presented from the several evangelists, Matthew, Mark, and
Luke, the inspired record of the origin and appointment of this institu-
tion by our Lord himself, and from the First Epistle to the Corinthians
the apostolic comment upon the same, we have clearly before us the
substance of the teachings of Seripture upon the subject.

The first question here demanding our attention is this: In what sense
should the phrases, “This is my body,” and “This is my blood,” be un-
derstood? The Roman Catholics interpret these words in the most lit-
eral acceptation; and contend that, by the prayer of consecration said
over the elements by the priest, the bread is no longer bread, and the
wine no longer wine, but that they have been converted into the literal
body and blood of Christ; and thus they originate the absurd figment
of transubstantiation. But little need be said to evince to the unbiased
mind that their position upon this subject is both unreasonable and un-
scriptural.

1. It is unreasonable. It is a maxim of unquestionable truth, both
in philosophy and religion, that whatever is palpably repugnant to
common sense must be false. Now it is clear as any truth can be that
the prayer of consecration can effect no change in the physical proper-
ties of the bread and the wine. They are still bread and wine, literally
and really such, as much after the consecration as before it; and chem-
ical analysis may readily demonstrate the fact. If so, they are not At-
erally the body and the blood of Christ; and thus it manifestly appears
that transubstantiation is unreasonable, because repugnant to the dic-
tates of common sense. Romanists may persnade themselves that they
helieve it; bui really they do not, they cannot.
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2. Transubstantiation is unseriptural.

It is a rule of interpretation, admitted by all sound biblical critics,
that no scripture should be interpreted in a manner contradictory to
common sense, or plain reason, when obviously susceptible of an inter-
pretation not liable to such objections. That figurative language is fre-
quently used in Secripture, none can dispute; and that bread and wine,
in the phrases under review, were intended by our Saviour as figures,
emblems, symbols, or representatives, of the body and blood of Christ, and
not literally such, is the plain obvious construction. How could the
disciples understand their Lord as teaching them that the bread was
literally his body broken for them, or the wine literally his blood shed
for them, when they saw his body yet whole, not nailed to the cross,
and his blood not yet flowing from his pierced side? Christ said to his
disciples: “I am the vine, ye are the branches.” Did they understand
him as teaching that ke was literally but a grape-vine, and they but twigs
growing upon that vine? St. Paul says, in reference to the Rock that
followed the Israelites in the wilderness, “ That Rock was Christ.” Was.
Christ a ltéral rock? The plain interpretation is this: the rock was a
type, or emblem, of Christ; the vine, in its relation to the branches, fig-
wuratively represented the relation of Christ to his disciples; and so the
bread and the wine were symbols, or representatives, of the body and
blood of Christ.

But little better than this error of the Romanists is the doctrine of
consubstantiation, which teaches that although the bread and the wine'
are not literally the body and blood of Christ, yef that his body and
blood are literally present with the elements in the Supper, and are liter-
ally received by the communicants.

Among the leaders of the Lutheran Reformation, some—and Luther
himself was one of them—leaned too far toward transubstantiation.
They seemed unable to take at once so hold a leap on the subject as to
escape entirely the errors of the papists. It is true that consubstantia-
tion, for which they contended, delivered them from the grosser absurds
ities and the idolatrous tendencies of the system they renounced. They
did not place themselves in direct conflict with men’s external senses,
nor were they led to the idolatrous adoration of the bread and the
wine; but still they leaned too far toward the literal interpetation,
holding that the communicant did literally eat the body and drink the
blood of Christ, which was always, in a manner inexplicable, present
with the elements.

Others, led by Carolostadt and Zuinglius, went to an opposite ex-
treme, attaching no farther import to the words, “ This is my body,”
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and “ This is my blood,” than that the elements were merely signs, o
figures, assisting the faith to apprehend the absent body and blood of
the Lord. This view is in close correspondence with that of the mod-
ern Socinians.

The true scriptural view of the subject, as we conceive, lies between
these two extremes, and was advocated by Calvin, and is now the creed
of the Protestant Churches generally. While it rejects the literal pres-
ence of the body and blood of Christ, as held by Luther and the abet-
tors of consubstantiation, it admits with Carolostadt and Zuinglius that
the elements are signs, symbols, or figures, of the literal body and
~ blood of Christ._ But it goes one step farther. It considers the ele-
ments not only as a sign, but also as a seal of the new covenant. This
idea appears to be implied in the words of Christ, “This cup is the
new covenant in my blood ;” and in the words of Paul, “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ?
The bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of
Christ ?”

Hence we conclude that, in this ordinance,

1. No change is effected in the elements; the bread and the wine are
not literally the body and blood of Christ.

2. The body and blood of Christ are not literally present with the ele-
ments, and received by the communicants.

3. But the elements are signs, or symbols, of the body and blood of
Christ, serving as a memorial of his sufferings on the cross and a help
to the faith of the communicant.

4. The elements also possess a sacramental character, being a divinely
appointed seal of the covenant of redemption. As the blood of the
paschal lamb served as a seal of this covenant under the old dispensa-
tion, pointing the faith of the Israelite to the coming Redeemer, it was
fit that, as the old dispensation was now to be superseded by the new,
the seal of the covenant should be correspondingly changed ; hence at
the conclusion of the last authorized Passover, the holy supper is in-
stituted, as a perpetual memorial and abiding seal of the covenanted
mercy and grace of God, till the Saviour “shall appear the second
time without sin unto salvation.”
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XV.

Questror 1 In what scriptures is the and wherein does it differ from
origin of the Lord’s-supper set transubstagtiation?
forth? 5. How may both these theories be re-
2. How do the Romanists understand futed ?
the terms, “ This is my body,” and | 8. To what opposite extreme did Zuin-
*This my blood ”? glius and his party go?
3 What is the correct interpretation of | 7. What is the scriptural view of the
them? subject ?

§ Who advocated -consubstgntigtion?
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CHAPTER XVI.

THE LORD'S-SUPPER—THE RIGHT TO PARTAKE OF IT CONSIDERED.

WE next inquire, Who have a R1GHT to the Supper of the Lord ?

We present it as a Bible position, standing forth prominently to
view, that

Al real Christians—that is, all who are “ the children of God by faith
in Christ Jesus”—have a divine right to membership and communion,
embracing full fellowship, with the privilege of the Lord’s-supper, in every
Church, or congregation of Christians, among whom their lot may be
cast. .

This proposition will be found to contain the principle according to
which the great question of Christian communion now before us may
be clearly and satisfactorily settled. Before we bring the proposition
to bear directly on the question, and exhibit, in all its important as-
pects, its connection with the subject of Christian communion, we
should weigh the proposition itself in the balances of the sanctuary.
We bespeak for it a careful investigation and a fair trial. If it be un-
sound, let it be at once rejected; but if it be according to the teachings
of Heaven and the principles of eternal truth, let us plant ourselves
upon it, as on a sure foundation, impregnable and indestructible as the
“word of God, which liveth and abideth forever.”

We now appeal to the Scripture testimony to learn who they are
that have a right to the fellowship of the Church, to the immunities
and privileges of the house of God, to the communion of the Supper
of the Lord. If we trace the entire history of the planting of the
Church, as laid down in The Acts of the Apostles, we shall find in the
apostolic administration but one invariable practice upon the subject.
Bich as “gladly received the word,” such as “believed,” not only on
the day of Pentecost, but on all subsequent occasions, were without ex-
ception and without delay admitted to the communion and fellowshlp
of the Church. This was done tov, not on the ground of their perfect
agreement in all their views of Christian doctrine, or ordinances, or
Church order, but solely on the ground of the fact that they were sup-
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posed to have been made partakers of the spiritual benefits of Chris-
tianity “by faith in Christ Jesus.”

It is indeed surprising that there should be thought any plausible
ground for diversity of sentiment among Christians as to the true basis
of Christian communion, after we have looked upon the clear and un-
mistakable apostolic platform exhibited upon the subject in the fif-
teenth chapter of The Acts of the Apostles. Here we find the apostles
and elders assembled in solemn council to adjudicate upon the very
question we are now discussing. Their decision, and the grounds upon
which it was based, are committed to record. This record remains as an
imperishable memorial which should never be overlooked—a light to
shine upon the pathway of the Church in all succeeding generations.

The history of the case is this: There arose in the Church of An-
tioch a dissension on the subject of communion. Certain Judaizing
teachers from Jerusalem had visited them, and troubled them much
with some of their close communion principles. They had taught
them that there was a certain rite, ceremony, or ordinance, which many
of them had neglected, that was essential to salvation, and of course
that such as had hitherto neglected this ought not to be admitted to
the communion and fellowship of the Church. Paul and Barnabas
opposed strenuously these close communion teachers, and the sectarian
and schismatic principles they were inculcating. But still, for a com-
plete and more authoritative settlement of the matter, it was agreed
that Paul and Barnabas, and some other disciples, should go up to
Jerusalem, and call the apostles and elders together for the decision of
the question. We have the record of their decision, and the reasons of
it. Now we invite special attention to the grounds of this decision. It
was a question of communion and fellowship, identical with the very
question now before us. The question was whether certain Gentiles,
claiming to be Christians, though they had neglected a certain cere-
mony which some contended was essential, should be recognized as
Christians, and admitted to communion. The decision is in favor of:
their admission. But what are the grounds of that decision? What
are the specific reasons upon which it is based? We answer, They are
precisely the- same that are comprised in the proposition we have laid
down as the basis of Christian communion, and which we are now en-
deavoring to establish by Scripture testimony.

" Tt ought to be strictly noted on this subject that we here have an infal-
lible, an inspired touch-stone, or clue, for the settlement of the commun-
ion question, whenever, wherever, or however, it may arise; for if these
persons, whose right to Church-communion is contested, are admitted to
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communion on certain grounds, and those grounds are specifically stated,
it necessarily follows that in all cases of contested right of communion,
whatever may be the ground of the objection, the same reasons specified
in this case would establish a similar right, and require a similar decision.
But what are these reasons? St. Peter, in pleading the right of these
Gentiles to communion, declares: “God, which knoweth the hearts,
bare them witness, giving them the Holy Ghost, even as he did unto
us.” Here, God is appealed to as a witness for the Gentiles of their
claim to communion, on the ground that ke had “given them the Holy
Ghost "—that is, he had conferred on them the spiritual blessings of
Christianity—they had received the converting power of the gospel—
“even as he did unto us”—that is, they enjoy the same spiritual relig-
ion with us; consequently they are entitled to the same Church privi-
leges. But St. Peter goes on: “And put no difference between us and
them, purifying their hearts by faith.” Here the plain argument of St.
Peter is this: these Gentiles are true believers, they are genuine Chris-
tians, they are “the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus;” con-
sequently they have a right to the privileges and fellowship of the
Church.

Now, we ask, will not the same argument prove the same thing in
all similar cases? If these have a right to Church-communion because
“their hearts are purified by faith,” must not all whose “hearts are
purified by faith,” or all who are “the children of God by faith in
Christ Jesus,” have a right to Church-communion? Quod erat demon-
strandum.

St. Peter still proceeds: “Now, therefore, why tempt ye God to put
a yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither our fathers nor we
were able to bear? But we believe that through the grace of the Lord
Jesus Christ we shall be saved, even as they.” Here the argument for
their right to communion is grounded upon the fact that all are believed
to be heirs of a similar salvation.

After St. Peter had closed his argument, St. Paul and St. Barnahas
next spoke on the same side of the question, and using a similar mode
of reasoning. They appealed to the fact that God, through their in-
strumentality, had “wrought miracles and wonders among the Gen-
tiles.” In other words, they argued, God has conferred upon the Gen-
tiles the spiritual blesdings of Christianity, therefore they have right to
the external privileges and ordinances of the Church. Here, let it be
remembered, there is not one word about the peculiar notions of these
persons concerning doctrines and ordinances, about “ baptisms and the
laying on of hands”—no, nor about any thing else, but the simple fac
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of their conversion to God. This, and this alone, was the ground upon
which their right to communion was affirmed. This fact no man dare
deny.

If we turn our attention to the Apostolic Epistles, we find frequent
reference to the same platform of communion. St. Paul (see 1 Cor. x.),
in commenting on the Lord’s-supper, says: “The cup of blessing which
we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread
which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? For
we being many are one bread, and one body; for we are all partakers
of that one bread.” We subjoin for the better understanding of this
passage a few extracts from leading commentators. Dr. Clarke says:
“As only the one loaf was used at the Passover, and those who partook
of it were considered to be one religious body, so we who partake of
the eucharistical bread and wine, in commemoration of the sacrificial
death of Christ, are one spiritual society, because we are all made par-
takers of that one Christ whose blood was shed for us to make an
atonement for our sins, as the blood of the paschal lamb was shed and
sprinkled in reference to this of which it was the type. All who join
together in celebrating the Lord’s-supper, and are partakers of that
one bread, give proof by this that they are Christians, and have fellow-
ship with Christ.”  Whitby paraphrases as follows: “For we being
many are one bread, and one body (or, because the.bread is one, one
loaf being broken for us all, we who partake of it being many are one
body, owning ourselves thereby all members of that body of which
Christ Jesus is the Head); for we are all partakers of that one bread;
and thus you see that by partaking of this Christian sacrifice we own
ourselves to have communion with the Lord Jesus, and with the whole
society of Christians.” Macknight paraphrases thus: “The cup of
blessing for which we bless, is it not the joint participation of the body
of Christ?”

In reference to the passage under review, we may remark that it aft
fords clear evidence, first, that all the disciples of Christ are one body,
represented by the one loaf. Secondly, that all who belong to that one
body—that is, all Christians, or believers—have a right to partake of
that one communion. Thirdly, that all who partake of this commun-
ion in a proper manner, not only commune with Christ, but with the
whole body of Christ, or the entire Christian Church. Fourthly, that
all who have communion with Christ, the Head, have a right to com-
munion with his entire body, or with the whole Church of believers;
hence we derive from this passage another proof of the correctness of
pur position. It clearly demonstrates that all Christians have a divine
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right to the communion and fellowship of the Christian Church; and
this right is based alone upon the fact that they are the children of God.

In Romans xiv. 1-8, we read as follows: “Him that is weak in the
faith receive ye, but not to doubtful disputations. For one believeth
that he may eat all things: another, who is weak, eateth herbs. Let
not him that eateth despise him that eateth not ; and let not him which
eateth not judge him that eateth ; for God hath received him.”

On the third verse, Dr. Clarke remarks: « Both, being sincere and
upright, and acting in the fear of God, are received as heirs of eternal
life, without any difference on account of these religious scruples or
prejudices.”  Whitby remarks: “*God hath received him’—that is,
into communion with him, viz., by giving them that Spirit which is the
medium of our union to and communion with him.”  Here we perceive
a clear recognition of the same basis of communion. A question arose
in the Church at Rome whether certain professed Christians, who had
partaken of meat which had been offered in sacrifice to idols, ought to
be admitted to the communion of the Church, St. Paul decides in
their favor; but on what ground does he render that verdict? He
bases it alone on the ground that “God had received them.” No allusion
is made to ordinances or peculiar notions of doctrine. The fact that
God recognizes them as his children is presented as the great, the ondy,
thing required as an indispensable prerequisite to communion,

In the twelfth chapter of Romans and the twelfth chapter of First
Corinthians the Church is represented as “one body in Christ,” and all
the Christians—that is, all who have heen baptized by one Spirit,” or
“made to drink into one Spirit "—are represented as members of that
“one body,” and “every one members one of another.” It is com-
manded that there be “no schism in the body.” So intimate is the
union and communion here inculcated that all the members are re-
quired to “have the same care one for another,” and mutually to par-
ticipate in the sufferings and honors of each other. If “one member
suffer,” all the members are required to “suffer with it;” if “one mem-
ber be honored,” all are required to “rejoice with it.” What language
could be plainer, or more direct to the point in hand, than the above?
The union and communion of all Christians is here enjoined in terms
which must imply full fellowship in the closest and the strongest sense
of the word.

But again, we ask, what is the ground upon which this fellowship is
founded? Is it because they harmonize in their views of doctrine, of
Church polity, or of external forms and ceremonies? Not one of these
things is s0o much as named. However important, in view of other
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considerations, these things may be when the right and obligatirn of
Church-fellowship are in question, they are not so much as hinted at;
but that right and obligation are based wholly and solely upon the fod
that they are partakers of the spiritual benefits of religion, that they
arc Christians, or members of the spiritual body of Christ.

Tlie Seriptures might be quoted much more extensively still in con-
fiymation of the same position, but any farther testimony we deem su-
perfluous. From what has been presented, we persuade ourselves that
the candid and impartial will readily perceive that the Scriptures
themselves amply sustain the proposition which we have laid down as
u basis for the settlement of the great question of Christian communion.

QUESTIONS. ON CHAPTER XVIL

Qrestiox 1. On the right to the Lord's- | 2. What is the argument founded on the
supj er, what general proposition is fifteenth chapter of The Acts?
laid down ? 3. What other Bible proofs are pre

sented in favor of free cornmunion!




Ob. xvii] OBJECTIONS TO FREE COMMUNION ANSWERED. 1005

CHAPTER XVII.

OBJECTIONS TO FREE COMMUNION ANSWERED.

1. It is objectea that “the free communion proposed is impracticable
because of the diversity of opinion respecting the institution of baptism.”

The leading principles already established, if duly considered, fully
refute this objection ; yet the subject will admit of some farther discus-
sion. A large portion of those who hold to immersion as the only valid
baptism, contending also that baptism is an indispensable prerequisite
to the Lord’s-supper, refuse to commune with, or to admit’ into their
Churches, any unimmersed persons. In considering this question we
have no need to discuss the mode of baptism. However that question
may be decided, it cannot affect the subject before us. The question of’
Christian communion rests on entirely different and distinct grounds.
The Bible, as we have shown, places the right and obligations of com-
munion, not on ordinances and ceremonies connected with religion, how-
ever important in themselves, but on the fact of conversion and adoption
into the family of God “by faith in Christ Jesus”—on the fact that “God
has received them.” If it be decreed that all who are within a certain
house have a right to partake of a rich banquet provided for all the in-
mates, how ridiculous it would seem for those within the house to begin to
quarrel with each other about the mode of entrance! If it be admitted
that the invitation was to all within the house, how utterly absurd would
it be, when the table is spread, for some to refuse to partake because
others, acknowledged to be within the house, had not entered in the man-
ner judged the most proper! To be within the house at the time is the
only condition required; and that they have entered by some method
is certain from the fact of their presence within. To contend, therefore,
either that they are not within the house, or that, although within, they
have no right to partake, is alike absurd and ridiculous.

If it be admitted, as we have proved, that it is the duty and privi-
lege of all Christians to commune at the table of their common Lord,
how absurd must it be for some to refuse to commune with others because
certain rites connected with their religion are thought to have been not
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properly performed! Admit that they are the children of God, and
their right to commune is at once settled ; deny this, and none can plead
for that right.

We may farther argue the right of all Christians to the communion
of the Lord’s-supper from the origin of the institution itself. It was
not established by the founder of a sect or party. It originated not
with any of the ancient Fathers, It was not set up by any of the Popes
or councils of Papal Rome. Neither Martin Luther nor John Calvin,
neither Cranmer nor John Knox, neither John Wesley nor Andrew
Fuller, nor any other reformer or leader of a party, ever pretended t
have originated this institution. They knew their places—they knew
the Scriptures better. Hence, we affirm that this is no secfarian or de-
nominational institution. The very idea of an Episcopalian, a Meth-
odist, a Presbyterian, or a Baptist communion-table, is absurd and mon-
strous ; it is a burlesque upon the institution itself! This holy ordinance
claims paternity in no denomination of Christians. It was instituted
and ordained by the one Christ and Lord, the Saviour of all his people,
and for and in behalf of all his followers of every name and order,
wherever found or however circumstanced. With what propriety, there-
fore, can any one party or denomination of Christians claim the right to
exclude any of God’s children from Ais own table? Who gave them
that right? Where, in all the book of God, do they find authority for
this lofty prerogative? Were it a Presbyterian or a Baptist table—
were it a mere denominational arrangement—had it originated with a
sect or party, the assumption might be less unreasonable; but, as it is,
it is perfectly absurd and ridiculous! The scriptures we have adduced,
establishing the »ight of all the children of God to the table of the
Lord, are abundant and explicit. If they do not establish that point
beyond doubt or cavil it will be difficult to place any sensible comment
upon them. How, then, we ask, can we admit that any man is a child
of God, and yet deny him the privilege of partaking of that one loaf
in the Supper? To proceed thus is not to be guided by the Scriptures,
but, audaciously to push them aside! ;

Where, we may well inquire, is any divine authority for any man, or
set of men, to sit in judgment on the case of others, to determine whether
they may be admitted or not to the Lord’s-table? The apostolic rule
on the subject is, “ Let a man examine him.se{f and so let him eat of
that bread and drink of that cup.” 1 Cor. xi. 28. Paul is not to ex-
amine Peter; and Peter, John ; and John, James, etc. ; but Paul, Pebert
John, James, and all the rest, must each one ezamine hzm.self For gelft
examination, in view of the Lord’s-supper, there is express Bible war
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rant; but for brother examining brother, there is none. Whoever as
sumes this prerogative has usurped an authority for which he can show
no credentials.

We know that close communionists plead that baptism is an indis
pensable prerequisite to the Lord's-supper, and that immersion is essentiad
to baptism, and that, therefore, they cannat, conscientiously, commune
with unimmersed persons.

This plea looks plausible, and if it be sound, it will go far toward
vindicating them from the charge of inconsistency with themselves. A
But when this argument shall be closely examined, it will be found
halting on both legs. 1t is defective in both the premises and conclu-
sion. First, not to moot the mode of baptism, which is of no conse-
quence in this controversy, it cannot be proved that baptism is an indis-
pensable prerequisite to the Lord’s-supper ; but were we, for the sake of
argument, to admit it, and to admit also that there is no baptism but
immersion, it would not necessarily follow that no one holding these sen-
timents could, conscientiopsly, commune with an unimmersed person
It is enough for each to be the keeper of his own conscience.

We shall now endeavor to show the defect in both the premises and
conclusion in this argument. First, in the premases, it has been assumed
that baptism is an indispensable prerequisite to communion; but this
the Scriptures nowhere expressly teach. This fact the close commun-
ionists are compelled to admit. Were it otherwise, they would long
since have presented their express Scripture to establish their position.
But this, I believe, they have never attempted ; but they have relied
solely on inference and deduction.

Now, as baptism and the Lord’s-supper are both positive institutes,
and, as Protestants believe, the only divine ordinances of the new insti-
tution, it would seem passing strange, judging a priori, if there be such
a connection between these two ordinances that baptism must in all
cases precede the Supper, that thére should be no express precept to
this effect. Such would be an exceedingly loose method of presenting
a positive institute. The Mosaic law, which was as the shadow to the
substance, compared with the gospel, was minute and particular in de-
scribing the persons who had right to the privileges of the Jewish
temple and altar. But shall we suppose that Christ and his apostles, in
setting up and ordering the new—the better—the everlasting dispensa-
tion, haye left the matter so loosely described that the persons entitled
to the immunities of this latter and better house are only to be determined
by mere inference ?

Again, we think we have amply proved, by express testimony from
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Scripture, that all the “ children of God by faith ” have a right to the
communion. Consequently, it would follow, if none but the immersed
have a right to the communion, that no others can be the children of
God. But this close communionists will not, dare not, affirm. By so
doing they would unchristianize, and leave to the uncovenanted mercies
of God, the entire body of the Pedobaptist Churches—yea, the great
mass of the Church of God—for centuries together. At such a conclu-
sion the heart of humanity shudders. - Close communionists will not adopt
it ; therefore the only alternative left them is either to admit that bap-
tism is not essential to the communion, or that immersion is not essen-
tial to baptism. Which will they choose? Will they stoutly set them-
selves against all the declarations of Scripture showing that all the
children of God have a right to the communion? Will they deny that
there are any of God’s children among the millions who, in the succes-
sive ages of the Church, have lived and died—many of them martyrs
to the faith—without immersion? Will they give up their cherished
idea that immersion alone is baptism? or, finally, will they admit that
their inference, that baptism is an indispensable prerequisite to com-
munion, has been drawn in haste?

It was a primary and allimportant object with our Saviour that all
his followers should be united in the most harmonious fellowship.
Hence, had he considered baptism an indispensable prerequisite to that
fellowship, would he not have rendered the subject so plain that no hon-
est and sincere disciple, in any age of the world, could ever so far mis-
take as to suppose he had been baptized when he had not? Would he
not have taken special pains so to define and explain the matter that
throughout all coming time “the wayfaring man, though a fool, need
not err therein”’? We cannot reconcile it with our conceptions of God
as a being of infinite wisdom and goodness, that he has left the great
mass of his children so much involved in doubt and uncertainty on a
subject so vitally important.

The close communionist would infer the correctness of his position—
that baptism must precede the Lord’s-supper—

(1) First, from the order in which these institutions were originally
established.

He argues that “ baptism was established prior to the Lord’s-supper,
therefore no one should be admitted to the Supper till he has been bap-
tized.” Although this plea was set up by the celebrated Booth in his
“Apology for the Baptists,” we really cannot help considering it too
flimsy to merit a serious reply. But lest it might “strike others with
more force than it does us, we pay it a respectful -notice.. The' rea
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soning is rotten in all its parts.  First, the position assumed is false,
It is not true that the Christian baptism was established prior to the
Lord’ssupper; and if the reference is to any other baptism, it is foreign
to the subject. It is the Christian baptism alone of which we are speak-
ing, and consequently, if any other baptism be referred to in the prem-
ises, the argument is the most glaring sophism imaginable. If one bap-
tism be referred to in the premises, and another in the conclusion, then
the argument would run thus: something called baptism originally pre-
ceded the Lord’s-supper, therefore something else entirely different, also
called baptism, should always precede the Lord’s-supper. Who does
not perceive that there is no connection between the premises and the
conclusion?  You might as well argue that John Jones owes you a shill-
ing, and that therefore John Smath owes you a shilling. There is about
as much connection between Jones and Smith as there is between the
Christian baptism and those baptisms that preceded it. They are no
more identical than are Jones and Smith,

John’s baptism preceded the institution of the Supper, and so did the
baptism our Saviour authorized his disciples to perform at the com.
mencement of his ministry. John was a mere harbinger. His minis-
try preceded the Christian dispensation and passed away. His baptism,
and that of the disciples of Christ before his crucifixion, were “unto
repentance ;” but the Christian baptism was “in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost”—or more briefly, “into the
name of Christ,”

The Christian baptism was instituted by the Saviour after his resur.
rection from the dead, in his grand commission to the apostles. (Matt.
xxviii. 18-20.) Without delaying to argue so plain a point, we observe
that it is only necessary to know that John’s disciples were rebaptized
when they embraced the gospel, as may be seen from apostolic history,
and its essential difference from Christian baptism must be admitted,
(See Acts xix. 1-5.)

Thus it appears that the argument for the indispensable precedence
of baptism to the communion of the Supper, based upon the supposed
priority of the former institution, rests entirely on a false assumption.,
The truth is, the Supper was instituted before the crucifixion, and the
Christian baptism not till after the resurrection of Christ. When the
institution of the holy Supper was originally founded, the Christian bap-
tism had never been heard of on earth, It only existed in the mind of
Him who knew all things. And of all that company to whom the Say-
iour himself administered the holy Supper, though they were a band
of ministers, not one of them had then received the Christian baptism !

64
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And yet it 1s argued that Christian baptism must, in all cases, precede
the Supper! Is this following the example of Christ? Is it not in-
verting the order he established? Is it not subverting the order of
things as they came fresh from heaven, and practicing upon a plan
directly opposite to the example of him who was the founder of both
institutions ?

It will oceur to the reflecting mind that while the advocates of close
communion, could they have shown that baptism preceded the Supper,
would thereby have gained nothing to their purpose, yet the establish-
ment of the fact that the Supper preceded the Christian baptism is
fatal to the close communion argument. The mere fact that the Chris-
tian baptism was instituted before the Supper, had such been the truth =
of the history would not have proved that baptism in all cases must
precede the Supper. The order of time in which any two institutions =
originated will not, of itself, demonstrate that they must necessarily 3
always succeed each other in the same order. It must first be shown =
that there is a necessary connection between them, either in the nature a
of things or by divine appointment, rendering that same order alwaye
indispensable. On the day of Pentecost the people were exhorted ta =
be baptized, with the promise that they should receive the Holy Ghost.
At the house of Cornelius the Holy Ghost first fell on them, and they
were afterward baptized. In these two instances the order of eveuts
was reversed. But we demand, How is it possible that baptism can be
an indispensable prerequisite to the Supper, when, as we have seen, in 3
its first institation under the direct administration of the great Head of
the Church, we are furnished with an example in which the Supper pre-
ceded Christian baptism? The position that Christian baptism is an in-
Jispensable prerequisite to the Supper must be relinquished, or the
truth of the gospel history of these institutions must be set aside. Tt
those concerned choose their own position. 43

(2) Again, the close communionist appeals to apostolic precedent to
prove that baptism must always precede the communion. He argues
that the apostles never admitted to the communion an unbaptized per-
son, and that, therefore, no others ever should be admitted. To this we
reply that it never has been and never can be proved that the apostles =
never admitted to the communion an unbaptized person. The premises.
in this argument have been assumed without demonstration. We admit’
with great pleasure that, so far as appears from The Acts of the Apos
tles, it was their general practice to administer baptism to converts it
mediately upon their profession of Christianity. But this is as much
a8 can, with certainty, be affirmed. It is nowhere said that this was the
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snocriable practice. No man can affirm from the Scriptures either that
it was or that it was not. Nor does it matter at all, so far as the present
question is concerned, which way that point be decided, or whether it
be decided at all. The question now involved is not whether all Chris-
tians should be baptized immediately on their profession of Christianity
or not. This all parties admit and contend for. The point involved in
controversy is, whether the neglect of baptism from an honest misun-
derstanding of the subject necessarily deprives of the right, and releases
from the obligation, of communion. Is there any apostolic precedent
deciding this point? Nc such precedent exists. No such case ever oc-
curred, so far as we are informed in Seripture, for apostolic adjudica-
tion and decision. Admitting that all to whom the apostles adminis-
tered the Supper had been baptized, this could not demonstrate that
baptism must, in all cases, necessarily precede the Supper without a pre-
cept to that effect, unless it could be shown that the circumstances under
which the apostles acted would always continue essentially the same.
The fact that the apostles performed any given act in a specific way,
under certain specific circumstanges, will not prove that they would per-
form it in the same way when those circumstances are essentially changed.
Indeed, it is certain they would have varied their conduct to suit the
essential change in the circumstances of the case. And if the apostles
themselves would have varied their course under an essential change of
circumstances, their mode of action in the given case cannot be consid-
ered a precedent binding others to the same mode, when those circum-
stances have essentially changed.

But we ask, Have the circumstances in the case before us essentially
changed? Close communionists admit that they have. They admit
that in the apostolic day all real Christians were baptized, and that
there are many thousands of the most pious and exemplary of the pres-
ent day who have never (according to the views of close communion-
ists) been baptized at all. If then, in the apostles’ day all Christians
were baptized, and in the present day they are not all baptized, it is most
certain that the circumstances have essentially changed ; and if so, the
apostolic precedent here claimed, if admitted to exist, cannot apply to
the case in hand ; consequently, the argument from this source is refuted.

It is a very easy matter, however, to show that the apostolic prece-
dent, and that confirmed, too, by express precept, is altogether on the
other side. It is certian that the apostles admitted all “ believers ”—
all true Christians—to the communion. This none can deny. Close
communionists are free to admit it; but it is equally certain that close
communionists do not recejve all « believers ”—all true Christians—te
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their communion. This they are also free to admit. ~ And hence it nec:
essarily follows that their practice in this particular, and apostolic prece-
dent, sustained too by apostolic precept, are in direct antagonism. - They
never can be reconciled.

There must of necessity be some standard, some principle, or rule, by
which to determine who ought and who ought not to be admitted to com-
munion. The apostles, it is agreed on all hands, admitted all “believ-
ers.” The general tenor of Scripture, yea, numerous express passages
plainly and expli-itly teach that it is the duty of all “believers” to
extend fellowship and communion to the entire household of faith.”
On the other hand, while it may be conceded that the apostles admitted
none but baptized persons to the communion, it is not contended that
there is a direct precept teaching that none but such should, under any
circumstances, be admitted. It is, therefore, most evident that the
standard, or rule, by which the apostles were governed in admitting per-
sons to communion related not to baptism, but to faith. Their princi-
ple was not to admit the baptized because and in virtue of their baptism,
but the believers because and in virtue of their faith. If they admitted
none but baptized persons, it was because all the “children of God”
were baptized. Their admission or rejection turned not upon the ques-
tion of their baptism, but upon the question of their adoption as “ the
children of God by faith in Christ Jesus.”

Again, admitting that the apostles everywhere, both by precept and
precedent, enjoined upon all Christians the duty of attendance upon
both the ordinances of baptism and the Lord’ssupper, by what mode
of reasoning do we arrive at the conclusion that a neglect of one duty
releases from the obligations of another?  Weare commanded to “search
the Scriptures,” and “ to hear the word of God;” but will any man say
that we are to be prohibited from the one because we have omitted the
other? We are commanded to repent, to believe, to seek, to ask, to
love God, to love our neighbor, to love our enemies, to visit the sick;
but who would argue that a neglect of any one of these duties releases
from the obligation of another# If it be said that these duties are sep-
arate and distinct, having no such connection as necessarily to require
that in all cases the one should precede the other, to this we reply, Let
it be proved that there is such a connection between baptism and the
Lord’s-supper that the former is an indispensable prerequisite to the
latter, and the dispute is ended. But this can never be shown. Indeed,
we are sure there can be no such connection, for in the very origin of
the Supper it preceded Christian baptism.

(8) Close communionists plead, in justification of their exclusive
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practice, that “many of the Churches around them are loose in their
discipline and modes of receiving members; and they think it wrong
to commune where perhaps they would meet at the table with unworthy
persons.”  The first reply we make to this objection to free communion
is this: It is very questionable whether those close communion Churches
would have any the advantage in a comparison of membership in view
of moral and religious character with most of those Churches whose
fellowship they reject. The presumption is, that the “tares and the
wheat” would be found growing together in quite as unfavorable pro-
portion among them as among most other denominations. At any rate,
it savors too much of that Phariseeism condemned by our Saviour for
one denomination, having no just claims to peculiar sanctity, to say to
all others: “Stand off, we are holier than you.”

But this sensitive dread of meeting at the table of the Lord some
unworthy communicant is based entirely upon a false assumption. It
seems to grow out of a supposition that a sincere and upright believer,
by meeting at the table an unworthy brother, would thereby become
contaminated. No position can be more erroneous than this. In ap-
proaching the table of the Lord, each Christian goes on his own re-
sponsibility. “To his own Master he standeth or falleth.” It is his
duty to “examine himse.  nd not his brother; and if he is unworthy,
his going to the table of the Lord will avail him nothing. However
holy the persons may be with whom he mingles, their righteousness can
do him no good. On the other hand, if he be worthy, if he be sincere
and honest, humble and devout, his approach to the table of the Lord
will be an acceptable service. However unworthy portions of the com-
municants may be, their unrighteousness can do him no harm. Did our
approach to the table of the Lord involve us in the sins of all the un-
worthy communicants with whom we may mingle, we might never be
able to commune with safety. How can we certainly know, whether
we commune at home or abroad, in this or the other Church, that there
may not be a deceitful hypocrite at the table? We can have no guar-
antée for our protection in a single instance upon this supposition.

But look one moment at the arrogance of this position: Afraid to

approach the table of the Lord, lest you might meet there an unworthy-

brother, one whose polluted character might soil the pure white robe of
your own spotless righteousness; and yet the immaculate Saviour of
the world condescended to commune at the table with Judas Iscariot,
knowing him to be a devil!l Are you so much better than the Sav-
iour? Is the servant so far above his Lord? Is Christ not too good
to' “eat the bread and drink the wine” with him who meditated the bes
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trayal of his innocent blood, ready most shamefully to bartes it for
“thirty pieces of silver”? but is a poor sinful worm—one who scarcely
dare look up in the presence of that almighty Saviour—too holy to
Lumble himself to commune with his brother?

(4) Close communionists, when driven from every other subterfuge,
often try to excuse themselves from communing with other denomina
tions on the ground that it would offend their brethren. “We have a
Church-rule,” say they, “which prohibits us from communing with
other denominations; and were we to do so, it might offend many of
our brethren.” We are persuaded that this plea, though never urged,
8o far as we know. by ministers, or writers on the subject, is doing more
than any other one thing to bolster up the system of close communion.
It therefore merits a serious consideration.

The remarks of our Saviour in the eighteenth chapter of St. Mat-
thew on the subject of “offenses” is often relied on by close commun-
jonists as furnishing a vindication of their course in refusing to com-
mune with other denominations. Our Saviour says: “Whoso shall
offend one of these little ones which believe in me, it were better for
him that a millstone were hanged about his neck, and he were drowned
in the depth of the sea.” This is the principal if not the only text on
which they seem to rely as vindicating their conduct. There are two
acceptations in which the English word offense may be taken. It may
mean simply to wound the feelings of another, or cause him to feel sor-
rowful, or it may mean to put a stumbling-block in his way, so as to cause
him to sin.

The word skandala, here rendered offenses, signifies stumbling-blocks.
The sense is this: whoso putteth a stumbling-block in the way of his
brother, so as to cause him to fall info sin,ete. It is very clear that
rendering a brother sorrowful by reproving him for his sins cannot be
offending him in the sense of the text. Were we thus to construe if,
St. Paul would be brought under the malediction; for he made the
Corinthians very sorry with a letter. The only sense which can be put
upon the text with consistency is that which we have given above. We
may therefore conclude that this seripture was never intended to pre
vent the Christian from reproving the sins and endeavoring to correct
the errors of his brethren, however much it might grieve them, pro-

vided he proceed in that gentle manner, and is actuated by that Chris.:

tian spirit, which the gospel enjoins.

St. Paul reproved St. Peter because he “ was to be blamed.” Chris
tians are exhorted to “ contend earnestly for the faith once delivered to.
the saints.” The great foundation question for the Christian to settla
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at the tribunal of his own judgment and conscience is this: What is
frue? what is right? This being decided, his line of duty is plain
and direct. He must contend for the truth, and do what is right, leav-
ing the consequences with God.

Now if the close communionist is convinced that all Christians, ac-
cording to the Bible platform, ought to commune together—if he is
satisfied that this is in accordance with the genius of Christianity and
well-pleasing to Heaven, he is most sacredly bound to use his utmost
influence to promote that object, be the consequences what they may.
How can he do this, while by his own practice he sanctions the very
opposite? It might be a question of prudence whether he should first
withdraw from a Church that will not allow him to commune with
others before he proceeds to the violation of the rule of that Church;
but it can be no question with him whether he should continue to prac-
tice upon the close communion principle. He has already decided that
the practice is unscriptural.

The declaration of the apostles, when prohibited from preaching in
the name of Jesus, now comes home to him with all its force. “We
ought to obey God rather than men.” Therefore, to such as refuse to
commune with other denominations because their Church-rule forbids
it, we now say: Will you make void the law of God through the tra-
ditions of men? In the great matter of Christian communion, are
you prepared to violate your own views of what is right, merely to
please erring brethren? Is it better to offend the entire household of
faith” (except your own denomination) by doing wrong, than to offend a
portion of that denomination by doing right? Are you so much afraid
of offending a few erring brethren, that to avoid it you will do wrong
yourself, and yet so willing to give offense to all the people of God be-
side, that you will offend them rather than do right? In one word, are
you unwilling to offend your brother by doing right, and yet willing to
offend God, your Saviour, by doing wrong £

It is only necessary for the great body of lay members, united with
close communion Churches, who have long been convinced of the im-
propriety of the practice of close communion, led by some noble-
minded Robert Hall, to resolve to follow out in practice those princi-
ples of free communion which their consciences approve, and a blow
will soon be struck that will cause the citadel of bigotry to tremble to
its center, and thousands of God’s dear children, who have long dwelt
in the same laud, aliens and strangers to each other, will flow together
in the arms of pure Christian fellowship and brotherly love,
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XVIL

QuEstioN 1. What is the first objection to
free communion, and how is it an-
swered ?

2. How is it proved that baptism is not
an indispensable prerequisite to the
Lord’s-supper?

3 How is it shown that apostolic prece-
dent is against close communionists?

4. What is the plea of close commun
jonisis, founded on the discipline of
other Churches?

5. How is this plea answered ?

6. What is their excuse, founded on thai1
Church-rule?

7. How is it shown to be untenablei
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Atonement, its necessity, 193 ; derivation and import of the term, 193 ; its connec-
tic. with depravity, 193, 194; leading views concerning it, 194, 195; ground
of ite necessity, 196; how caricatured by infidels, 208 ; announced to Adam,
and foretold by types, 210; reasonableness of the scheme, 230, 234; not a
ground of divine obligation to save man, 237; its extent, two great parties
concerning, 239 ; commercial view improper, 236.

Attributes of God, their number not revealed, 20; not given to Christ by delega-
tion, 42.

(1017) .
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Babylon, prophecy concerning, 656.

Baptism, its nature, 940; different kinds of, 941-944; John's considered, 942-944
design of, 947-951 ; subjects of, 953 ; infant, Abrahamic covenant, 954; in
room of circumeision, 957; infant, Scripture proof of, 963-969; historical
proof of, 970-972; its mode, 975; sources of Scripture proof, 976; testimony
of lexicons, 976 ; Scripture instances of, 977; at Pentecost, 980 ; our Lord’s, by
John, 979 ; the Ethiopian, by Philip, 983 ; of Saul, 985 ; of Cornelius and his
household, 986 ; Scripture allusions to, 988 ; burial with Christ by, 990, 991;
*“one baptism,” 992.

Baxter, his scheme of Calvinism, 245.

Beasts, clean and unclean, 212.

Bible, who made it ? 708 ; consistency of its parts, 698

Bigotry, its evil tendency, 14.

Body, human, proof of God's existence, 14.

Cain's offering, 213.

QOalvinism, its essential difference from Arminianism, 242; principal theories of, 242,
243 ; its leading principle unreasonable, 273 ; abstract of, 279, 280; Dr, Hill's
view of, 280; compared with Arminianism, 312; difficulties of, it is contrary
to tenor of Scripture, 322; inconsistent with man’s moral agency, 323; God's
benevolence, 324 ; justice, 325 ; sincerity, 325 ; destroys the distinction between
virtue and vice, 326 ; New School, presentation of, 250-2562; its distinction be-
tween natural and moral ability, 254 ; inconsistent with the philosophy of
language and the natare of things, 254, 2565; New School, natural ability, in
itself, can avail nothing toward salvation, 256 ; natural, moral, and gracious
ability defined, 255; responsibility cannot arise from natural ability, 257; it
devolves responsibility, not upon the sinner, but upon God, 258.

Calvinists, all classes harmonize in the main question in controversy with Armin-
ians, 260.

Canaanites, why destroyed, 706, 707.

Canon of the New Testament, catalogues, 588.

Chalmers, his view of internal and external evidence, 621, 622.

Christ, indorses the Old Testament, 694, 695; his personal character, 710; Rous-
seau’s eulogy of, 712; import of the term, 37; his humanity, 37; divinity of,
theories concerning, 37; titles of, 38; attributes of, 41; works of, 42; honors
of, 46; his character as Mediator, 231 ; his sufferings voluntary, 233; he died
for all men, 264 ; such as do or may perish, 267.

Christianity, success of, 676; feeble means to promote, 682-684; powerful oppo-
rents, 685 ; Gibbon answered, 687-689.

Church, polity of, introductory remarks, 857; foundation principles of govern:
ment, 860-864 ; government, form of, 873-876; Old Testament proofs, 878
identity of Jewish and Christian, 879.

Consecration, Christian, 848 ; taught in Scripture, 849-851; objections considered,
852-854. .

Contrition, leads to repentance, 346,

Conviction, a work of God, 345.

Oreation, derivation and import of the term, 87; how properly understood, 67:
erroneous theories concerning, 67, 68; date of, geological objection, 69-73
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extent of, 73; curious questions concerning, 73, 74; intelligent portion of, 75;
ascribed to Christ, 43 ; absurdity of attributing it to a delegated being, 43, 4;
ascribed to the Holy Spirit, 55; God's design in, 103.
Creeds, propriety of, 922-927; objections to, 928-933 ; various ones spoken of, 933,
Curse, pronounced on Adam, 115.

Daniel, his prediction of Christ’s birth, 668.

Day, how understood in account of creation, 73,

Death, never means annihilation, 119, 120; its connection with sin, 212; Christ’s,
contrasted with fall of Adam, 266 ; as a substitute, not the exact penalty, 231,
232; justification connected with, 229 ; vicarious, proved from the Greek prepo-
sitions, 226, 227; Scripture declarations, 227, 228,

Deism, apostles of, 591.

Dispensations, harmony of, 691.

Divine Providence, notions of heathen sages, 83; erroneous views concerning, 83,
84; classes of created things, 84 ; Scripture proofs of, over inanimate creation,
85; law governing this class of things, 86; import of the laws of nature, 86;
Scripture proof of, over vegetable creation, 87, 88 ; law by which this provi-
dence is exercised, 88; over animal creation, Bible proof, 88, 89; law govern-
ing this providence, 89; in reference to man as a moral agent, 90; Scripture
proof of it, 90; it is universal in extent, 90; special, instances given, 90, 91;
not always miraculous, 91; to deny it unphilosoohical, 92; difficulties in
volved in it, 94, 95,

Doctrines of revelation, excellency of, 714.

Education cannot account for origin of moral evil, 137, 138; generally better than
example, 137, 138.

Edwards, his treatise on the will, argument in a circle, 187.

Egyptian plagues, their design, 635, 636.

Election, general explanation of, 282, 283 ; personal, of individuals to special office,
283 ; national, tc special privileges, the Jews, 284 ; the Christian Church, 287;
its import in the Calvinistic scheme, 288 ; of individuals to eternal life, 289,

Elijah, his trinmph on Mount Carmel, 627, 628.

Emmanuel, name of Christ, 89.

Equality with the Father, ascribed to Christ, 48.

* Eternal now,” how understood as applied to God, 24.

Eternity, an attribute of God, 22; ascribed to Christ, 41 ; to the Holy Spirit, 54,

Eve, derivation of her body and soul, 142,

Evidences of Christianity, important question, 545 ; method of investigation, 546
first division of, 549 ; meaning preparatory division, 549; province of reason
in the question, 549; divisions of different authors, 605; plan adopted in thie
work, 605, 606 ; external, how defined, 606; internal, how defined, 606 ; ex-
perimental, 719; in reference to individuals, 720; conditions of nations, 721;
connected with conviction, 722; connected with witness of ihe Spirit, 724, -
Christians and infidels contrasted, 729, 730.

Evil, concerning the origin of, 76, 77.

Faith, how viewed by Antinomians and Calvinists, 357; proper view of the sub-




B

1020 GENERAL ALPHABETICAL INDEX.

ject, 858 ; Sc.ipture testimony examined, 359; degrees in, and how derived,
. 1860 ; evidences on which founded, 361 ; different kinds of, 362; justifying, con:

sidered, 362; view of Socinians and others, 362; proper view exhibited, 363 ;
of devils; considered; 363 ; of Nicodemus and Simon Magus, 363; not a mere
mental assent, 365 ; a degree of, precedes repentance, 347.

Fall of man, its history, 104; how properly interpreted, 105; it might have been
prevented, 105, 106 ; its effects, penalty of Adamic law, 110; different views
of the penalty, 114; what the penalty embraced, 115.

Fathers; they replied.to Celsus and others, 592.

Feast of expiat.on, Jewish yearly, 221, 222.

Foreknowledge of God, not necessarily causative, 23-26; implies certainty not
necessity, 184 ; as seen in the case of Judas, 184.

Form of Church-government, not in minute detail, 883-885.

Free agency consistent with divine prescience, 181.

Free.will, the term not strictly accurate, 166.

God, derivation and import of the term, 9; names used in Scripture to designate,
" 9; general view of his character, 10 ; existence of, 12; knowledge of, preserved
by tradition, 11; not discovered by reason alone, 12; proofs of his existence,
testimony of nations, 12; testimony of nature, 13; testimony of revelation,
17 attributes of, classification unnecessary, 19; unity and spirituality, 20, 21;
eternity, 22; omniscience, wisdom, 23-26; omnipotence, 28 ; omnipresence, !
29; immutability, 30; holiness, truth, and justice, 31,732; goodness, 33; na- !
ture of, incomprehensible, 35; to what extent it should be studied, 19; good-
ness of, requires that sin be punished,b 34.
Gospel, what implied in, 268; should be preached to all men, 267; not “good
““hews” to the Calvinistically reprobate, 268, 269; requires repentance and
faith of all men, 267. )
Government of God, grand purposes of, 230.
Government of the Church, 877 ; highest authority in the apostles, 877; various
systems of, 887, 888 ; vested in ordained elders, 895-902.
Grace, a day of, allowed to all, 114 ; doctrines of, not peculiar to Calvinism, 318. |
Guilt, proper' definition of, 150; in what sense pertaining to brutes, 154.

Happiness, possessed by man originally, 102; future, of the righteous, 532.
Heathens, condition of, considered, 313.

Heaven, a local habitation, 532 ; sources of happiness in, 539-541.
Heretics, ancient, 591.

Image of God, to what it relates, 100. \

Immortality of the soul;473; philosophical view, 474 presumptive arguments, 485,
- Scriptare proof, 491. :

Indepsndency in Church:government examined, 914.

Infants, various theories concerning, 145; salvation of, proved by Scripture, 148, 149;
- guilt of, proved by Scripture, 150, 161 ; quotations from Wesley, etc., 152, 163 2|

Inspiration of sacred writers, how understood, ‘596 ; false views-of, 696; proper

view of, 597 ; classification of, improper, 601. fgel
Integrity of Scripture, what it implies, 573.
Interpretation, Scripture should -be explained by’ Scripture, 266,
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Jacok and Esau, Calvinistic argument concerning, 295.

Jehovah, a title of Chriat, 38.

Josephus, his catalogue of the Old Testament, 581.

Judgment, general, evidence of the fact, 507; proved by divine attributes, 507:
natural conscience, 508 ; Scripture, 509 ; when to take place, 6510; why de-
ferred to the end of the world, 511; events to precede it, 511; manner of
Christ’s coming to it, 512; its final issues, 514.

Justification—implies remission of sin, Seripture proof, 369 ; does not imply abre
gation of law, is personal, 370 ; absurd to suppose it eternal, 371 ; distinguished
from regeneration, 371, 372; different plans of, presented, 374; by imputa
tion, considered, 874-380; Arminian view concerning, 383, 384; Wesloy's
concession concerning, 384; by works alone, considered, 392; by faith and
works united, considered, 393 ; by baptism, difficulties it involves, 412 ; of the
thief on the cross 413 ; of Cornelius, 413 ; by faith only, considered, 397; how
understood, 398; proved by Scripture, 400; leading objections to, 407; St.
James's testimony examined, 408 ; by baptism, considered, 409.

Law, Jewish, a complex code, 219; moral, ceremonial, and political, 219; musi
necessarily be revealed, 199.
Leslie's Short Method with Deists, 579.

Man, primitive state of, 97; made in God's image, 98; general reflections on his
primal state, 102; character of, may appear better than it is, 143; God's de-
sign in his creation, 196; made a free moral agent, .197.

Matter, essentially different from mind, 179; eternity of, unreasonable, 68.

Materialism, not implied in the soul’s traduction, 143.

Ministry of ungels considered, 80.

Ministry, Scripture terms to designate, 904, 905 ; ordination of, 906, 907 ; connec-
tion between, and Churches, 907; itinerancy and regular pastorate, both em-
braced, 908-910 ; Methodistic arrangement concerning, scriptural, 911, 912.

Miracles, definition of, 607; Hume’s argument against, considered, 611 ; defective
in two particulars, 615; inconsistency, 618-620; nature of their proof, 621-
625; Egyptian, considered, 625, 626 ; in case of Job and New Testament, 626 ;

Scripture view, 627; of Old Testament, considered, 632; of New Testament, -

considered, 637.

Moral agency, possibility of sinning essential to, 106; of man, two leading views
concerning, 161; its import, 165; view of Locke and Edwards, 163, 164;
Arminian view, 165; view of President Day and Prof. Upham, 166; real point
in controversy, 167; argument from consciousness, 167, 168; from history of
all nations, 169; from the law given to man, 170, 171; from man’s being re-
quired to choose, 172, 173 ; from the general judgment, 173 ; objections, charge
of absurdity considered, 178.

Moral good, may exist in unregenerate men, 143.

Morals, Bible the source of, 733 ; what reason can teach concerning, 735; manner
taught in Scripture, 738 ; general principles, 816-824; relating ‘o husbands
and wives, 825-830; parents and children, 831-839; rulers and subjects, 841-
8486.

Motives, various views concerning, 184 ; doctrine of, consistent with free agency
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186-190; real point in dispute concermng, 186; true nature of, shown, 189
selfish, may lead to acts of seeming virtue, 143.
Mystery, not in facts, but manner of facts, 705.

Necessity, as applied to Deity, absurd, 182; distinguished from certainty, 184.
New Testament, genuineness and authenticity of, 585; canon of, 685.
Nineveh, prophecy conce:ning, 655.

Obligation, ground of, 745; farther considered, 751; true ground stated, 754.

Obligation, moral, what founded upon, 111.

Old Testament, genuineness and authenticity of, 575.

Omnipresence, pertains to God only, 30.

Omniscience of God, absolute and certain, 23.

Original sin, doctrine of the Methodist Church, 123, 124; Adam’s posterity charge-
able with his guilt, 127, 128 ; does not imply the direct infusion of evil, 141.

Pagans, their deficiency in the knowledge and worship of God, 549-554 ; knowl-
edge of man’s origin, 556 ; duty, 558 ; destiny, 559 ; plan of salvation, 560.

Pardon, not by mere prerogative, 202, 203 ; not by mere repentance, 204.

Pastors, how appointed, 917-921.

Patriarchal religion, Mosaic account of, brief, 218.

Perfection, Christian, considered, 457; its definition, 458-461; proof, 462-465;
when attainable, 465-469 ; objections considered, 470.

Perseverance of the saints, 444.

Pliny, his letter to Trajan, 680.

Prayer, reason and propriety of, 763; objections to, 767; kinds of, 772; elements
of, 772 ; divine influence essential to, 775 ; liturgical and extemporaneous, 783-
790.

Prophecies, a kind of miracle, 645 ; real or surreptitious, 647 ; relating to the Jews,
648 ; concerning Cyrus, 661; Nineveh, 655; Babylon, 656; Tyre, 660; Mes-
siah, 665-667 ; delivered by Christ, 672; infidel objections concerning, 674.

Prophecy, extended, connected chain, 670, 671.

Punishment, future, its nature, 519 ; its duration, 5623-526.

Rectitude, nature of, 748.

Regeneration, its import, 418 ; Scripture proof of, 420; different theories concern-
ing, 421, 422; divine influence essential to it, 427; scriptural view of it, 432.

Resurrection of the body, philosophical objections, 496 ; of Christ, considered, 639

Righteousness, primary and ultimate, 380.

fabbath, obligation of, perpetual, 792; Paley’s error concerning, 796-798 ; a moral
duty, 798-800; specific, seventh day not essential, 803; change to first day,
apostolic, 804-806 ; history of, 807; reasons of, 808 ; how to be observed, 810,
811 ; benefits of, 812, 813.

Sacraments, number and nature of, 936-939.

Bacrifices, patriarchal, typical of the atonement, 211; scriptural proof that those
under the law typified Christ, 218, 219; origin of, 211; remarks of Henry and
Clarke concerning, 211, 212; of Cain and Abel, 213; of Noah, 216; of Abrs
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ham, 2168; of Job, 218; by the heathen, 222; objection to the divine institu
tion of, 218; under the law, vicarious and expiatory, 219.

Badducees, deny the existence of spirits, 75.

Salvation, procuring and meritorious cause of, 208; offered to all. 264.

Samaritan copy of Old Testament, 582.

Septuagint version, 581, 582.

Scripture and Christianity, their connection, 565 ; their antiquity, 568.

Socinians, their view of the atonement, 194; divinity of Christ, 37; death of
Christ, 209. >

Soul of man, created out of nothing, 68 ; derived by traduction from Adam, 142. 1 §;

Sovereignty of God, Calvinistic and Arminian views of, 319-322.

Style of sacred writers, 714.

Success of the gospel, 678, 679.

Sufferings of Christ, nature and extent, 232; limited in degree, infinite in value
232, 233.

Supper of the Lord, its nature, 994, 995; free communion defended, 999-1004"
objections considered, 1005. ‘

Theses, philosophical, presented, 744.
Trinity, 58-60 ; objections considered, 63.

Universalism, its difficulties, 528,

Volition, in what sense an effect, 166; one not necessarily preceded by another
179.

Will of God, primary and ultimate, considered, 320
Works of God, harmony in, 197, 198.
Worship, divine, ascribed to Christ, 46.




