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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

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

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

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



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

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

AvLTHOUGH controversy has often been productive
of many evils, and has given great reason for
humiliation before God, yet it is frequently un-
avoidable, and we are indebted to it for a large
portion of important information. It is a very
remarkable expression of the Apostle Paul, when
speaking of the different opinions which existed
in the church of Corinth, ¢ there must be also
heresies among you, that they which are approved
may be made manifest among you.” (1 Cor. xi. 19.)
The departure of some from the faith once delivered
to the Saints, tried others, and shewed who were,
and who were not willing to adhere to the doc-
trine of the Apostles; and those who did adhere
to the truth in its simplicity, were compelled
to contend for it with earnestness and vigour.
When apostacy from the faith of the Gospel had
become general, every attempt to bring men to a
just view of the will of the Lord occasioned
opposition and controversy, so that when the Re-
formers began the great work of turniug men’s
attention to the truth as it is in Jesus, they
A
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were obliged in the first place to establish the su-
preme authority of the New Testament. When
the Baptists came forth from the obscurity in
which they, in common with other protestants,
had been concealed, they had to contend in the
same field in the midst of difficulties peculiarly
severe. They called the attention of the world to
what they considered a nearer approach to apos-
tolic truth than other protestants had admitted;
and they found enemies in the very men, who, in
opposition to the Roman Catholics, pleaded for
conformity to New Testament doctrine, and for
the ordinances of the Gospel as practised in the
apostolic church. They were esteemed Heretics
by all parties ; they were induced by their hard
circumstances to study the New Testament close-
ly, and to suspect the truth of many sentiments
which were generally received without suspicion.
Hence they were led to mark the difference
between the church of Christ as /e formed it,
and a church established by the power of the
state ; and from this investigation they caught the
first glimpse of that important principle of RELI-
Grous LIBERTY which it was their honour to bring
forward to notice, and to defend in the midst of
censure and obloquy.

The source of their sorrows, and the cause of
their success, was their view of Baptism. De-
riving their opinion from the New Testament, and
appealing to that volume in their own defence,
they found themselves fortified beyond the power
of successful attack, because they could prove
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that they did no more than obey its injunctions.
In doing what Christ commanded they were sure
that they were acting rightly, and they were
satisfied that their opponents could not bring
equal evidence in favour of sentiments and prac-
tices which were neither enjoined by Jesus Christ,
nor illustrated by the example of the apostolic
church.

Like those who of old were zealous in building
the temple of the Lord, they and their fellows
were men wondered at. (Zech. iii. 8.) All the ex-
pedients which persecuting rage, scorn, bitterness,
and misrepresentation could devise, were em-
ployed to sink them in public estimation, and to
run them down as a despicable party, who were
neither supported by truth, nor possessed of the
talents and literature necessary for their own
defence.

How vain is the storm that is raised by passion!
When. «“a great and strong wind passed by, and
rent the mountains, and broke in pieces the rocks
before the Lord,—the Lord was not in the wind.”
(1 Kings xix. 11.) Dr. FEaTLY, a man of talent,
of learning, and of considerable popularity in his
day, took up his pen against the Anabaptists, and
gratified himself by abusing them. He was honest
enough to confess that he could hardly dip his
pen “into any other liquor than the juice of
gall”; but if he had not made this confession, his
book was a sufficient evidence of his temper. His
work was so popular that it passed through six
editions in as many years; and doubtless many
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would think, that between his arguments, his
literature, and his severity, the Baptists would be
$0 overpowered, that they would never raise their
heads again. The contrary, however, was the
fact: “the more” their opponents “ afflicted them,
the more they multiplied and grew”; and could
Dr. FeaTLy now rise from his grave, he would
find them increased beyond his greatest appre-
hensions, and have the mortification of hearing
that they bought his book as a curiosity, on ac-
count of its virulence, and often amused them-
selves by observing the violent explosions of his
temper.

A specimen of a better kind was exhibited by
Mgr. FLAVEL, a man of a different spirit, but still
quite opponent to the Anabaptists. Mr. PairLip
Cary, a Baptist minister at Darémouth, had pub-
lished a book on baptism, entitled, ¢ 4 Solemn
Coll’; FLaveL thought well of the author, yet he
deemed it necessary to reply to his work. He
treated him, however, respectfully, and appears
to have been very desirous of not misrepresenting
him. Butitis curious to observe how he intreats
him to consider the situation in which he had
placed himself by venturing to plead the cause of
¢ Anabaptism’, * As for your pretended solutions
of the incomparable Mr. BAXTER’s, and the learned
and accurate Dr. BURTHOGGE’S arguments, 1 ad-
mire at your confidence therein.—— Alag! my
friend, you little know what it is to have such
weak and inartificial discourses as yours, brought
under the strict examen of such acute and judi-
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cious eyes.”* Between two such millstones, poor
Philip Cary was doubtless to be ground to
powder. Some things, however, resist all attacks,
and in their nature are too hard to be crushed by
human power. Mr. €ary’s sentiment still con-
tinues to make its appeal to men on the ground of
the New Testament representations, and spreads
more and more : the reason is manifest, it is to be
found in that sacred volume, and is supported by
it. 'There it is seen that those only who believed
in Christ were baptised ; and that neither precept
nor precedent can be discovered in favour of the
administration of baptism to persons of any other
description.

The debate which engages our attention at
present, does not lead us to inquire either into
the mode or subjects of baptism, but it directs our
regard to a question which in point of importance
takes the precedence of every other in the bap-
tismal controversy ; which is, whether baptism is
an.ordinance to be maintained in the church ; or,
whether it is one of those indifferent and unim-
portant things which the church has no right to
consider as requisite to communion ?- Time alone
can discover what will be the effect of the
attempts now made, to justify the introduction of
persons professedly unbaptised. We may be upon
the verge of a new system of corruption, and may
see the most unscriptural propositions and prac-
tices become popular: but so long as the New

* Flavel’s Works, vol. viii. p. 202. Ed. 8vo. 1770.
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Testament 1s acknowledged to be the source
of authority, we shall say to those who adopt
the theory of Mr. Hall, as we do to our friends,
who plead for infant baptism ;—go to the scrip-
tures and find @t there, and then we shall be
satisfied.

We do not intend to rest the argument on expe-
diency, but as Mr. Hall brought forward this
consideration himself (though he blamed us for
the notice we took of it), it may neot be amiss
to mention a few facts which our forefathers
have preserved, and which shew what was the
tendency of the system of mixed communion in
their day.

Every one acquainted in any degree with Non-
conformist History, has often met with the name
of Mr. Joun TomsEs, who strenuously pleaded
the cause of the baptists in his day, and by this
means, was of eminent service to the body at
Targe : but he held this sentiment, and his conduct
shewed its tendency; for though after the act
of uniformity had passed, Le did not choose to
conform and hold a living in the Establishment,
yet he not only frequented the church of Eng-
land, but actually died ¢n. lier communion, and
thus his conduct tended to neutralize his argu-
ments.

Mgr. BaxtER informs us of two ¢ Anabaptists”,
(as he calls them) who were induced by his argu-
ments and persuasion to adopt the plan of mixed
communion ; he says they both ‘‘turned from
anabaptistry and separation”; and he adds, that
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“in sense of their old error,” they ¢ ran into the
other extreme”.*

The eminent Joun Bunvan, who zealously
advocated the cause of mixed communion, seems
to have had no great success in promoting the in-
terests of the Baptists. We hardly ever find an
allusion to the ordinance of baptism in his works,
except in his controversial pieces, in which he
practically undermines its authority. Nor was
the effect of his favourite system conducive to the
spread of his opinion as a baptist ; for such was
the state of the church with which he was long
connected, that on his death they chose a Pado-
baptist; and from the year 1688, in which he died,
to the year 1788, when Mr.JosHUA SYMONDs died,
the ministers who succeeded him were Pedobap-
tists, except the last, who some years after his
settlement with the church, changed his sentiments
and became a Baptist. This took place in 1772 ;
but though Mr. Symoxps continued at Bedford,
it was ‘ on the conditions that he should not intro-
duce the controversy into the pulpit, nor into con-
versation, unless it was first mentioned by others.’
We have also been informed, that one instance
occurred in the year 1700, and another in 1724,
in which the church refused to grant a dismission
to members who desired to unite with two Bap-
tist churches in London, because they were strict
communton churches.

¥ See his Life and Times, by SYLVESTER, pt.ii. p. 180, and pt.iii. p. 180.
The two persons were, MR. THos. LAms and Mr. W. ALLEN ; the general
fact of their change of sentiment on this subject is confirmed by DAN-
VERS in the postscript to his ¢ Treatise of Baptism’, p. 53, 54.
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Dr. JamEs FosTER, who was more than twenty
vears pastor of the General Baptist church in
Barbican, London, and who in his day advo-
cated the cause of mixed communion, left the
General Baptists, and accepted the pastoral
charge of the Independent church at Pinner’s Hall,
London. But, though he had pleaded the expe-
dience of mixed communion as the means of lead-
ing men to consider what the Baptists had to urge
in defence of their sentiments, yet Mr. GRANTHAM
KiLLINeWORTH informs us, that in conversation
with him upon the point, “he could not pretend to
say, that one single person who was in communion
at Pinner’s Hall before his going over to them, had
since submitted to that institution, [of baptism]
or shewn the least inclination to be baptised”.*

The instances above recited mark the tendency
of the system in times now considerably distant ;
at a later period Mr. Boors shews what was /is
view of its tendency, and his manner of expression
clearly evinces that he drew his remarks from

JSacts. He says, “ I'would also take the liberty
here to observe, that some of those churches in
which free communion has been practised, have
not been the most remarkable for brotherly love,
or christian peace and harmony. Has the pastor
of a church so constituted, being a Baptist, Hever
found, that his Pedobaptist brethren have been a
little offended, when he has ventured freely to
speak his mind on the mode and subject of

* Killingworth's Answer to the Defence of Dr. Foster's Sermon of
Catholic Communrion, p. 35.
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baptism? When Padobaptist candidates for com-
munion have been proposed to such a church, have
those members who espoused the same sentiment
never discovered a degree of pleasure, in the
thought of having their number and influence
increased in the community, that has excited the
jealousy of their Baptist brethren? When, on the
contrary, there has been a considerable addition
to the number of Baptist members, has not an
equal degree of pleasure in them, raised similar
suspicions in the minds of their Padobaptist bre-
thren? And are not suspicions and jealousies of
this kind, the natural effects of such a constitu-
tion?” (Apol. p. 131, 132.) No one who is acquaint-
ed_with the character of ABramam Boors,
will for a moment suppose that he was writing
from imagination: his concluding observation also,
is too forcible to be denied :—¢ now, as our oppo-
nents must allow, that their communities are liable
to all those other imperfections which are common
to the churches of Christ; so, I presume, the
reader will hardly forbear concluding, that free
communion exposes them to some additional dis-
advantages, which are peculiar to themselves.”
One effect it will always produce; it will ex-
clude those who think that the primitive consti-
tution of the church ought to be preserved; and
invite those who for any reason are ﬂppdnént,
either to baptism as an ordinance of Christ, or, to
the form and order of the christian church as it

* Some observations on thé experience of the American Raptist
churches, the reader will meet with in the progress of the work.’

A2
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was established by the Lord. Whether they
come as persons baptised, or the contrary, they
are equally accepted, and those who receive them
practically declare, that though our view of bap-
tism is justified by ‘ overwhelming evidence,”
yet it does not now hold the situation in which it
was placed by Jesus Christ. To us this consi-
deration forms an unanswerable objection to the
scheme: it eventually strikes at the permanency of
the institution of the Lord ; and no acuteness that
has yet been brought into the discussion, can
prove that it needs be regarded at all, if Mr.
Hall’s principles are admitted.

An anonymous author has lately shewn the
tendency of these principles in an indirect but
marked manner, in a pamphlet entitled, < Thoughts
on Baptism as an Ordinance of Proselytism, includ-
ing observations on the controversy respecting terms
of Communion ; by Agnostos” 'This writer is the
opponent of all parties, for his sentiment is, that
if baptism was designed to be a standing ordinance
of the church, Missionaries are the only proper
administrators, and their proselytes the only pro-
per subjects. Hence it follows, on his plan, that
Baptists and Psdobaptists are equally wrong,
and if his theory were admitted, the controversy
respecting commuuion would immediately termi-
nate. With his sentiments, it is to be expected
that he would treat the principle of strict com-
munion as*a mistake; and that practically, he
would be on the side of Mr. Hall : yet so far as
the tendency of the sentiment is concerned, he
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throws his weight into the opposite scale. He
chserves justly,—*“what can be more inconsistent
than to maintain that Baptism is a positive insti-
tution and a standing ordinance of the christian
church, and yet treat it as a matter of indifference
and countenance the total neglect of it, by admit-
ting to an equal participation of «ll the privileges
of church fellowship those who are unbaptised,
with those who have paid a regard to that ordi-
nance ?” (p. 109.) The controversy he calls “a
contest between Clristian principles and Baptist
principles”; and he says either the law of baptism
must be sacrificed, or the spirit of the Gospel of
Christ must be violated”. (p. 101.) According to
this statement, what the author calls christian
principles, cannot admit that our Lord appointed
a positive rite to be obeyed, when his disciples
enter on a public profession of his Gospel.—
This, however, he must be aware, we should call
an assumption ; but if what he calls  Baptist
principles” are supported by the New Testament,
 Christian principles” will never be in opposition
to Christian institutions. It is, therefore, only
needful to shew that ‘ Baptist principles” are
scriptural, and then the subject is at rest, till it 1s
proved to be also scriptural that we should form
a church of persons unbuptised.

Itis no part of our business to enter the lists with
“ Agnostos” respecting his main argument, but
his observations on the tendency of mixed com-
munion deserve the more attention as they proceed
from a writer who was not led to make them from



XX

any partiality to the cause we are advocating.
He grants that the objections urged .against Mr.
Hall's system are well founded; that in pro-
portion as it prevails, the cause of the Baptists
must sink ; (p. 112.) that the effect of mixed com-
munion, instead of inducing Pedobaptists to
become Baptists, will tend in the -contrary di-
rection, and what they see and hear, will contirm
them in their former ideas, that Baptism is of
little or no importance, and altogether unneces-
sary. (p. 114.) DBesides, he observes that where
Baptists and Padobaptists are indiscriminately
associated, ““ it is generally understood, if not abso-
lutely stipulated, as a term of communion, that
baptism should be kept out of sight as much as pos-
sible ; that it should scarcely ever be mentioned, and
wever be insisted on, lest the peace of the church
should be disturbed, and the harmony of its
members be interrupted.” (p. 114, 115.) Farther,
he observes, it exposes a minister to the temp-
tation of shunning to declare the whole counsel
of God in order to avoid giving offence ; and it
accustorns the people to see an acknowledged duty
treated as a matter of indifference. And-—it has
a tendency to excite a spirit of jealousy between
the two parties, destructive of peace and unity,
and thus, he observes, one of the strongest argu-
ments in favour of mixed communion is turned
against the practice. (p. 117.)

The tendency of Mr. Hall’s reasoning is also
marked by a writer of a different description, who
asks him fow le can justify his DISSENT from the
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church of England, on the principles of his own
work? 'THE REV. CHARLES JERRAM, Vicar of
Choblham, in a volume entitled,  Conversations on
Infant Baptism, and some popular objections
against the Church of the United Kingdom,™
brings the subject forward in a long note. (p. 152,
&c.) He classes Dr. Mason and Mr. Hall to-
gether ; he compliments them both, and is glad
that he can appeal to such unexceptionable
authorities. He argues from what they have each
brought forward ; and contends that on their prin-
ciples, Dissenters ought not to have left the Esta-
blishment. He observes, that Mr. Hall challenges
the Baptists to produce a single instance of with-
drawing from the ancient church on the account
of Infant baptism ;—that this shews at least the
sentiment of Mr. Hall, that difference of opinion
on this important rite, a difference so great as to
ANNUL the ordinance in the minds of the Baptists,
1s not a legitimate cause of separation.—That if
any thing may be considered as of such minor
importance, that it may be merged for the sake of
peace, the circumstantials in the administration
of the Lord’s supper may be viewed in that light ;
-and he tells us that « the doctrine which Mr. Hall
lays down as the foundation of a more extended
communion among the various denominations of
christians would wndoubtedly lead to this conclu-
sion.”—That ¢ we have the authority of Mr. Hall
for asserting, that nothing less than a radical
defection from the purity of apostolical doctrine
and discipline can authorise the principle- of
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separation or exclusion from christian commu-
nion.” This Mr. Jerram says is, ““a most émportant
concesston’!-and he adds,—* we may challenge the
world to substantiate such a charge against us, as
would render it improper, on these principles, to
continue within her pale, or make it a matter of
indifference to desert her community.” (p.160.162.)

The reasoning that can dispose of an institution
of Christ, by removing it from its primitive station,
introduces so lax a principle, that no precept
which we do not consider essential to salvation,
can maiutain its ground. If we are not bound to
adhere to a positive appointment of Christ, which
is confessedly permanent in its obligation, we
in vain assert, that it is of consequence to form
the church according to the plan which Christ
has furnished; for it may always be retorted,
what avails your pleading scripture, when you
reason away the authority of one of its plainest
institutes 7 Mr. Jerram is a man of sense, he
sees the advantage which is given him, and we
doubt not he will use it.

Bat it is time to conclude this long preface. 1
have now discharged a duty which I owed to the
denomination of which I am an unworthy member;
and I commit the following pages to the reader’s
attention, asking for nothing more, than that he
will consider how far the observations he may meet
with, agree with the New Testament. Should he
accuse me of repeating the same arguments in dif-
ferent parts of the work, my apology is, that it
arose from following the detail of Mr. Hall's
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reasonings, which, in my apprehension, were con-
tinually in opposition to a few plain principles by
which the controversy must eventuallybe decided.
Repetition was therefore (to a degree at least)
unavoidable, unless [ had adopted a totally differ-
ent plan, which would have been open to the
the objection, that I had not examined my oppo-
nent’s arguments in their order. Asmy attention
has been awakened to this subject by a variety of
circumstances, I shall listen to any fair and candid
argument which may yet be presented from any
quarter ; but unless something should be urged,
far superior to any thing that has yet appeared, it
is not likely that I shall trouble the world with a
reply. Contention is not desirable ; but, if we are
not willing tamely to surrender the cause of truth,
it is sometimes unavoidable. In pleading for
what I believe is the will of the Lord, I hope that
1 earnestly desire to keep an eye on his character
and glory, while I intreat his forgiveness of my
weakness and imperfections in this attempt to di-
rect the attention of professing christians to the

ordinances of the Gospel, as Christ and his Apostles
delivered them unto us.

NoRWICH,
September, 1820.






CHAPTER 1.

INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS.

THE controversy respecting Terms of Communion has
various bearings on subjects not immediately connected
with the original question. A disposition minutely to ex-
amine the principles on which Dissenting churches ought
to proceed in the regulation of their internal concerns,
has of late been very manifest ; and, we trust, the inves-
tigation will promote the cause of truth. They who plead
for nothing more than what they find in the New Testa-
ment, need not fear the result of the inquiry, so long as
that volume is preserved entire, and is freely circulated
for the use of the Church,

If then, in the progress of the examination, itis asked,
on what terms persons were admitted into the Church in
apostolic times, and what was the platform of the primi-
tive discipline; we reply, the New Testament informs
us, that he who professed faith in Christ, and whose pro-
fession was considered worthy of credit, was baptised, and
then took his place-in the assembly of the faithful as one
who had “put on Christ.” So long as he filled up the va-
rious duties to which God had called him, it does not
appear that he was subjected to further examination,
or required to renew his profession. It was taken for

B
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granted, that he who continued to walk in the ways of the
Lord, was acting on the principles he had already profess-
ed. If he changed his residence, and went where he was
not known, ‘letters of commendation” were an introduc-
tion to other churches, on the ground of which, the stran-
ger was received, and treated as a brother. 1If, however,
in any period of his profession, he deviated from the path
of dutly, he was warned and admonished ; if his conduct
rendered further severity needful, he was excluded ; but
if he repented and turned again to the Lord, he was again
admitted to the privileges of Communion,

The directions which the New Testament gives us on
this subject, relate only to the great points which should
ever be kept in view ; and not to those minutize for which
no general rule could make provision, It was necessary
that the question, ¢“dost thou believe on the Son of God?”
should be answered ; and the church had a right to expect,
that whoever wished to unite with them, would be ¢ ready
to give a reason of the hope that was in him with meek-
ness and fear:” but the mode of making such a profession
is left undetermined. Whatever relates to particulars con-
cerning which we have no rule given, is fairly open to
examination, and if needful, to alteration. 'We ought to
take care lest by any unwise haste we build upon the foun-
dation, wood, hay, and stubble; or, lest by asuspicious
caution, we rcject gold, silver, and precious stones.

But while we agree to give up all uncommanded prac-
tices to fair examination, and to let them stand or fall by
their respective merits, the case is totally different with
regard to institutions which the Lord has appointed. He
came as King of his Church: he gav‘e Jaws which demand
our obedience. We are not authorized to set these aside,
that we may regulate the church by the taste of the times:
the gquestion is not, what are our terms, but what are the.
terms required by the Lord.

Here the Baptist takes high ground. He asks for no
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more than was required in the Apostolic church, In the
first instance, he asks for a declaration of faith in Christ.
This, it is granted, he has a right to expect from every
one who solicits communion. But if he and his bre-
thren have pressed their inquiries on this subject with
needless or distressing minuteness, and thus have hinder-
ed, rather than helped those who were desirous of walk-
ing in the ways of the Lord; he ought, whenever the
point is proved, to acknowledge that he was in an ér-
ror. He has no right to ask for more than a credible
New-Testament profession. In the next place, he adds,
the New Testament requires that believers should be
baptised. In this sentiment, he is supported by nearly
the whole christian community. That small part except-
ed, who deny the perpetuity of baptism, there is not one
to be found, who will venture to assert, that the believer
has discharged his duty to his Lord, if he is not baptised.
On this ground then, we take our stand. According to
the New Testament, a profession of faith and baptism on
that profession, took place previous to a person’s being
considered as a Member of the church. 1In following such
authority we are not raising a wall of separation which
Christ has not raised ; we are nof requiring terms of our -
own devising ; we are doing nothing more than what we
find in the divine word. We maintain that we have no
authority to call in question the appointments of our di-
vine legislator, and since He requires believers to be
baptised, on their becoming the visible subjects of his
Kingdom, unless it be proved that baptism was tem-
porary in its duration, we are bound to act upon the same
plan. For as DR. CAMPBELL justly observes, ‘‘ when
once a fence is established by statute, it is necessary, in -
order to support its authority, that the letter of the statute
should be the rule in all cases” *.

We are aware it will be said, that this plan of receiving

* Preliminary Dissertationsto his translation of the Gospels. Diss.vi. p. 4.§11.
B2
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Members into the Church, keeps some at a distance who
deserve to be esteemed, and does not always prevent im-
proper characters from entering. But if this objection
has any force, it proves that Jesus Christ was the author
of an imperfect system, and that time has discovered its
defects. Our object, however, is not to defend the wis-
dom of his appointments: though it might easily be shown,
that his plans are more likely to be correct than ours, and
that wherever men have departed from them, evils inabun-
dance have poured themselves into the christian church.

Here, our Pwedobaptist brethren will probably ob-
ject, that we are assuming, at leasta part of the question
under consideration ; that weare not contending for an
Institution of Christ, but for that Institution as we prac-
tice it; that they think, neither the age of the subjects,
nor the mode of administration essential to the ordinance ;
and that therefore the question concerning baptism in our
view, and in their view, practically involves very differ-
ent consequences.

We reply, we admit that the questions are different—
whether we ought to receive those who allow that baptism
is an Institution of Christ, and who plead that they have
obeyed the command, though we think they have not;—
and—whether we ought- to receive those who either op-
poseor neglect the institution altogether. Nor do we blend
these questions; they admit of a separate investigation,
and are to be met by arguments entirely distinct, But in
the controversy now before us, the query is not, whether
P=dobaptism is a valid administration of the ordinance,
for it is distinctly stated by Mr. Hall that Infant baptism is
A NULLITY (Reply, p.5): and therefore the present
discussion unavoidably leads to the inquiry, ought we to
give up Baptism as no longer necessary to communion
with the Christian Church; or, ought we to maintain it
in its original situation? an inquiry which, though at first
sight it seems to concern us only, yet in the issue, will
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involve principles, in which all who acknowledge the
permanency of the ordinances of the gospel are deeply
interested.

Since Mr. Hall began the present controversy, Dr. Ma-
son of New York has published a second edition of a work
entitled ‘“ A Plea for Catholic Communion in the Church
of God.” The first Edition was printed in America under
the title of ‘< A Plea for Sacramental Communion on Ca-
tholic Principles.” The second was printed in London,
while the author was visiting this country. Mr. Hall
hails him as a brother, quotes his work with high appro-
bation, tells us that Dr. M. acknowledged the justness
of his leading priuciple, and is lavish in the praise of his
new ally, at the expence of those Baptists who do not
adopt the system of mixed communion. Yet whoever
reads the Doctor’s work with attention, will perceive that
neither his reasonings nor his authorities, touch the pre-
sent question. He has written a large volume to prove,
that, ‘“portions of two denominations” did right in *com-
ing together on the broad ground of one body, one spirit,
one hope, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and
Father of all.” Introd. p. xiii. His work proceeds on
the supposition that the parties whom he designs to con-
ciliate, are members of Churches, which have “the right-
ful possession of the Sacraments;” (p.9, 10.) which,
he observes, ‘‘is essential to the existence of a true
church.” These, he informs us, are two, Baptism and
the Lord’s Supper; he quotes the definition of the ““Sa-
craments” given in the Wesminster Confession of Faith;
and his whole argument supposes that both these ‘“ Sacra-
ments” are viewed by each party in the same light, and
practically regarded for the same ends. In the progress
of his work he brings forth a long list of authorities to
prove, that good men of various ages, have pleaded the
cause of Christian union, and have zealously urged their
brethren who practised the same institutions in their
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respective Churches, and who agreed in the belief of the
same general system of doctrine, to commune together!
These authorities were well adapted to Dr, Mason’s pur-
pose in justifying Ais uniting with Dr. Romeyn at New
York; because the Churches under the pastoral care of
these two ministers, were on the same general ground
both respecting doctrine and practice; but how they
would have applied, if one of these Churches had been in
the opinion of the other unbaptised, Dr. Mason does not
inform us. Every person at all acquainted with Ecclesi-
astical History knows, that communion in the Lord’s sup-
per always supposed the previous baptism of the parties ;
and that the authorities, so abundantly quoted in the Doc-
tor’s < Plea,” are perfectly nugatory, when applied to the
case of those who believe that the parties to whom they
object are not baptised.

Dr. Mason thinks he has furnished ¢ a sure and easy
rule of conscience in regard to church fellowship, viz. ne
particular act of communion is to be interpreted as reach-
ing beyond ¢fself, unless coupled with other acts by an
express or known condition.” (p. 829.) We have no
objection to apply this ““sure and easy rule” to the case
which concerns our present enquiry. The ‘“ express” or
““ known condition” which is ¢ coupled ” with every ““ act
of communion ” between Baptists and Peedobaptists must
necessarily be “ interpreted” as a declaration—either that
the Baptist acknowledges Paedobaptism to be valid; or,
that he does not regard baptism to be at all requisite to
Communion. The first, no Baptist can acknowledge ; the
second, is the subject of the present inquiry, and, in our
view, is attended with unanswerable objections: but nei-
ther of them concerns Dr. Mason’s great object, which is
to the last, to recommend communion among ‘those who
profess ¢ one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one hope of
their calling’.” (p. 895.)

Notwithstanding this constant reference to a state of
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opinions perfectly distinct from that before us in this
controversy, Dr. Mason in the preface to his second
edition, alludes to the present debate, and thinks proper
to say, ¢ that all such differences, be the; y what they may,
are insufficient to justify the want of communion between
those that mutually own and honor each other’s christiani-
ty.” ( p. viii,) How he can reconcile this system with the
sentiments of his own church does not appear. If the
Associate Reformed Church, of which he is a member,
acknowledge his theory in all its extent, they have far
departed from the opinions of their forefathers; and if
they do not see a difference between the communion of
persons who use the same rites of baptism and the same
formularies in other things, and the admission of those to
communion who are without baptism, they have lost
their former acuteness.

From Dr, Mason’s work Mr. Hall anticipates very
important results. ‘“ Let us hope that America, that land
of freedom, where our pious ancestors found an asylum
from the oppression of intolerance, will exert under the
auspices of.such men as Dr. Mason, a powerful reaction
on the parent state, and aid her emancipation from the
relies of that pestilential evil, still cherished and retained
in too many British Churches.” (Preface, p. viii, ix.)

‘What the American Baptists will do in future, time
alone can discover. 1In times past, we are told that many
of their churches acted on the plan of mixed communion ;
but they found that it so often both destroyed their peace
and impeded their prosperity, thatina great variety of
instances they have adopted the practise of communing
with baptised believers only. BENEDICT, in his General
History of the Baptist Denomination in America, printed
in 1813, mentions a number of cases of this kind, and
some churches, he says, have been “ split to pieces by the
embarrassing policy.” Tt is commonly supposed here in
England, by the friends of that system, that if it was
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once admitted it would retain its influence ; but whoever
reads Benedict's History, will see that American experi-
ence does not favour such an expectation.

Mr. Hall observes, that ‘“some whose character com-
‘mands the deepest respect, are known to deprecate the
agitation of the present controversy from an apprehension
of the injury the denomination may sustain by the expo-
sure of its intestine divisions.” (Preface p. xiii.) Proba-
bly by this time they are satisfied that their apprehensions
were well founded ; so far, at least, as relates to the pre-
sent effect of the discussion; for it cannot be imagined
that they were afraid lest the cause of ¢ruth, on which-
ever side it was found, would ultimately be injured.

The opponents of our denomination seem to think that
they have gained an advantage they never had before;
they consider Mr. Hall’s work as sacrificing one impor-
tant part of our common system ; and as making a con-
cession which reduces the practical importance of bap-
tism to nothing, With their views of baptism, the case
of the unbaptised soliciting communion with them will be
of such rare occurrence, that it will very seldom require
consideration ; but if Mr. Hall’s sentiment prevails, they
clearly see, that whenever a Peedobaptist wishes to unite
with us, we shall be expected practically to declare, that
the baptism for which we plead, however conformable to
the primitive institution, has lost its authority, and is no
longer to be retained in its original station. Hence the
result is, that all who dislike the Baptists, and all who
are inimical to the institution of baptism itself, with
Mr, Hall at their head, are loud 'in their exclamations
against us; and if they go as far as he does, in the ex-
tent and severity of their accusations, they can at least
plead the sanction of Ais example in their defence. His
writings clearly shew that he is in avowed friendship with
those who oppose his own denomination ; and that, accord-
ing to his own statement, the points in which he differs
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from them are trifling, compared with those in which they
are both agreed. Is it surprising that men of discern-
ment, *“ whose character commands the deepest respect”,
and who knew the extent of Mr. Hall’s theory, should
have deprecated a system of which they saw this would be
the effect? Perhaps they were also afraid lest it should
separate the Baptists and Paedobaptists to a greater dis-
tance than before, or render their intercourse less confi-
dential. But—the die is cast, and whatever consequen-
ces may follow, those who according to the New Testament
believe that baptism should precede communion, have not
to bear the blame of exciting this controversy; and they
had no other option, but either to defend their cause;
or—to sit down in silence, and bear the stigma of having
nothing to say, or of not daring to speak: they have made
their election, and leave the result to God.

They were compelled to defend themselves for the addi-
tional reason, that they viewed the opinion which Mr. Hall
advocates, as in the end attacking the permanency of Bap-
tism ; and since he attempts to establish his theory as the
law of the New Testament, it leads us directly to the
question,—has the sacred volume nullified its own instita-
tions, or does it still continue to support them?

With respect to the effect which the discussion has
produced on the dispositions of the Baptists and Padobap-
tists towards each other, as far as my observation has ex-
tended, the strict Baptists stand where they did; their
conduct is not altered towards the members of other de-
nominations, and I hope their temper is not injured; they
are still willing to unite with their fellow christians on
common ground in promoting a common cause; and I
doubt not many of the Pwdobaptists will goas far with
us as theydid before, and with the same general feeling,
Some of them are aware that Mr. Hall’s favorite theory
relieves neither party from any difficulty. Others hold
different language ; and ‘in proportion as they adopt his
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opinion, they occupy a new station. Houw far they will
be affected by the change, time alone will discover.

Mr. Hall thinks that a ““ simple expedient” might set-
tle the difficulty which arises from the divided opinion of a
church, where the majority are in favor of mixed commu-
nion ; which is, to “admit pious Pewedobaptists, without
hesitation, and to let those whose principles deter them
from joining in such communion receive the Lord’s supper
apart.” (Preface p. xviii.) The success of this plan is
more than doubtful. What is to be done where the min-
ister is of a different opinion from the majority ? If such
a system as this should become popular, every minister, of
the sentiments now described, whatever may have been
the length or importance of his services, would feel his
confidence in those with whom he had long acted in unity,
so sensibly weakened, that he would not be surprised at
the rising of a storm that would drive him away. But
besides the effect which this expedient might have on the
minister, it would also produce an effect on the mem-
bers whose sentiments did not agree with those of the
majority. The older members especially, who had been
labouring for a course of years in a common cause, would
feel themselves deeply affected by such an alteration.
What would they think, when they saw the constitutien of
that church subverted, the prosperity of which had been
intimately connected with their purest enjoyments, and
their most vigorous exertions? How admirably would
this “ expedient” promote the unity of the church, when
those who maintain its original principles would in real-
ity be expelled, instead of continuing to be recogni-
sed as joined to the Church in one body? What would
they think of a scheme which under the pretence of increa-
sing the members of Baptist Churches, admitted Pedo-
baptists, and dissevered BAPTISTS! Notwithstanding
Mr. Hall says this can be done “ without inflicting the
slightest wound on these amiable and exemplary per-
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sons,” (p. xviii) it would be found an impossibility. Ma-
ny would never submit to the experiment; and of those
that did, several would be found who would not repeat it.
They would too strongly recollect past days, and too pow-
erfully feel the alteration forced upon them, not to be fill-
ed with reflections which they would not wish to have
excited again. Though Mr. Hall attempts to put his
plan into smooth language, and if ever he means to con-
ciliate, one would suppose it would be, when he was preo-
fessing to treat those members of our Churches who differ
from him with marked respect, as “amiable and exemplary,
characters,” yet there is a manner in which he speaks of
them, which ought not and cannot escape their notice.
*“ By this simple expedient,” we are told, “the views of all
parties will be met : the majority will exert their prero-
gative, and act consistently with their avowed principles:
the PapoBaprTisTS will obtain their RIGHTS ;f‘.‘and the
abettors of strict communion will enjoy that state of sepa-
ration and seclusion which they covet!” (p. xviii, xix.)
Such expressions need no comment, and such doctrines
require no elucidation. We are told, that Pedobaptists
have a right to membership in Baptist Churches; the
““majority” are instructed in defence of their * prerogative”
and “ principle” to admit that right; and the ¢ abettors of
strict communion” are held up to view, as if they coveted
“ separation and seclusion,” and would ¢ enjoy” it, even
though the churches of which they had been members were
rending in pieces ! By this means” says Mr. Hall ““a si-
lent revolution may be effected in our Churches:”—perhaps
s0 ; silence isoften produced by astonishment: one conse-
quence would certainly follow, which at first takes place in
silence; and that is, a want of confidence in those who were
known to be the projectors or abettors of such arevolution.
Bat in time, those who had been silent would speak,
and it requires no sagacity to foresee what they would say.

But what would be the effect of this revolution? To
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.exclude more members than would be added by the means
of it, Generally speaking, the number of Pzdobaptists
who are found in Baptist Churches is small. When a
Member of a Church holding mixed communion is asked,
what is the state of the society to which he belongs, the
answer is frequently in the tone of Apology;—* we are on
the plan of open communion, but we have very few in our
church except those who have been baptised.” Thus
they endeavour to justify themselves, and to persuade
their brethren, that they may, with security, admit
those Paedobaptists who wish to ynite with them (whem it
would be a pity to lose) because they are so few, that
they cannot possibly do any hurt. Mr, Robinson says,
“probably mixed fellowship and great majorities of unbap-
tised believers tending to alter the constitution of the
church, may have been associated ideas, But whatever
may have happened in some few particular cases, the con-
nection is not good; for in most mixed churches where
the minister is a baptist, the proportion is not so great
as five to a hundred*.”

Our denomination is supposed to lie under the ““frown
of the great head of the Church,” as the consequence of
strict communion. (Preface, p. xxiii, xxiv.) Ifso, it may
reasonably be expected, that those churches which are
upon the plan of open communion, are eminently blest with
the divine presence, and that their success can be visi-
bly traced to this cause.—It may be expected, that in pro-
portion to the congregations, the churches are larger, that
the conversion of sinners is more frequent, and that the
amount of the real piety of the church and congregation is
greater than in other places. In these congregations it
may be expected, that the ‘“advantage of overwhelming
evidence in favour of our sentiments” (Preface, p. xxiii),
is felt in all its power, and that there is a striking contrast
between the blighted and withered state of a congregation

* Doct. of Toleration in Miscel, Porks, vol, TI1. p.188.
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and church where strict communion is maintained, and the
fruitful condition of that church in which open communion
draws down the divine blessing. Mr. Hall has thrown out
an insinuation, but has brought nothing to justify it.
‘What he has said stands'as an accusation against the body,
and his authority, as one of the denomination, may be
quoted in its support; while it is evident, that the de-
fence is both delicate and difficult. In a former treatise
we stated an opinion on the fact: and though that opinion
is not altered, but confirmed, yet we would rather bear
our own share of any man’s censure, than excite the un-
pleasant and painful feelings, which would unavoidably be
the effect of such a detail of facts and reasonings, as the
defence of this part of our common cause would necessa-
rily require; and we are sure many of our brethren would
do the same.

But since it is commonly found, that the introduction
of mixed communion sets baptism aside, as of very little
moment, if our supposed want of success arises from our
not adopting that system, the inference is neither distant
nor unfair, thatif we ceased to be Baptists we sheuld be
more usefu] still! ‘

It seldom happens that a controverted subject continues
long stationary. In the progress of the discussion, the
ground will more or less be changed, and the subject
viewed in its different bearings. When JoHN BUNYAN
pleaded for mixed communion, he said, the rule by which
he would receive persons into fellowship, was “ by a dis-
covery of their faith and holiness, and their declaration
of their willingness to subject themselves to the laws and
government of Christ in his Church.” But he thought
baptism of so little consequence, that when urged with
the priority of baptism to communion, as recorded in the
New Testament, he replied, ““ that water baptism hath
formerly gone first is granted : but that it ought of neces-
sity to do so, I never saw proof.” In consistency with
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this theory, he pleaded for the reception of those who in
his opinion were pious characters; and if they said, they
did not see it their duty to be baptised, he was ready not on-
ly to accept of their apology, but to come forward in their
defence. Alluding to the Israelites in the time of Jo-
shua, who had not been circumcised in the wilderness,
he says, “ they could not have a bigger reason than this,
‘I haveno light therein,” which is the cause at this day
that many a faithful man denieth to take up the ordinance
of baptism. But I say whatever the hindrance was it mat-
tereth not; our brethren have a manifest one, an invinci-
ble one, one that all the men on earth, nor angels in hea-
ven cannot remove ; for it is God that created light, and
for them to do it without light, would but prove them
unfaithful to themselves, and make them sinners before
God*.” The question however, is not, whether a person
ought to act hypocritically ; but, whether we are compel-
led by the word of God to receive those as members, who
in our estimation, do not fulfil its directions, and give
this as a reason, ‘we have no light therein,”

BUNYAN also says, ‘“the person that is to be baptised
stands by that, a member of no church at all, neither of
the visible, nor yet of the invisible. A visible saint he
is, but not made so by baptism ; for he must be a visible
saint before, else he onght not te be baptised. Baptism
makes thee no member of the church, neither particular
nor universal; neither doth it make thee a visible saint;
it therefore gives thee neither right to, nor being of, mem-
bership atall +:” Baptism is—‘ none of those laws, nor
any part of them, that the church as a church should shew
her obedience by ;—1I find not that baptism is a sign to any
but to the person that is baptised }:” < If water baptism,
as the circumstances with which the churches were pes-
tered of old, trouble their peace, wound the consciences

* Bunyan’s Confession of faith, and reasons of his practice, §c. Works, vol. 1.
p. 128, 135, 136, Svo. Ed. 1769.  tibid. p.130.  ip. 155, 156.
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of the godly, dismember and break their fellowships, itis,
although an ordinance, for the present, #o be prudently
shunned : for the edification of the church, as I shall shew
anon, is to be preferred before it .”

Dr. JamEs FosTER, who pleaded the same cause ina
sermon on ‘ Catholic Communion,” raised the controversy
afresh, and used arguments similar to those of Mr. Hall;
but though Dr. Foster’s popularity and talents were of a
distinguished order, yfet his system made no lasting im-
pression on the public mind.

After that time mixed communion seems to have been
commonly defended on the ground, that a person who
believes himself to have been baptised, ought to be
admitted to the Lord’s Supper by those who may not.
think his views of baptism correct either with respect to
the mode or subject. In opposition to arguments built
on this basis, MR. BooTH wrote his ‘“ Apology for the
Baptists :” in which he pressed his opponents with the
consequence, that in consistency with their method of
reasoning, they ought to receive those who were acknow-
ledged to be unbaptised : an inference which at that time
very few were bold enough to admit,

When MR. RoBiNSON appeared in the field, he con-
structed his argument on a ground considerably different
from that of any of his predecessors; and Mr. Hall dis-
tinctly states that his work “rests on principles more lax
and latitudinarian than it is in his power conscientiously
to adopt.” (Terms of Communion, Pref. p. ix.)

But he takes the consequence which Mr. Booth pressed .
on those who contended for mixed communion in his day ;.
he admits that we may receive those who are unbaptised,
knowing them to be such; and thatalthough baptismis an
institution still in force, yet baptism and communion have
no connection whatever.

This theory places the inquiry on a basis, which, though

} ut supra, p. 136.
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not altogether new, yet, we believe, was never so boldly
and distinctly brought forward as at present. The
subject which we have now to examine lies essentially in
this single question; if we make the New Testament
our rule, ought the church to be composed of persons who
are unbaptised? If the rule once given to the Church, orce
universally obeyed, and acknowledged to be still in force,
may be passed over, Mr. Hall’s theory may be admitted.
But then, the consequence will necessarily be, that the
New Testament as the rule of our conduct in the church,
will immediately become a useless book. For what possi-
ble authority can we attach to its directions, if we can set
aside one of its plain and universal commands? TIn vain
shall we plead its sanction in favour of any thing contrary
to the spirit and taste of the times, when it may be replied,
that according to the New Testament, church members
should be baptised, but it is now acknowledged that such
antiquated practices are not suitable to modern days. On
this plan we have no ground of reasoning left, except that
of mere expedience,

The whole spirit of the argument against us, strikes at
the root of every thing by which both dissenting and pro-
testant churches are distinguished. Cbharges of assump-
tion, of infallibility, and of intolerance, are plentifully
heaped upon us. These we consider not at all formidable,
Had our forefathers been awed by such accusations, their
posterity might still have been wearing the chains of su-
perstition. The dominion of truth and evidence .disdain
such attempts to confine their sway. 'We assume nothing
but the right of doing what we find commanded in the
New Testament. If we mistake the sense of the sacred
volume, we regret our misfortune: but the principle, that
we ought to follow that infallible rule as our guide, we
can never give up. For this principle we plead: that we
should be reviled for maintaining it is. nothing new; but
we defy the ingenuity of any one to shew, how christians
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of any description can form a church according to the
New Testament, without being liable to similar charges,
from those who may choose to attack them,

When we urge the directions and precedents of the New
Testament in favour of our practice, we are sometimes
“met by the reply, ¢doubtless you think the inference cor-
rect, but others think differently’: and the result is, ¢you
ought not to adopt a plan which is contrary to the conclu-
sions drawn by other people’. A reply which would serve
a Roman Catholic in opposition to every Protestant argu-
ment against Popish authority.

The question of the tendency of any opinion must in
the end become a question of experience: but in the pre-
sent instance, there are manifest consequences which we
ought to anticipate. Many think (we doubt not sincerely)
that mixed communion would promote our common cause.
They imagine that it would bring a numerous accession of
Peedobaptists into our congregations and churches: and
this expectation increases the earnestness with which they
plead for it. Lest, however, we should suppose, that
their earnestness for the admission of persons unbaptised:
arises from indifference to the institution of baptism, they
assure us, that indeed they are Baptists, and are not
indifferent to what they think is the command of the
Lord. During the period of discussion, their zeal in
its favour may be preserved alive by various causes; but
let the controversy pass away ; letit be generally admitted,
that baptism is not now a term of communion ; that it is
a duty which calls a person’s attention only as an indivi-
dual, but at present has no connection either with the right
or privilege of being a member of a church; and that
there is as ready an access to communion without it, as
with it; and what must be theresult? It will soon be
considered a very unfortunate thing to have any discus-
sion excited about an external rite. Those who are so
deeply impressed with the propriety of believers’ baptism,

c
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that they cannot be satisfied without it, will be advised
to follow the dictates of their conseiences, that they may
obtain peace of mind. But though the Baptists will doubt-
less be gratified by such occurrences, yet if they embrice
with ardour the system of mixed communion, they will be
so neutralized by its influence, that they will be afraid of
hearing their peculiar sentiment defended, lest any thing
should be said that might hurt the minds of those who are
not Baptists. Such a state of things may continue for a
time, but it cannot be permanent. Either, one of the insti-
tutions of the Lord will disappear from the charch; or the
debate respecting it will be revived, Churches composed of
persons whose sentiments widely differ, never continue
long in peace, except one of the parties is so decided a
minority as to be kept entirely in the back ground. "When
the English Baptists began to explain and defend their sen-
timents, theyfound it necessary to act by themselves, hoth
for the enjoyment of peace, and the promotion of a com-
mon cause : and the consequences of the present discussion
will be unlike those that have gone before, if our brethren
are not ultimately convinced, that, unless they are dispos-

ed to sacrifice their principles, they must continue to bear
reproach and persevere.




CHAPTER I1.

ON THE STATEMENT OF THE CONTROVERSY,

MRr. HALL acknowledges that the point in debate
between the advucates of open communion, and those
who oppose it, is fairly stated in the work entitled * Bap-
tism a Term of Communion,” and that * the question and
the only question is, whether those who are acknowledged
to be unbaptised ought to come to the Lord’s Table.” (Re-
ply p.1.) To this explicit concession we particularly
request the reader’s attention.

The inquiry next in order ought to be, by what rule the
question, and the only question now in debate is to be de-
termined, - If by the New Testament, we then ask,
does that volume sanction the admission of the unbaptised
to communion? If it does, all that we can reasonably re-
quire is, evidence that we ought to admit them, and the
controversy will be finished. If it does nof, we are
sufficiently justified in maintaining that Baptism is a term
of communion ; for no one who has read the New Testa-
ment will pretend to deny that the members of the Primi-
tive Churches were baptised; and that baptism was
esteemed essential to communion in the apostolic age. If
we are referred to any other authority than the New

c?
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Testament, or to any reasons for admitting * those who are
acknowledged to be unbaptised” which are not to be found
there, we shall take our leave of the controversy. Qur
object is not to follow the wisdom of man, but the direc-
tions of the word of God. To use tlie words of Dr.
CampBELL we shall « desist from expatiating further on
the absurdity of making that a doctrine of the Gospel,
with which the New Testament does not acquaint us ; or
a christian institution, which did not commence till after
the decease of the last of the Apostles.” *

But though Mr. Hall grants that the question in
debate is correctly stated, he finds great fault with the
general view which is given of the controversy in the
work now mentioned, 'The outline which is there sketch-
ed, scarcely needs either explanation or defence. The
parties in the CUntroveréy, it was observed, are Pedo-
baptists on the one side, and Baptists on the other. The
general sentiments of the Padobaptists on the subjects of
Baptism and Communion are first noticed ; and then, the
general sentiments of the Baptists as a body, on the same
points :—and the controversy that arose between the two
parties, both with respect to baptism and communion.
Here it was stated, that the Baptists are divided into two
classes: some oppose the admission of Padobaptists to
communion, because they consider them to be unbaptised.
and believe, that admitting the unbaptised is not according
to the direction of Christ, and the practice of bis Apos-
tles : others are willing to admit them, and plead for their
admission by various arguments.

By this statement Mr. Hall is much offended ; and
though it is not desirable to protract the discussion, by
following him step by step, there are a few things which
ought not to be passed over in silence.

IIe objects, in the first place, to the account which
is given of the sentiments of the Baptists. It was

* Lect. on Ece. Hist. Vol 1. p. 103,
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observed, that in their view, the subjects of baptism
should be believers, that the ordinance should be adminis-
tered by immersion; ‘ and then, and not before, they
consider such persons properly qualified; according to the
New Testament, for the reception of the Lord’s Sup-
per.” (Baptism a Term of Com. p. 11, first Ed.) But,
we are told, “the last position Mr. K. is aware is not
maintained by the Baptists as such, but by a part of them
only: it may be doubted whether it be the sentiment of
the majority. &e.” (Reply p. 2.) In the second edition,
this ‘““position” was altered in the following manner ; ¢ and
as a body, they believe that such persons are not till then,
fully qualified according to the New Testament, for the
reception of the Lord’s supper.” (2d. Ed. p.11.) But
this alteration would not remove Mr. Hall’s objection,
since the passage still continued to state, that the
mixed communion Baptists are a minority of the deno-
mination.

It was not suspected that on this point there was any
difference of opinion, since Mr. Hall had fully acknow-
ledged all that we stated. In his treatise on Terms of
Communioun, after he has described the sentiments of the
Baptists, he adds, “On this ground they have for the
MOST PART confined their communion to persons of their
own persuasion, in which, illiberal as it may appear, they
are supported by the GENERAL PRACTICE of the Christi-
an World”, &c. (p. 11.) “ The advocates of strict com-
munion are the most numerous ; it is the GENERAL PRAC-
TICE of our Churches.” (p. 12.) Agreeably to this
statement, he afterwards speaks of strict communion as
the sentiment of ¢ the MAJORITY of the Baptists”; and
adds that he has ‘presumed to resist the current of opinion.’
(p- 87.) In the preface to his Reply, the same thing is
clearly confessed. ‘“From the appearance of Mr, Bunyan’s
treatise, entitled Water Baptism no bar to Communion,
to the publication of the celebrated Mr. Robinson, a
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whole century elapsed, with few or no efforts to check the
progress of the prevailing system, which had gained so
firm a footing previous to Mr. Booth’s writing, that he
felt no scruple in entitling his defence of that practice,
An Apélogy for the Baptists. The MAJORITY appear
to have carried it with so high a hand, that the FEW
CHURCHES who ventured to depart from the established
usage were very equivocally acknowledged to belong to the
general body, and seem to have been content to purchase
peace, at the price of silence and submission.” ( Preface
p. 11, 12)

Thus we see, that when Mr. Hall wrote his Terms of
Communion, and also when he wrote the Preface of his
Reply to *“ Baptism a Term of Communion”, the strict
Baptists were acknowledged to be the MAJORITY. But
when he was writing the second page of his Reply, his
tone is changed, and, the * position” already noticed,
he says, <“Mr. K. is aware, is not maintained by the
Baptists as such, but by a part of them only; it may be
doubted whether it be the sentiment of THE MAJORITY”!

Let the reader keep in view the reason given by Mr,
Hall why “ Mr. Booth felt no scruple in entitling his
defence of that practice [strict communion] An Apology
Jfor the Baptists”, which was, the  firm footing” obtain-
ed by the prevailing system; and compare it with the
following passage: ‘it is but just however to remark,
that this disposition to enlarge the number of his parti-
zans, is not peculiar to this writer. Mr. Booth when
engaged in defending a thesis, about which the Baptists-
had long been divided, chose in the same spirit to deno-
minate his performance An Apology for the Baptists.”
(Reply p. 2.) How these differences are to be reconciled
I know not,

Mr. Hall adds, ¢ Our author proceeds to observe, ‘Here
arises a controversy between the two parties, not only res-
pecting baptism, but also respecting their conduct to each
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other on the subject of communion” Where, let me ask,
are the traces to be found of this imaginary controversy.
between the Baptisis and Padobaptists on that subject ?”
(Reply p.3.) We answer, wherever the question has
been agitated ; wherever Padobaptists have sought admit-
tance among Baptists; wherever their friends have
attempted to introduce them into churches which had not
been in the practice of mixed eommunion. Such circum-
stances have frequently taken place, and they have seldom
fajled to produce some degree of discussion,

Mr. Hall asks, “what are the names of the parties, and
to what publications did it give birth?” p. 8. That the Pee-
dobaptists are ““ parties” in opposition to our views of Com-
munion he himself acknowledges afterwards; he says, he
has ‘“no doubt the result of an accurate and extensive en-
quiry” into their sentiments would be in favour of his
opinion. p.10. As to the publications to which it gave
birth, we need mention only BooTH’s Apology for the
Baptists. That one work fully proves all that we have
stated. In the Preface, Mr. Booth says, it is entirely on
the DEFENSIVE that the Author takes up his pen ; for had
not the principles and practice of those professors who
are invidiously called Strict Baptists, been severely cen-
sured by MANY THAT MAINTAIN, and by some who deny
the di?vir_}e authority of Infant Baptism, these pages would
never have seen the light.”

Mr. Hall continues his attack: * this author had
informed us at the distance of a few lines, that the Psedo-
baptists in general believe that none ought to come to
the Lord’s table who are not baptised. If this is correct,
we may indeed easily conceive of their being offended
with us for deeming them unbaptised ; but how our refusal
to admit them to communion should become the subject
of debate, is utterly mysterious.” (p. 3.) :

“ If this is correct”— Does Mr, Hall mean to say that
it is not correct? If it is not, Mr. Hall was either
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incorrect when he wrote ¢“ on Terms of Communion”, or a
change in the sentiments of the Padobaptists has taken
place since he published that work. There he distinctly
stated, that the Baptists ¢ have for the most part con-
fined their communion to persons of their own persuasion,
in which, illiberal as it may appear, they are supported
by the gemeral praclice of the christian world, which,
whatever diversities of opinion may have prevailed, have
pretty generally concurred in insisting upon baptism as an
INDISPENSIBLE PREREQUISITE to the Lord’s table.”
(Terms of Com. p.11.) Again, he confesses that the
conduct of the baptists arises ‘“ from a rigid adherence to
a principle almost universally adopted, that Laptism is,
under all circumstances, a necessary prerequisite to the
Lord’s Supper.” (p. 12.)

But, says Mr. Hall in the latter part of his sentence,
‘“ how our refusal to admit them [the Padobaptists] to
communion should become the subject of debate is utterly
mysterious,” The mystery is easily explained; the Pzdo-
baptists have taken two grounds of argument ; in general
they have agreed with us, that baptism should precede
communion, but they say, this ought not to be pressed
-so far, as to make a profession of faith, and immersion,
essential to the ordinance. They do not say, baptism
cannot be administered by immersion ; bat they maintain,
that immersion is not necessary to its adm’nistration.
Hence they complain of us, because we cannot admit
that the sprinkling of Infants is Christian baptism.
This is the ground of many of the charges of bigotry and
intolerance, which are preferred against us; the amount
of which is; if we would give up our sentiments and
and allow their practice to be baplism, the two parties
might unite very well: but because we cannot go this
length, they instantly see the consequence, that on their
own principles, a separation of communion is unavoid-
able, Others have adopted the wider theory of our
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author; that joining in communion neither supposes a
person to have been baptised nor the contrary: and
Mr. Hall believes that this is the opinion of the majority
of the Peedobaptists. If so, it has been adopted only a
short time; for it is manifestly no¢ the sentiment which
they have been accustomed to profess; and it deserves
their consideration, whether in admitting it, they do not
as far depart from the principles of the New Testament,
as from those of all the Peedobaptist Churches of the
Reformation.

Mr. Hall thinks proper to add, the truth is,— nor
could the writer be ignorant of it,—that the dispute res-
pecting communion existed in our own denomination.
and in that only.” (Reply p. 3, 4,) What Mr. Hall may
call *“ the dispute,” is not easy to determine; but I shall
only observe in addition to the evidence already adduced,
that no one acquainted with the history of Dissenters,
since the year 1644, when the Baptists published their
confession of faith, is ignorant that their opinions and
practice, on the subject of communion, have at different
times excited the attention of the Paedobaptists, and
exposed them to a variety of censures.*

If Mr. Hall’s principle is admitted, the christian world
will undergo a complete Revolution; and the basis of -
nearly all the churches of which it is composed will be
overturned. He seems to have completely seen this
consequence when writing his introductory remarks to his .
first work. He there says, (p. 12.) ¢ I am greatly mista-
ken if it be possible to bring it to a satisfactory issue,
without adverting to topics in which the christian world

* Vide—JouN GoopwiN’s Water dipping no firm footing for church
communion, or considerations proving it not simply lawful, but necessary
also in point of duty, for persons baptised in the new mode of dipping to
continue communion with those churches, or embodied societies of saints
of which they were members before the said dipping, &c. Lond. 1653.
And, a long answer to the question  Whether it be our duty to seek peace
‘with the Anabaptists,” in BAXTERs Life and Times, by Sylvester, part 2,
p.181. Aiso, CorroN MaTHER’s Ecclesiastical History of New England,
(book vii. ch. 4.) for a view of the subject taken by the American divines:
«and, DR, MasoN on Communion, p. 251.
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are nol less interested than the Baptists. 1f the con-
clusions we shall endeavour to establish appear on im-
partial inquiry to be well founded, it will follow that
serious errors respecting terms of communion have pre-
vailed to a wide exter:t in the Christian Church,” In
prosecuting this design, he begins by an attack upon us;
weare to be the first sacrifice, but the above passage
plainly shews that we are not to be the last. To say
therefore, that the PPadobaptists * have no interestin the
inquiry” (p. 9.) before us is absurd. The principle on
which we plead for strict communion, they have asserted
as a scriptural principle, times without number; and
before it can be proved that they ¢ have no interest in the
inquiry, ” they must unsay, what their confessions and
elementary works on the subject of theology, have said in
every variety of form; and a doctrine in complete oppo-
sition to what has been admitted with unprecedented
universality, must be brought forward, as the happy dis-
covery of modern times.

That the Padobaptists and ourselves differ respecting
both the mode and subjects of baptism, is nothing to the
present purpose. They either have, or they have no#
founded their churches on the professed principle, that
baptism ought to precede communion. Mr., Hall has
confessed that this was “ a principle almost wniversally
adopted” : bow then can he affirm that they < have no
interest in the inquiry”, when one of the constitutional
principles of their churches must be surrendered, if his
theory is received !

In the Apostolic age, Mr. Hall confesses no such thing
existed as an unbaptised Member of the Church, In the
'succeeding ages prior to the introduction of Popery, he
acknowledges that the unbaptised were not admitled.
At the Reformation, the princjple acted upon in the
purest ages was again recognised in all the Protestant
churches : and the Non-conformists so generally declared
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their fell acquiescence in it, that it would be difficult to.
find asingle exception, 1If, then, the Padobaptists ‘““have
no interest in the inquiry” ; if, with Mr. Hall, they assert,
that partaking of the Lord’s Supper neither supposes a per-
son to be baptised, nor the contrary; they will indirect terms
oppose a prineiple on which their churches have generally
been founded; and render further evidence of their being
parties entirely unnecessary.

~ Undoubtedly it would be very agreable to Mr. Hall,
and to those Paedobaptists whe agree with him, if all this
was forgotten. But that is impossible. Itis deeply engra-
ven in the records of time; and cannot be denied.

Should it be said that this relates to a point of History,
that it does not decide the question of right, and that the
Padobaptists are now coming round to Mr, Hall’s new
system ; we reply, if so, we admit that one of the aspects
of the present controversy will be changed : but the con-
sequence will be, that we shall soon arrive at the predicted
result ;—we shall have to contend not only for the place
which baptism is to have in the christian Church, but for
the institution itself.

Mr. Hall objects to our detail of the different reasons
advanced in favour of mixed communion; and says, “of
this diversity in the mode of defending our practice, the
writer of these pages confesses himself fotally ignorant.”
(Reply p. 4.) He goes so far as to say, ““it is easy to per-
ceive that the alledged disagreement in our principles is
a mere phantom.” (p.5.) We shall trouble the reader
with only two remarks on these singular assertions.

First, Mr. Hall seems to have forgotten what he him-
self said in his # Terms of Communion.” (Pref. p. ix.)
He there assigns a reason why he does not notice the
treatise of Mr. Robinson on mixed communion, which
is, ‘“‘because it rests on principles more lax and latitu-.
dinarian, than it is in his power conscientiously to adopt.”
By his own confession, he and Mr. Robinsen ¢ con-
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structed defences” of their common sentiment on princi-
ples “ totally dissimilar.” In ¢ Baptism a Term of
Communion” it was stated, that the friends of mixed
communion pleaded for their practice by various argu-
ments; among others, ““that as their Peedobaptist brethren
think themselves baptised, they are willing to admit them
on that ground, since they do not object to baptism itself,
but only differ from others in the circumstantials of the
ordinance,” 'This is one of the two passages which Mr.
Hall has quoted *, and the only one to which his charge
of a diversity in the mode of defence can attach; for
the remaining quotation contains his own theory on the
subject.

In aletter intitled ‘“ A modest plea for free communion,”
said to be written by a venerable minister who died many
years ago, is the following passage; ¢ besides, it should
be considered, who is to be the judge of what is, or is not
Baptism in this dispute? Most certainly every man for
himself, and not one for the other; else we destroy the
right of private judgment, and go about to establish a
Popish infallibility against the liberty of the Gospel. I
have no business with any man’s conscience but my own,
unless by endeavouring better to instruct it, where it
appears to be wrong. If my Pwedobaptist brother is
satisfied in his mind, that he is rightly baptised, he is so
to himself, and while the answer of a good conscience
attends it, God will, and does own him in it, to all the
ends designed by it, so that while he considers it as laying
him under the same obligations to holiness of heart and
and life, as I consider my baptism to do me, why shounld
not he commune with me at the table of our common
Lord?” The date of this letter is June, 1772, and it is
signed ‘‘ pAcIFicUS”. In the year 1778 Mr. Booth pub-
lished his “ Apology for the Baptists;” in that work he
frequently refers to this letter, and quotes part of the

% A slight error excepted; which occurred probably in transcribing.
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above passage. Seep.59 of the first edition, p, 78, 79
of the edition printed in 1812.  In his * Defence of Piedo-
bapﬁsm examined,” in answer to Dr. Williams, printed
in 1792, he again refers to the same passage, (See p. 50.)
Subsequent to Mr. Booth’s ¢ Apology,” Mr. Robinson
stated the same mode of reasoning in his ¢ Doctrine of
Toleration,” first printed in 1781. There we find the fol-
lowing passages; the first of which is quoted, chiefly for
the purpose of enabling the reader to perceive the full
bearing of the second. “ We affirm that it is just, right,
and agreable to the revealed will of Christ, that Baptist
Churches should admit into their fellowship such persons
as desire admission on profession of faith and repentance,
although they refuse to be baptised by immersion, because
they sincerely believe they have been baptised by sprink-
ling in their infancy.” Miscell. Works, Vol. III, p. 154,
Again, “we do not plead, then, for the admission of
such a person, because we think he hath been baptised,
for in our own opinion he hath not ; but because ke judges
ke has been baptised, and we have no authority to deprive
him of the right of private judgement, but on the crontrary,
we are expressly commanded to allow him the liberty of
determining for himself.” (p. 168.) Mr. Hall has a right
toinform us on what subjects he is *“ totally ignorant ;”
and it is possible that he may not have had occasion to
refer to all the abeve authorities; but it cannot be forgot-
ten, not only that he expressly refers to Mr. Robinson’s
work, but that he distinctly professes * to answer” the
treatise of ‘“ the late venerable Mr. Booth ;” yet from the
writings of both these eminent men we learn, that the
“mode of defending” mixed communion in their day, was
very different from that adopted by Mr. Hall.

Mr. Fuller furnishes us with similar evidence, in his
Letter on the subject of Communion. Speaking of the
grounds of argument in favour of mixed communion, he
says, ““As far as I am acquainted with them, they may be
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reduced to two questions, which are these; 1—Has baptism
any such instituted connexion with the Lord’s Supper as
to be a prerequisite to it? 2—Supposing it has, yet if the
candidate consider himself as having been baptised, ought
not this lo suffice for his being treated by a christian
church as a baptised person; and does not an error con-
cerning the mode or subjects of Christian baptism come
within the precept of the New Testament which enjoins
forbearance, and allows every man to be fully persuaded
in his own mind !’ Letter, p. 9. The second of these
questions, contains precisely the reason which we had
stated. Mr. Fuller'’s extensive knowledge of the state
of religious opinion few will deny; and he expressly tells
us he was “acquainted” with an argument, of the exist-
ence of which Mr. Hall confesses his ignorance.

This is a suflicient refutation of his assertions, that,
“ whatever prejudices our cause may sustain, it has not
been injured by that which results from intestine dissen-
tion”: and—it is easy to perceive that the alledged
disagreement in our principles is a mere phantom.”( Reply
p-4,5)

But, Secondly, even if 1 had not been able to refer to
such clear evidence of a diversity in the defence of mixed
communion from printed authorities, still the truth of what
I bhave asserted would not have been affected. T have
heard the arguments which I have mentioned in ‘ Baptism
a term of communion,” urged against the practice which I
Lave advocated. I have also heard other arguments, less
honourable to the canse of mixed communion pleaded in
its defence, but which in a cool investigation of the sub-
ject did not appear deserving of examination, and were
passed over without notice: and therefore in the consci-
ous integrity of not having alledged phantoms, but facts,
my reply is brief.— ‘ What T have written, I have
written.”

"We shall close this chapter by a short sketch of a few
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of the lcading features of Mr. Hall's system. He
confesses that baptism was, in the primitive church,
universally required previous to communion, and that inr the
days of the apostles it was indispensible as a term of
fellowship—but that now it is not necessary for that
purpose; and he contends, that a church which acknow-
ledges baptism to he one of the ordinances of the gospel,
and an ordinance of perpetual obligation, not only may
neglect to require obedience to it; but is justified in so
doing by the directions of the New Testament.

His systemis not, that we ought to receive those to
communion as baptised, who believe themselves baptised,
on the ground, that in their own estimation they have
fulfilled this part of the will of Christ: for this argument
he rejects, aware of its invalidity. But it is;—that we
ought to receive the unbaptised knowing them to be
so, provided we believe that they are conscientious in
refusing to be baptised, and that we ought to admit them
in obedience to the exhortations in the New Testament
to receive those who are weak in the faith; though it is
manifest that ail such exhortations respect those who
were already baptised, and who lhad been previously
admitted into the Christian Cburch,

Again, Mr. Hall has thought proper to assume, that
in order to prove the necessity of baptism prior to the
reception of the Lord's Supper, ‘it is necessary to shew
the dependance of one [institution] on the other; not
merely that they are both clearly and unequivocally
injoined ; but that the one is prescribed with a view to
the other.” (Reply p.13.) So that neither the authe-
rity by which they were enjoined, nor their perpetuity,
nor the obligation to attend both, nor the order in
which they are placed, nor the constant practice of the
whole apostolic church, either separately or unitedly, jus-
tify us in requiring what the apostles required, if it.cannot
be proved, that either of the ordinances was prescribed
with a view to the other.
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Finally, Mr. Hall requires, that ‘some declaration
of scripture be exhibited, which distinctly prohibits the
celebration of the Lord’s Supper by any person, who
from a misconception of its nature, has omitted the bap-
tismal ceremony.” (Reply p.14.) Thus we are called
upon to admit the unbaptised to communion, because it
is not prohibited! A mode of reasoning which might be
applied to many other things with equal force.

Such is the system which our author has avowed: and
such are the singular proofs that we are required to
produce, in order to justify our conformity to the
practice of the Apostles! We now proceed to other
parts of our plan. 1Tn the mean time, we request the
reader seriously to consider, as a general inquiry affecting
the whole of the system which Mr. Hall advocates, how
far the reception of those to communion who are profess-
edly unbaptised, can agree with the eulogium which the
Apostle Paul bestowed on the Corinthians, ‘Now I
praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in all things,
and keep the ordinances, AS 1 delivered them unto you.”
1 Cor. xi, 2.




CHAPTER III.

MRr. HALL'S REASONINGS, IN 'THE SECOND AND THIRD
CHAPTERS OF HIS REPLY, EXAMINED.

SECTION 1.

Statement of the principle on which the present discus-
sion depends,— Mr. Hall's arguments respecting our
Lord’s Commission examined.

THE second and third chapters of Mr. Hall's work
contain a long and laboured discussion, professing to
examine the arguments alledged in * Baptism a term of
Communion” in favour of the connection between the two
positive institutions of the New Testament ; but in reality
passing them over.

For the purpose of keeping in view the true state of
the controversy, it is necessary to remind the reader,
that in the work to which Mr. Hall replied, the New
Testament representations were brought forward as the
ground of our argument ;—the commission which the Lord
gave to his disciples was first adduced as the Law of bap-
tism ;—the practice of the Apostles was exhibited as a -
Commentary on the Law ;—the baptism of the primitive
Christians, it was observed ““ was the term of professing

D
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their faith, by the special appointment of the Lord himself:”
and after various ohservations on the subject, it was added,
¢ From the whole, we derive one obvious PRINCIPLE, that
haptism was intended to be a visible evidence of connec-
tion with the Christian Church.” (Baptism &c. p. 17,18,
21.) Thisis a brief outline of the first part of the argu-
ment, terminating in a proposition generally allowed, and
which, if not proved to be a mistake, is of material conse-
quence in the present discussion.

From the place assigned to baptism in the commission
which the Lord gave to his Apostles, it necessarily pre-
ceded both Church membership, and Communion: and
unless it can be proved, either, that it was not intended
to be a visible evidence of a person’s entering upon a
Christian profession, and of his being united with the
body of Christians ;—— or, that the design and place of the
institution is altered by time, it ought to hold the same
situation still. This is so evidently the impression made
on the minds of serious thoughtful men, that it would be
a difficult thing to find a single conscientious professor of
the Gospel, who acknowledges the perpetuity of baptism,
that would attempt to come to the Lord’s table if he
considered himself to be unbaptised.

The great point contended for in the second Chapter of
¢ Baptism a term of Communion,” is, that an examination
of New Testament language, and New Testament facts,
conducts us to the PRINCIPLE already mentioned. It is
worthy of remark, that Mr. Hall does not take any notice
of this principle : his object was a very different one : he
employed himself in criticising some of the expressions
used in that chapter, but the hinge on which the whole
of that part of the discussion tarned, he thought preper
to overlook. But unless he can disprove this principle,
he must defend his system on a ground on which he
has not ventured to place it, or his cause is ruined. The
principle, however, is so direct an inference from the
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New Testament representations that it will bear every
kind of fair investigation. Ingenuity may raise objections
against it; false system and prejudice may obscure it;
but it is so evidently the native dictate of the sacred vol-
ume, that it despises opposition ; and however it may be
trampled upon, will in time regain the ascendancy.

On this point the strict Baptists and the great body of
the Padobaptists have been hitherto agreed; and the
mixed communion Baptists are left in a singular predica-
ment, pleading for a right of access to the Lord’s table
on a ground, which no thoughtful man, who helieves the
perpetuity of baptism, dares venture to act upon for
himself. '

This single consideration suggests a general, but a
powerful objection against Mr. Hall’s reasoning. He
says, receive the Pedobaptists, and receive them as un-
baptised ; but we ask, how can they come, and how can
we receive them in that Ckaracter? Before this can be
done, each party must agree to a plan, which both admit
is contrary to the tenour of the New Testament,

To bring them to this point, Mr. Hall lays down a
position, that the conditions of Communion and of
salvation are the same; so that nothing is essential to
communion, but what is essential to salvation. But
before we admit this position, he must prove that we are
not bound to follow the directions of the New Testament
as rules of conduct, except in relation to duties which, in
the strongest sense of the terms, are essential to salvation.
Unless this can be demonstrated, Mr. Hall’s argument
is of no force; for if the will of Christ ought to be our
rule, it ought to be obeyed in the least as well as in the
greatest of his commandments ; and that, not because we
esteem both to be of equal importance, but because we
are bound to obey whatever we clearly perceive to be his
revealed will. So that the question which we have to
settle is, not whether baptism is, or is not essential to

p2
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salvation; but, whether according to the will of Christ
it ought not to precede communion.

Inmany parts of Mr. Hall’s work, he labours hard torepre-
sent us as unchristianising the Paedobaptists ; so that if Le
cannot compel us to give up what we think is truth, he will
at least, to the utmnost of his power, exhibit us as objects
of hatred, Every one who has read ‘* Baptism a term of
Communion,” has had the opportunity of seeing, that the
argument is there placed on a footing perfectly consistent
with our maintaining a good opinion of those who differ
from us, There is a wide difference between saying to
the P=dobaptists, we think you wrong both respecting
the mode and subjects of baptism and therefore we cannot
unite with you; and saying,— your profession is so
defective that it is incompatible with your Salvation.
‘We have said,— * it would be criminal in either party to
give up what they are convinced is the command of the
Lord ; but without judging each other, let us walk in that
path which we each think most agreeable to the New Tes-
tament;” (Baptism &c. p. 40.) but we have not said, and we
do not feel that we are at all compelled to say, that the
Peedobaptists are cut off from the hope of Salvation, as
the result of amy of the principles which we have advo-
cated. ‘

The reader ought to be reminded, thatit is in connection
with one of those representations on which Mr. Hall
makes some of his most sévere animadversions, that it is
said ;—¢here I am particularly desirous of not being mis-
understood ; it is the principle for which I now contend,
and not its application to my own ideas.” For, it is
observed, if the Pxdobaptists could prove infant baptism
tobe'the will of Christ, and could convince the Baptists that
they have been in the wrong, “still the principle will
remain unimpeached, that baptismought to hold the place
it once held, as a visible evidence of connection with the
Christian Churck. (p. 21, 22.) In consistency with this
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sentiment, our endeavours were chiefly directed against
Mr. Hall’s position that the UNBAPTISED might be admit-
ted to the Lord’s Supper; and the argument was built
upon ground held in common by us and the general body
of the Pedobaptists. That the difference between us and
them produces a separation of Communion we own; and
we contend that it ought to do so, not because we think
them in a fatal error, in consequence of their views of
baptism, but because we conceive, that we are bound to
adhere to what we believe is the primitive rule; not only
by being ourselves baptised on a profession of faith, but
also by maintaining in our churches the ordinances of the
Lord, as they were first delivered. The expressions which
Mr. Hall criticises we will examine; and hope we shall
be able clearly to show that his interpretation is not the
result of fair exposition; and that there is no connec-
tion between the reasonings of the strict Baptists, and
the inferences which he draws from them.

The first thing in order, and the first that is noticed by
Mr. Hall is the Lew of Baptism, as it appears in the
commission which the Lord delivered to the Apostles,
Mr. Hall says, ““we are as ready to allow as Mr.
Kinghorn, that baptism was enjoined by the Apostolic
commission ; we are perfectly agreed with him respecting
the law of baptism, and are accustomed to explain its
nature, and inforce its authority, by the same arguments
as he himself would employ.” The mode, the subjects,
and the perpetuity of the institution, he states in the
maunner that is done by baptists in general. ‘* But,” ke
says, ““where the inquiry turns, not on the nature or
obligation of baptism, but on the necessary dependence
of another institution upon it, we are at a loss to perceive
in what manner the quotation” [of the commission]
«« applies to the question beforeus, To us it is inconceiv-
able how any thing more is deducible from the law of
baptism, than its present and perpetual obligation, The
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existence of a law, establishes the obligation of a
correspondent duty and nothing more.” Reply p. 16,
17.

Here it is granted, that the law of baptism establishes
a correspondent duty ; that we may know what that duty
is, let the law be considered. The first thing that will
strike the mind of an inquirer is, that according to the
appointment of Jesus Christ, baptism was to be adminis-
tered to those who believed the Gospel: and that the
Apostles were then directed to teach them ¢ to observe” all
things, whatsoever the Lord commanded them. If there
be any meaning in words, baptism was the first ritual
service which the believer was required to obey. What-
ever Ordinances the Lord had commanded his disciples ““ fo
observe” besides, he himself places after baptism ; and no
ingenuity can reverse the order.

Previous to a person’s submitting to baptism, he might,
or he might not know the extent of that obedience which
the Goépel required of its professors, according to the
circumstances in which he had been placed; but when
he had professed his faith in Christ, and had been bap-
tised in his name, he then visibly subjected himself to his
authority, and was bound to obey him in all those com-
mands which followed the acknowledgement of him as
his Lord.

Thus in the law itself we see the priority of baptism,
both to a regular connection with the Christian Church,
and to the Lord’s Supper ; it was prescribed in that order,
and we have no choice ; we must either give it that place,
or practically declare that we do not act according to the
direction of the primitive institution. One of the ordi-
nances must necessarily precede the other, and no one
will contend that on any interpretation, Communion was
intended to come before baptism.

Mr. Hall has asserted that a participation of the Lord’s
supper neither implies that a person is baptised nor the
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contrary.* If the New Testament is taken as our.guide,
the baptism of those who are found at the Lord’s supper
is implied ; for how could they come there to partake of an
Institution in which a profession of his name is supposed,
if they have not attended to that ordinance which, from
its nature, as well as from the order of its appointment,
necessarily preceded a visible, declared connexion with
the Christian Church? He who denies the perpetuity of
baptlism, must be encountered with arguments which esta-
" blish its continuance, but if its perpetuity as a chris-
tian ordinance is acknowledged, the inference is imme-:
diately seen, that he cannot consistently come to the Lord’s
table, unless he believes himself baptised. Persons who
have not had their minds directed to the subject, or have
been influenced by those, who thought baptism of no con-
sequence, may have acted otherwise; but these are excepti-
ons of a class against which no rule could make provision.
If the Apostolic Commission is of any importance as
the rule of our conduct, it also follows that no church
ought to receive an unbaptised person to communion,
For, if the qualiﬁcafions of candidates for Membership
be examined by the directions given by the Lord himself,
how can it be imagined, that submission to an institution
which he commanded his disciples universally to obey,
is not requisite. The Church depends for its existence
on the Appointment of Christ, and the commission con-
tains its constitutional principles. No class of persons
whatever, has any authority to unite and act as a Church,
except according to the rule which he has given; and
therefore, any member is justified in objecting to the
admission of “ those who are acknowledged to be unbap-
tised,” because it would be in manifest opposition to the
direction of the head of the church.

* ¢« T¢neither implies that they [the Padobaptists] are baptised, nor the
contrary; it has no retrospective view to that ordinance whatever,”—
Terms of Com. p. 97
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The commission was designed to be a guide to the
Apostles, as Ministers of Christ, and unless it be proved,
that it is no guide to succeeding Ministers, it is their
duty to examine it, and to follow its directions, What-
ever difference of opinion has arisen concerning the mode
and subjects of baptism, the order in which the ordinances
of the Gospel are placed, is as intelligible as ever it was; but
how are those guided byit whoreverse its directions, and
receive persons whom they plainly acknowledge are unbap-
tised? Whenever they cease to follow the prescribed order,
they ought to shew that the authority of the commission has
passéd away, so that they have deviated from its directions,
only because it no longer demands their attention,

In the progress of Mr. Hall’s observations we meet
with a singular deviation from the fair use of the term law,
when he is criticising the expression before quoted, ‘ the
law of baptism.” At the first, he seems to consider it as
meaning, the direction and command which were con-
tained in the commission ; so far he is correct; this was
the intended sense of the term. But before he has
finished his page, we find him on different ground. He
acknowledges that ‘ Paedobaptists of all denominations
have failed in acertain part of their duty”; ¢ but” he
adds, “if we are immediately to conclude from thence
that they are disqualified for Christian Communion, we
must seek a church which consists of members who have
Jfailed in no branch of their obedience ; and must conse-
quently despair of finding fit communicants apart from the
Spirits of just men made perfect. Examine the idea of
{aw with the utmost rigour, turn it on all sides, and it will
present nothing beyond the obligation to a certain species
of conduct, so that if Padobaptists are really disqualified
for the Lord’s Supper, it must be for some other reason
than their non-compliance with a law, or otherwise we
must insist upon the refusal of every individual who has
not discharged all his obligations.” Reply p. 17, 18,
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In this quotation, (if I understand him) he argues as if
the debate related to a question of obedience to the whole
moral law, and as if perfect obedience was the required
condition of membership, But according to that mode
of reasoning we must not urge any thing that Christ
has laid dewn as a rule of conduct in his Church; since
in every instance it may be alledged against us, that
for the same reason, ‘‘ we must insist on the refusal of
eyery individual whe has not discharged all his obliga-
tions”! Thus we are left without a rule, for a law that
we must not follow is of no practical use, Jesus Christ
however, did give such a precept ; and because he enjoin-
ed it, his Apostles did obey it. If then we “must insist”
on perfection in the candidate for Communion, because
we consider the Apostolic Commission a law ; they doubt-
less did the same ; for it is clear that they acted upon it
as such, in submission to the authority, of their Lord.
Let then Mr. Hall apply his ohjections to their conduct :
we are content to take our share of blame in such com-

pany.




SECTION IIL

Mr. Hall's arguments, respecting Apostolic Precedent,
examined.

THE next subject of discussion is Apostolic Precedent,
and a laboured attempt is made to weaken its force. It
camnot be denied, that the Apostles and primitive Minis~
ters did require baptism, previous to the Lord’s Supper,
Mr. Hall therefore thinks it necessary to account for their
conduct in a manner that may sanction the admission of the
unbaptised to communion now, and thus liberate us from
all obligation to follow their example. In the style of
apology we are told, ‘that” [as to baptism] ““at that
period no good men entertained a doubt respecting its
nature,—that it was impossible they should, while it was
exeinplified before their eyes in the practice of the Apos-
tles and Evangelists—that he who refused to abide by the
decision of inspired men, would necessarily have forfeited
his claim to be considered as a christian—that a new
state of things has arisen, in which from a variety of causes,
the doctrine of baptism has been involved in obscurity—
that some of the best men put a different construction on
the language of scripture from ourselves—-and that it is
great presumption to claim the same deference with the
Apostles, and treat those who differ from us on the sense
of scripture, as though they avowedly opposed themselves
to Apostolic authority.” (Reply p. 20.) From all which,
it is designed that the reader should. draw the inference,
that we need not follow the Apostles as our guides, bat
may admit the unbaptised, although we are certain that
they did not.

Again, itis asserted, that we “ think differently of the



43

state of the unbaptised from what the Apostles thought;”
(p- 27) and itis asked, whether we ** form the same judg-
ment of the present Padobaytists as the apostles would
have entertained of such as continued unbaptised in their
day.” (p. 26, 27.) Farther, that ““to be unbaptised at
present is, ina moral view, a very distinct thing, and
involves very different consequences, from being in that
predicament in the times ofthe Apostles.’(p. 29.) Hence
Mr. Hall would bring us to a confession, that his practice
‘“is not opposed to Apostolic precedent, because that
precedent respects a different thing.” (Reply, p. 30.) Thus
he attempts to cut off the whole at a stroke, by
endeavouring to persuade us, that the conduct of the
Apostles is after all, nota precedent for us; and although
it shews how they understood and applied the command
respecting baptism, yet we are not bound in submission
to their authority, to walk in the same path, because we
are not in the same circumstances. A short and effectual
way of freeing ourselves from obligation to follow their
example, in every thing, which does not suit our inclination.

All these statements are mere palliations of a line of
conduct, undeniably opposed to that which was universal
in Apostolic times. Butlet us attend to the expressions
before quoted a little more particularly. < At that period”
(in the Apostolic age) *“ no good men entertained a doubt
respecting its nature,” [viz. of baptism]—that it was im-
possible they should, while it was exemplified before
their eyes in the practice of Apostles and Evangelists.”
This will be granted by all parties, but offers no reason
why those who are satisfied that their views agree with
the primitive church ought not to follow their con-
victions.—¢ That -he who refused to abide by the deci-
sion of inspired men would necessarily have forfeited
his claim to be considered as a Christian,” is true ; and he
who should at present refuse to abide by their decision, no
church would admit on any pretence whatever, But if the
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decision of the primitive ministers was of such consequence
then, is their known and acknowledged conduct of ne
authority now? Was th: conduct of the Apostles
designed to be the guide of the Church, and intended to be
held forth as an explanation of the will of Christ—or was
it not? If it was we are bound to follow it, whenever we
see by repeated examples, how they interpreted a general
and perpetual rule of their Lord : and if on examination
we are satisfied that they did require baptism prior to
communion, we are in consistency bound to require the
same. If we do not, we declare that inspired guides are
ofno use. If the conduct of the Apostles ought not to be
our guide, let it be proved that we aremistaken in our
opinion of its importance, that we may not have the
trouble of examining that which is after all of no authority.
On the plan for which Mr. Hall pleads, the rule of our
conduct is gone, we are left to act on a system of
expediences ; and the New Testament rather exhibits the
Antiquities of the Christian Church, than an example how
the Apostles followed Christ and how we are to follow
them.

But we are told, ‘“ that a new state of things has arisen,
in which from a variety of causes, the doctrine of baptiém
has been involved in obscurity.” In a certain sense this
is true ; it is a new state of things indeed which has arisen,
when those who acknowledge the divine appointment and
tie permanency of baptism, argue that it is not necessary
to Communion, and that Church fellowship, even where
the perpetuity of baptism is believed, neither supposes
that a person is baptised, nor the contrary. This was
not the case in the primitive times, nor in any succeding
period, till we arrive at discoveries of modern date.
« Some of the best of men put a different construction on
the language from ourselves:” suppose they do, are we
bound to adopt their *“ construction ” in opposition to the

¢« overwhelming evidence in favour of our sentiments?”
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But, how far have ¢ the best of men put a different con-
struction on the language from ourselves ?” All who allow
the permanency of baptism, when their minds have not
been affected by controversy, have shewn, that in one
‘important particular they did not entertain ‘“a doubt re-
'specting its nature ;” but saw it was the design of the
‘Saviour that it should precede the Lord’s Supper.
However they differed in other things, in this they have
‘generally agreed ; and therefore the plain question which
calls their attention is, whether the institution ought, or
‘ought not to be excluded from the place in whichit was
first appointed? In other words, ought the pattern laid be-
fore us in the New Testament, to be regarded, or disre-
garded.

This single enquiry if properly considered, would bring
the discussion to a point. If it can be proved, that the
New Testament pattern of a church is not to be copied,
both parties will be instantly silenced. We shall not be
able to maintain our- position because we can no longer

‘plead the authority of the Sacred volume ; and Mr. Hall,
and those baptists who adopt his theory, cannot with any
show of reason plead for the baptisin of believers by
immersion, as anordinance of continued obligation ; for
against all their arguments it will be alledged, that on
their own confession, ‘“ a new state of things has arisen ;”
baptism is not requisite for its original purpose, and the
old state of things in the primitive church, is of no force.
For if it is not necessary to preserve an institution, in its
primitive station, itis not possible to show, why it should
be preserved at all,

Again, ‘“ we think differently of the state of the un-
baptised from what the Apostles thought; ”— and (he
asks,”) do we form the same judgment of the pre-
sent Padobaptists as the Apostles would have enter-
tained of such as continued unbaptised in their day?”
The state of the ¢ present Peedobaptists,” is not the
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same with that of those who refused to be baptised in
the Apostles’ days, for the parties stand on very different
ground. The “ present Padobaptists ” plead, that they
do regard the will of Christ and the examples of the pri-
mitive Church on the very point of baptism; that they
believe the law has been obeyed in their own persons,
that in their view, the rite of baptism ought to be admi-
nistered to infants, and that their mode of administration
is according to the will of Christ. Such an opinion places
them in a very different situation from those who were
unbaptised in the Apostles’ days, and who *refused to
abide by the decision of inspired men;” and it fully justi-
fies us in treating them as we have done. But it doesnot
follow, that we are to accept a good man’s mistake for an
ordinance of Jesus Christ: nor admit that what Mr. Hall
himself calls a “NULLITY,” should take the place of a
divine appointment in the Church of the Lord. So far as
the Paedobaptists are concerned in this discussion, the
question lies in narrow bounds, for if they plead that their
approach to the Lord’s table is regular, because they have
been baptised ; we answer, on this ground you cannot
justly blame us: Baptism is a term of Communion with
us both. 1If they renounce this plea, and say, baptism
is not a term of Communion, we will meet them, in
common with Mr. Hall, and ask both parties, what
evidence they can produce, that the unbaptised as such,
either ever were, or ever were designed to be, considered
as members of the Christian Church, according to the
New Testament.

In further apology for mixed communion Mr. Hall
says, ‘“ our practice is not opposed to Apostolic precedent
because that precedent respects a different thing.” (p.30)
Had he told us how far Apostolical precedent differed
from that obedience which we still owe to the command
of Christ, we might have formed a judgment of his
statement with more accuracy. Is baptism rnow a different
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thing in its nature and in its end from what it was
formerly? Is it to be administered for other purposes
than those which are mentioned in the New Testament?
If it is, why attend to it in any instance? In that case
no Scriptural reason can be given for regarding it, and
no other is worth consideration. If Apostolic precedents
are not to be viewed as interpretations of the will of
Christ by which we are to be guided, we have no prece-
dent for the baptism of any person: for precedents which
respect ‘“a different thing,” from what can take place
among us, are of no authority. Thus by a rapid bat cer-
tain process, the Christian Church will be spared the
labour of discussing one controversy, for he who takes
Mr. Hall's view of the case, may avoid the trouble of
inquiring into the subjects, or mode of baptism in the
primitive age, since he supposes that so different is our
situation from that of the early Christians, that < apostolic
precedents respect a different thing.”

Thus the debate is brought toa close; we have not 4
single example of baptism applicable to our circumstances ;
and the command of Christ, explained only by instances
which have nothing in common with our situation in mo-
dern times becomes useless! An inference which inevi-
tably follows from Mr. Hall's principles; which will be
readily embraced by many; and which also clearly shows
that those who plead for mixed Communion on this ground,
are sacrificing to a favorite theory, an important part of
their system as Baptists. 'That this is not their design is
readily allowed, and if it is not the effect, it will be,
because men’s common sense will not suffer them to Lelieve
that apostolic precedents are become of no use.

It is also said, that “ to be unbaptised at present is in
a moral view a very dislin¢t thing and involves very
different consequences from being in that predicament
in the times of the Apostles.” (Reply. p.29.) Mr, Hall
presents this to our notice, and offers it as an alternative,
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that we may either deny, or affirm it, and doubtless
thinks it is a dilemma from which we cannot escape.
He who is unbaptised at present, from opposition to the
dictates of the Apostles, we suppose will not be consider-
ed in a different moral state from the unbaptised in their
day. But he who admits the permanency of baptism, who
confesses that every conscientious man ought to be baptis-
ed, who believes that he has been a subject of that rite in
a valid form in his infancy, is not in the situation of those
who refused to obey the dictates of inspired men. He
pleads that they have been obeyed, and if he does not
mean to acknowledge that his infant baptism is unscriptu-
ral, he pleads also that their dictates were obeyed in the
required order, that he was baptised befure he came for-
ward to request communion. We differ from him we ac-
knowledge, and we do not intend to represent the point
of difference as less than it has ever been, but the nature
of the difference is very distinct from what it would be, if
he denied the authority of the Apostles. For this reason we
treat him, not asa person who designedly opposes the
dictates of the Apostles, but as a mistaken good man.
But still, neither will his excellencies in other parts of his
character, nor our favourable opinion of him on the whole,
fulfil the duty he has mistaken, or set aside our obligation
to attend to the will of Christ, and support his ordinances
as he delivercd them. Granting, then, that on the prin-
ciples now laid down, there isa difference in a moral view,
between one who allows both the perpetuity and order of
the first christian rite, and another who opposes apostelic
“authority ; still it will not follow that we ought to deviate
from the conduct of inspired guides. Those who do not
agree in the interpretation of alaw, may agree that the
authority of the lawgiver demands their most respectful
attention: but that is a very different thing from their
uniting in a declaration, that since they vary in their inter-
pretation, they will pursue the same course as if the law
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had not been enactéed. Yet this is thé consequénce to
which Mr. Hall’s reasoning would conduct us.

If he could prove that the apostles required their
disciples to be baptised, not because it was agreeable
to the rule which Christ had given, but only because
it was then essential to salvation, there would be more
colour of probability in his reasonings ; but till it is clearly
demonstrated that we are not bound to adhere to the com~-
mand of Christ as a rule of conduct, except so far as we
believe it is essential to salvation, all that he has said
against apostolic precedent is nugatory. His reasoning
proceeds on the assumption, that the épostolic precedents
were precedents only on one point, and are no authoritas
tive guide, except when the converts of our time are in &
situation similar to those of the primitive age. But if
the examples in the New Testament were intended as
illustrations of an institution which was to continue in force
throughout all succeeding ages, we are safe in following
them: and when Mr. Hall has proved, that, in the days
of the apostles, theré were special exemptions to the
general rule, which required church members to be bap-
tised, we will agree to admit all similar cases on that
authority.

Could it be proved that baptism was in force only in
apostolic times, or only in the case of those who turned
from Judaism; or Heathenism to the profession of christi-
anity (as Mr. Emlyn supposed), Mr. Hall's argument
would have weight. But if baptism is an ordinance of
perpetual obligation, and especially if it is the duty of every
believer, as he has;acknowleged. it is, apostolic prece-
dents demand every good man’s attention : they bring the
question home, whether he has, or has not conformed
to the will of his Lord? In them he sees how it
was understood and applied; they shew what was the
situation of baptism in the apostolic church ; but they will
not authorise him to conclude, that he follows apostolic

E
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example, if he adopts an order opposite to all that he can
find in the sacred volume.

In all cases where we are left without either precept or
precedent, we must act on such general principles as ap-
pear to us to be correct, and conducive to the purpose we
have in view ; but when we have authorised inspired prece-
dents before us, reasoning is wasted in the attempt to shew,
that we are justified in proceeding in a contrary ecourse.
For if this can be proved, a similar train of argument may
be applied to other things, and we shall soon be told,
that new cases have set aside the application of o/d rules.

SECTION III.

Mr. Halls assertion that we assume infallibility, exa-
mined and repelled.

We are told, ‘“that it is great presumption to claim the
same deference with the apostles, and to treat those who
differ from us on the sense of scripture, as though they
avowedly opposed themselves to apostolic authority.”
Again—« the paeedobaptists,” Mr. Hall tells us, ‘“avow
their inability to discern the justice of our conclusions on
the subject of baptism,” and are they, he asks, ‘ on that
account, to be viewed in the same light as though they
intentionally rejected the decision of inspired men? ( Re-
ply p.20, 21.) These are strange sentiments from the
pen of a Protestant Dissenter. Wherein do we ‘“ claim
the same deference with the apostles? Ts it in making
them our guides, and in following their example? Thisis
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wve grant, deferring to their authority, but it is not claims
ing the same deference with them ; it is the reverse of it:
That we do not view the ¢ pzdobaptists” in the same
light as though they inéentionally rejected the decision of
inspired men,” is evident from Mr. Hall’s »book. As to
our treating ‘those who differ from us on the sense of
scripture as though they avowedly opposed themselves
to apostolic authority,”—this high sounding charge does
Mr. Hall more hurt than it does us. Will he allow 1t,
when applied to his own case, and openly confess that he
treats those with whom he cannot unite, ¢ as though they
avowedly opposed themselves to apostolic authority”? I
confess, I should be much surprised, if he did. Should
he answer, that he applies it to those only who oppose com-
munion with such as would come o them ; this would be
to assume, that we have no right to object to a man
whose introduction into the church, would in our view,
subvert the regard due to one of the institutions of Christ,
and to a principle which, in our esteem, ought to be held
sacred in every christian society. In his own ‘defence,
he thinks it right to say, “ whether it be true or not, that
we are commanded to act thus, such is our oPinion, and
and with this persuasion, we are not at liberty to act in a
different manner,” ( Reply p.116.) Has he a patent for
the sole application of this principle? Does it belong to
none but himself, and those who adopt his sentiments ?
He has thought proper to say, in his treatise on Terms of
Communion, (p. 93,) that,  in the eyes of the world, who
judge by sensible appearances, and are strangers to subtile
distinctions, such a proceeding[as thatof the strict baptists]
will invariably be considered as a practical declaration,
that the persons from whom they separate are not
christians”. If so, how will he clear himself from the
charge, that his own conduct will invariably be considered
as a practical declaration, that ¢ churchmen from whom”
he separates are not christians”.
B2
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Further, we are charged with an assumption of Infalli-
bility! We < set up a claim to inspiration, or at least to
such an infallible guidance in the explanation of Scripture
as is equally exempt from the danger of error or mistake:
if we examine it accurately, it amounts to more than a
claim to infallibility : it implies in the peedobaptists a
knowledge of this extraordinary fact.” ( Reply p. 21.)

Thisis truly an absurd charge! ‘A claim to inspira-
tion—to infallibility, and more than infallibility” ! What
can this mean? On this plan, there is an end of ap-
plying a rule of the New Testament to any practical
purpose; for against every such application it may be
said,—you claim infallibility ! All our arguments for the
independence of our churches, and for the exercise of any
species of discipline on the principles of the New Testa-
ment, are open to the same reproach. Mr. Hall rejects
the terms of communion in the establishment; does he
therefore claim infallibility ? Or, are we to conclude that
be views churchmen ¢ in the same light as though they
intentionally rejected the decision of inspired men?” He
opposes the dictates of the church of Rome, does he thenas-
sume equal infallibility ? He deems the charge invalid, when
applied to his own case, how then in common justice can
he affix it on others? He says, ( Terms of Com. p. 140.)
the church’s ‘¢ cognisance of doctrine is justified by apos-
tolic authority : a heretic after two or three admonitions
reject; nor is it to any purpose to urge, the difference
between ancient heretics and modern, or, that to pretend
to distinguish truth from error, is'a practical assumption
of infallibility. 'While the truth of the gospel remains, a
fundamental error is possible, and the difficulty of deter-
mining what is so, must be exactly proportioned to the
difficulty of ascertaining the import of revelation,
which he who affirms to be insurmountable, ascribes to it
such an obscurity as must defeat its primary purpose.”
If this is correct, has the church a * cognisance of
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doctrine,” and not of practice also? Or, does that cogni-
sance cease, when the point in question relates to the
positive precepts of the Lord? Are we justified in form-
ing a judgement on things which affect the expulsion of
an unsound member, or the refusal of an improper candi-
date, and are we to refrain from a practical application of
what we conceive to be the direction of the Lord? Can
we judge the greater matters, and not the less? If “the
difficulty of ascertaining the import of revelation” be “in-
surmountable,” respecting the manner in which members
are to be admitted into the church, it will ¢“ascribe to it such
an obscurity as must defeat its primary purpose” ; and thus
leave us without a rule, though we have both the commis-
sion of Christ, and numerous examples which show bow
the apostles understood it.

If Mr. Hall’s reasonings are correct, we are in a singu-
lar situation. We must not separate from others, who
have (in our esteem) mistaken the will of Christ; for if we
do, we are charged with treating them as though they
‘¢ intentionally rejected the decision of inspired men.”
We must not follow what we conceive to be the clear
dictates of inspiration ; for this, it seems, is ** to set up
a claim to inspiration!” We must not conform to the
directions and guidance of infallible men ; for if we do,
we claim * infallibility,” and even ‘¢ more” than infalli-
bility !

On one occasion Mr. Hall can acknowledge that
¢ the church is a society instituted by heaven; it is the
visible seat of that kingdom which God has set up; the
laws by which it is governed are of his prescribing ; and
the purposes which it is designed to accomplish, are
limited and ascertained by infinite wisdom.”( Reply p.
255, 2566.) He goes farther still, *“he who alters the
terms of communion, changes the fundamental laws of
Christ’s kingdom, He assumes a legislative power, and
ought, in order to justify that_conduct, to exhibit his
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-credentials, with a force and splendour of evidence, equal
at least to those which attested the divine legation of
Moses and the prophets.” ( Reply p. 255.) It seems then
that the Chiirch kas its laws, fundamental laws, which God
has prescribed, and which ought not to be altered. If so
it follows, from Mr. Hall’s own statement, either, that bap-
tism never was a term of communion, or, that he who
introduced the UNBAPTISED, altered the terms of com-
munion, and ought to have exhibited credentials equal
to those of Moses and the prophets! ‘We certainly have
not heard, that either Mr. Hall, or any of his friends,
ever did bring forward such evidence; and we can there-
fore do no more than examine the New Testament, for the
terms which are there recorded. In that volume we find
that baptism was a term of communion ; this, Mr. Hall
acknowledges ; we read of no alteration of terms; we
therefore act on the plan there laid down. We grant,
that he who alters the terms of communion, changes the
Jundamental laws of Christ’s kingdom, This is the
ground of our objection to Mr. Hall’s system, which is
formed on the supposition that the terms are altered.
But, till it is proved, that the original terms are altered by
the same authority by which they were enacted, we see
no reason for altering our practice ; and our defence is
easy, for the crime alledged against us,  our enemies
themselves bLeing judges,” is, that we refuse to deviate
from the plan laid down by the Saviour. Whether the
apostles who always. themselves acted on our principle,
have given authority to those who live many years after-
wards to acton a new system, will be examined in its

proper place.



SECTION IV.

Myr. Halls concessions :—his attempt to make the Apos-
tles parties against us.

Mr Hall has made explicit concessions respecting the
fact, that the primitive converts were baptised prior to
their reception into the christian church”; ‘“the prior
claim which baptism posseses to the attention of a chris-
tian convert,” is acknowledged ; he does not ‘ contend
for the propriety of inverting the natural order of the
christian sacraments”; ‘“itis at present the duty of the
sincere believer to follow their example [that of the primi-
tive christians] and that, supposing him to be clearly con-
vinced of the nature and import of baptism, he would be
guilly of a criminal irregularity who neglected 1o attend
to it, previous to his entering into christian fellowship.”
( Terms of Com. p. 71, 58.) He supposes his opponent
would evade one of his arguments by a distinction, and
would ¢ affirm, that though baptism ought, agreeably to
the institution of Christ, to PRECEDE the other branches
of religion, yet when it is omitted from a misconception
or mistake, the omission is not of such magnitude as to
prevent [the persons spoken of] from being accepted.
Bat should our author explain himself, in this manner he
will not only coincide with us, but his argument for strict
communion will be relinquished.” ( Reply p. 83.) Let
the reader weigh these concessions ;—baptism has a prior
claim”—* the natural order of the christian sacraments”
—*a criminal irreqularity in neglecting to attend to bap-
tism previous to entering into christian fellowship”—bap-
tism ought, agreeably to the institution of Christ, to
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PRECEDE the other branches of religion”; What thenis
the inference?—That the two christian ordinances are con~
nected, that the ¢ order” in which they are arranged is so
““natural,” and the duty so clear that baptism * ought to
precede other branches of religion,” that even Mr. Hall
is compelled to confess it. To say, that the obligation to
place baptism previous to communion, depends on the
supposition that ¢ its nature and import” is understood, is
saying nothing; its ‘“nature and import” must exist
before it can be perceived ; for surely no one would say,
there is no connection between the two ordinances, till
a person discovers their “ nature and import”; but as
soon as this is understood, ‘“he would be guilty of a
“ criminal irregqularity” who neglected to attend to bap-
tism previous to his entering into christian fellowship” !

The concession which our author is compelled to make,
that baptism has a ¢ prior claim” on the convert’s atten-
tion, clearly shows the whole of his labour to be nothing
more than an apology for setting aside a divine institu-
tion ; for those whom he would introduce, he confesses
are unbaptised, and he pleads for their admission in that
character. So that according to his system, Jesus Christ
gave a rule for the formation and regulation of his
church, universal in its extent, and binding throughout
all ages, but which his church ought not to maintain.
However it may be covered by words that prevent its
real nature from being perceived, yet the result of it is,
Jesus Christ left in his church, nomirally, two ordinances,
really, only one; for the other, though acknowledged to
be his, yet is not of sufficient consequence to be preserved
in its primitive station.

On every view of the subject, there is no doubt of the
propriety of admitting to communion a person who has
been baptised, if his character and profession are consis-
tent with the Gospel ; but it is a very different thing to
prove from the New Testament, that the title of any other
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person is equally clear. The way we know is right, will
in every wise man’s mind gain an instant preference ; and
were there no other argument than this, it would have
great weight in determining him, not to hasard the adop-
tion of a system, in which he would have all the New
Testament facts against him. If however, Mr. Hall
should succeed in proving, that although according to the
“ natural order of the christian sacraments”, baptism has
a ““ prior claim” to attention, and ‘‘ought agreeably to
the institution of Christ to precede the other branches of
religion,” yet that partaking of the Lord’s supper neither
supposes a person ‘‘baptised nor the contrary,” he might se
far demolish the outworks of christianity, that there would
be no security in any of ite exterior appendages. The
Lord’s supperalso might undergo any alteration which fancy
might suggest ;and if we attempted to appeal to the aposto-
lic church, we should be told that ¢ apostolic precedent res-
pected a different thing.” Thesame mode of argument
that can remove an institution of Christ from its place,
and throw it into the back ground, may effect any other
change that might be desired ; and the whole practice of
the christian church may be put on a new footing, and
modelled according 1o the taste of times!

Mr. Hall attempts to make the apostles parties against
us, He says ¢ we will never submit to identify two
cases, which agree in nothing but the omission of an
external rite, while that omission arises from causes the
most dissimilar, and is combined with characters the most
contrary, We will not conclude that because the apostles
could not bear those that were evil, they would have
refused to tolerate the good; or that they would have
comprehended under the same censure, the contumacious
opposer of their doctrines, and the myriads of holy men
whose only crime consists in mistaking their meaning in
one particular.” p, 25, 26. ~

What he will either * not submit to,” or “ not
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conclude,” is of no consequence to us; but after we have
read these high sounding words, we ask, does he then
believe that the apostles would have received tke unbap-
tised? Tf he does, where is his proof? If he does not,
why does he attempt to fix a charge on us, which attaches
with equal force to his own opinion? The supposition
contained in the above paragraph is an impossibility, and
the conclusion from it has no force. Assuming for the
sake of the argument, that the apostles justified our senti-
ments respecting haptism, what evidence have we, that
they would not have required such as had mistaken
their meaning, to be baptised before they had any further
connection with the church. Mr. Hall has produced
none; nor have we any reason to think that candid men
of any party, whose minds are not heated and warped by
controversy, would ever think of denying, that the apos-
tles would enjoin conformity to the ordinances of the
gospel as they delivered them. Mr, Hall acknowledges
that this was the conduct of the apostle Paul at Ephesus;
when, he visited that city, he found disciples who believed,
and had been baptised unto John’s baptism; yet our au-
thor pleads, that the apostle deemed their baptism invalid,
and directed them to be baptised again in the name of the
Lord Jesus.

“The principle of open communion” Mr. Hall says,
‘“ would have compelled us to act precisely in the same
manner as the apostles did, had we been placed - in their
circumstances.” The reason of which is, that ‘¢ while
there was no diversity of opinion on the subject, the volun-
tary omission of the baptismal ceremony could arise from
nothing but a contumacious contempt of a divine precept,
of which no sincere christian could be guilty.” (p. 24, 25.)
We grant, that in this case, Mr, Hall’s principles as a
baptist, would have compelled him to act as the apostles
did, not in consequence of his principle of open communion,
but in spite of it, since at that time there was no room
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for its exercise. But when the question of ‘“ opinion” is
candidly examined, there is still very little <“diversity” on
one point, the fair consideration of which will settle the
present controversy. Every one who admits the perpetu-
ity of baptism, necessarily acknowledges, that, taking the
New Testament for our guide, the members of the Church
ought to be baptised. On this particular Mr. Hall and
the peedobaptists agree; but here arises a difficulty ; he
declares their baptism a “NULLITY”, and cannot receive
them as persons who are baptised ; they cannot come in
any other character, if they believe their own declared
sentiments : what then is to be done? He pleads that
" persons-avowedly unbaptised may be received; and thus
he sinks the authority of the Lord’s command, and annihi-
lates the use of apostolic precedents.

SECTION V.

Mr. Hall's misrepreseniations of the statement, that Bap-
tism is a term of christian profession, exposed.

In the chapter on *the terms of christian profession
and communion pointed out in the New Testdment,”
some expressions were used which Mr. Hall thinks he can
turn to his advantage. We shall notice ihe passages
which he has attacked, and then fhow he has attacked
them,

The following paragraph contains three quotations,
which have excited the principal part of his opposition.
“In order to show that baptism is a necessary term of
communion, he labours hard to prove that baptism is a
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term of profession. * It is obvious,” he says, < that their
baptism [that of believers] was the term of professing their
faith by the special appointment of the Lord himself.” To
the same purpose, he afterwards adds, * the fact still exists
that it pleased the Lord to make a visible ritual observ-
ance, the appointed evidence of our believing in him. If
obedience to a rite be not a term of Salvation (which no
one supposes) yet it was ordered by the highest authority
as an evidence of oursubjection [submission]to the author
of salvation, and a christian profession is not made in
Christ’s own way without it.” Recurring to the same
topic, he observes, ¢ whatever may be the conditions of
salvation, a plain question here occurs, which is, ought
the terms of christian communion to be different JSfromthose
of christian profession? The only answer which one
would think could be given to this question would be o ;
Christian communion must require whatever the Lord
required as a mark of christian profession’.” (Reply p. 81,
32.) The two first of the preceding quotations are taken
from ¢ Baptism a term of Communion, p 18, the third
from p. 20,

Let any reader, of common candour and common sense,
examine the expressions quoted by Mr. Hall, and let him
judge, whether in the sense in which they were obviously
used, they are not {rue. Take the first of them, that the
baptism of the first christians * was the term of profess-
ing their faith by the special appointment of the Lord
himself.” With the New Testament as our guide, what
other conclusion can we draw from the directions and
examples which are there recorded? Can it be proved
that the Lord did not require the baptism of those who
professed fo receive his gospel? Or, that if it was requir-
ed, yet it was neither viewed by the person baptised, nor
by the church that received him, as a visible, practical
declaration, of his making a ‘* christian profession” in the
manner which Jesus Christ had commanded ? Could these
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positions be demonstrated, we should be obliged, indeed,
to change our ground, but this is not attempted ; on the
contrary Mr. Hall confesses that ““in the apostolic age,
baptism was necessary to salvation!” p. 43. If so, it
held a higher station than we ever ventured to assign it ;
and unless our author can prove, that it obtained such con-
sequence not from the appointment of the Lord, but from
some other cause, the obnoxious quotation, on his own
acknowledgement, is correct.

Take the second passage,  the fact still exists, that it
pleased the Lord to make a visible and ritual observance,
the appointed evidence of our believing in him, &c.” - Let
the preceding observations be applied here. If we take
the New Testament for our guide, is not the proposition
true? 1If it be not, let Mr. Hall disprove it, Itis a fact
which no candid reader of the New Testament will think
of denying, that the baptism of a convert was viewed as
an ““ evidence” of faith; and if the perpetuity of the insti-
tution is admitted, it is an external, visible sign or evi-
dence of faith, st:ll. But if baptism is not now in its
nature, what it was in its first appointment, its perpetuity
is in reality denied : for in that case it is not the institu-
tion which the Lord appointed ; it is nothing more than
a rite called by the same name, and attempted to be pas-
sed off for the same thing, but with which the primitive
church was unacquainted. So evident however, is it that
the institution can, and does answer the purpose already
mentioned, that it is the universal sentiment expressed by
those whoare baptised on the profession of their faith, that
baptism is their duty, as the evidence which the Lord hath
appointed them to give of their submission to his authority.
That this is the only evidence, which believers are called
upon to give of their receiving, and professing the gospel,
was never contended ; but that it was required on the
one hand, and yielded on the other, as an evidence of faith,
is too plain to be questioned. The commission and the
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directions which the apostles gave to the primitive con--
verts show this fully; and the appeal which the apostle
Paul makes to his brethren at Rome, sets forth the subject
in a forcible manner. “ Know ye not, that so many of
you as were baptised into Jesus Christ were baptised 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.” Rom. vi 3—4, In this impres-
sive passage, the apostle appeals to the baptism of the
believers at Rome, as an acknowledged evidence that
they knew the ends answered by the death and resurrec-
tion of the Lord: not only that they believed the facts,
but the doctrine exhibited by the facts; and ‘“therefore”
in consequence of their faith, and as a solemn declaration
of it, they were “buried with him by baptism unto death”.
Such was the case with christians of old: and the in-
quiry naturally follows, whether our profession, and our
baptism ought, or ought not tv resemble theirs. If obedi-
ence to the baptismal ceremony was not < ordered by the
highest authority as an evidence of our submission to the
author of salvation,” let it be proved, either that baptism
was not designed for this end, or that it is not a perma-
nent institntion. It was also stated, that a christian pro-
fession is not made “‘in Christ’s own way” without baptism.
If this be an error, if Christ did not require a profession.
to be made in this manner, let the error be shown. This-
however is not attempted.

The third quotation is of the same nature with the pre-
ceding ; the words are used in the same sense and it
is capable of the same defence. Of the term ** profession”,
we shall soon have occasion to speak more particularly.
Of baptism as “ a mark of christian profession,” we shall
only observe, that when Mr. Hall has proved, that baptism
was NOT required as a mark of christian profession,
we will agree no longer to defend the paragraph.
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It now remains to be shewn Zow Mr, Hall %as attacked
these passages.

He begins by taking new ground; he now says, * we
freely acknowledge that if the principle can be establish-
ed, that baptism is invariably essential to a christian pro-
fession, the cause we are pleading must be abandoned,
being vonfident that a t¢rue profession of the christian
religion is inseparable from church communion.” p. 82, 3.
Again, “now that the profession of Christ is an indis-
pensible term of salvation, is so undeniably evident from
the New Testament, that to attempt to . prove it, seems
like an insult on the understanding of the reader.” p. 34.
Here he conducts the unwary reader, to a proposition of a
very different nature from any thing that we have stated.
The sybstance of what we had alledged was, that accord-
ing to the New Testament, baptism was required at our
entrance on a visible profession, as a testimony of faith in
Christ, and of devotedness to him: and for this reason, we
called it the ““ term” and ““ mark of christian profession,”
Mr. Hall leads the reader’s attention from this object,
and insinuates that we make baptism essential to the
christian character ; that < the necessary inference is the
restriction of the hope of future happiness to members of
our own denomination” ; and that ¢ the padobaptists are
on our principles cut off from the hope of eternal life, and
salvation is confined to ourselves.” (p, 86.) Since it is
manifest that we never advanced such opinions as these,
the reader may ask, on what ground they are so confi-
dently charged upon us? The answer is, on the applica-
tion which Mr. Hall now thinks proper to make of the
term profession. 'Time was, when he could use it in the
semse in which it has been commonly understood among
baptists, and in which sense we had used it. He could
on a. former occasion, speak of ““such as professed their
faith in Christ under the ministry of the apostles”, as
persons who ‘“ were baptised on that profession.” He could
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tell us, that ¢ the profession required in a candidate for
christian baptism involved a historical faith, a belief in a
certain individual, an illustrious personage, &c.” He
could speak of ‘‘ the profession demanded in the baptism
of John”, and distinguish it from ‘‘the faith required by
the apostles” ; he called John’s baptism “ the rite intend-
ed to anounce the future, though speedy appearance of
the Messiah”, and christian baptism, ¢ the ceremony ex-
pressive of a firm belief in an identical person, as already
manifested under that illustrious character.” Ie could
then say, when giving reasons why the disciples of the
Lord were not baptised with what he calls christian bap-
tism, that ‘‘such as had professed their faith in Christ
from the period of his first manifestation, could not with~
out palpable incongruity recommence that profession.”
“By orthodox christians it is uniformly maintained that
union to Christ is formed by faith, and as the baptists are
distinguished by demanding a profession of it at baptism;
they are at least precluded from asserting that rite to
have any concern in effecting the spiritnal alliance in
question.” ( Terms of Com. p. 38, 19, 20, 21, 42, 119.)
These passages fully show, that Mr. Hall could once
acknowledge, that there was a correct semse in which a
profession of faith was required, and was given at bap-
tism. But now he quotés a number of texts in which the
words confession and profession occur, (which he tells
us are of the same meaning ) and he charges us with the
inferences he thinks fit to draw from them, as if we were
bound to deny the christianity of those, whe differed from
us in their view of the manner in which such a profession
ought to be visibly expressed.

But, if his argument proves any thing, it proves too
much ; for according to his own acknowledgement, the
baptism of the primitive converts was the commencement
of their profession ; so thatall the passages he quotes, in
which the words profession and confession are used, relate
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to persons who were baptised, and whomade their profession
at their baptism; and when these passages were written, he
acknowledges that baptism was essential to their salvation.
On his own system therefore, either he and the sacred wri-
ters mean different things by the same word, or the force of
his argument is against himself; for there is not a single
inspired writer who enforces the necessity of a christian
profession, who did not mean a profession visibly made by
baptism. But Mr. Hall does nof mean a profession made by
baptism; since, in his view, baptism either may or may not
beincluded in it. Ifhowever, during the period of inspira-
tion baptism was always a part of christian profession, it
remains with Zim to explain, how that ordinance, which he
tells us was once essential to salvation, is now dwindled into
such insignificance, that it is not to be retained in the
church in its original station, and, that ¢ communion nei-
ther supposes a person baptised, nor the contrary!” So that
according to his view of the subject, the religion of the pri-
mitive church has undergone a complete alteration ; bap-
tism does not answer its original purpose, and profession
meauns a different thing now, from what it did in the time
of the Apostles!

We expressly stated, that we did not consider obedi-
ence {0 a rite to be a term of salvation. In our estimation
therefore, baptism did not hold the same place that “ pro-
fession” does in the estimation of Mr. Hall; for he says
that ““ the profession of Christ is an indisputable term of
salvation”. His design, however, is to involve us in the
charge of making these two the same thing, in direct oppo-
sition to the statement already mentioned; for the whole of
his reasoning depends on the supposition, that we affirmed
obedienceto a riteto be essential to what he now calls a“ pro-
JSession”. He says, the argument which we urged * turns
on the principle that baptism is a term of christian profes-
sion”. (p.36.) True; but in what sense ?—that baptism
was the appointed, visible manner in which Christ directed

F
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the christian professor to testify his faith in him: and can
Mr, Hall deny this? We never imagined that good men
might not through prejudice or misapprehension mistake
the directions of the New Testament; we explicitly ac-
knowledged this, and therefore placed our argumenton aba-
sis common to thegreat body of professing christians. Bat
when the inquiry concerns the obedience due to instita-
tions, which in their nature are external and visible things,
and in which we can have no guide but positive law, the
question then is, what are the directions of the New Tes-
tament concerning them? If Jesus Christ did require
baptism in the visible profession of faith in him, and prior
to a regular connection with his church; and if the insti-
tution was designed to be perpetnal, we must either say,
kis having required it és a rule for us; or, the directions
which he has given us are so defective that they are in-
sufficient for our guidance. Mr. Hall may take which he
pleases; the first destroys his system, the second exposes
its true nature.

1t also deserves attention, that allour observations on this
part of the subject, were drawn to a point in one compre-
hensive, “obvious principle;” which is that **baptism was
intended to be a visible evidence of connection with the
christian church”. (Baptism a term of Com. p.21.) This
principle of itself, (and especially when taken with the ex-
planation given of it) is a complete contradiction to Mr.
Hall's inferences ; and the terms in which it is couched shew
that the system for which we pleaded, had no alliance with
those violent charges which stain his pages, The princi-
ple is brought to a practical issue, and when he has said
all he can, a calm inquirer will perceive, that the whole
argument hinges on the truth or falsehood of this princi-
ple. Ifitis false, let its falsehood be proved; and let it
be shown what the institution was intended for. But if it
be true, all that we ask is, that the ordinance be regarded
for its designed purpose. Here however, Mr. Hall has
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deserted the field. Far from meeting the argument, he
leaves his readers without information whether baptism
answers any important purpose; or whether it is not an an-
tiquated ordinance of little authority, and less utility.

The ¢ position” that the terms of communion and of sal-
vation are the same, was briefly examined in our former
work, p. 19—20. We denied its accuracy, and stated a
few queries and observations. as difficulties arising from
the position. Part of these remarks Mr. Hall quotes;—
he calls them extraordinary andintreats the reader to‘‘ pause
and meditate”! <'The design of producing them at pre-
sent”, we are told, is to shew the tendency of the princi-
ple”; and the readeris requested to consider ‘“whether they
are susceptible of any other sense than that the terms of sal-
vation and of communion are commensurate with .each
other”. (p. 38.) But if any of our readers should suppose
this, after he has read the paragraph from which the ex-
tracts are taken, we should either be sorry for his preju-
dices or lament his incapacity.

One of the difficulties arising from the ¢ position” alrea-
dy mentioned was, ““if baptism was once necessary to com-
munion, either it was then essential to salvation, or that
which was not essential to salvation, was essential to com-
munion? To this Mr. Hall replies, ¢ that in the apostolic
age, baptism was necessary to salvation”. (p. 43.) A query
then succeeded, “if it [baptism] was then essential to
salvation, how can it be proved not to be essential now”’?
To this our author says, ‘it is unnecessary to attempt it,
because it is admitted by Mr. K. himself; and it is prepos-
terous to attempt the proof of what is acknowledged by both
parties”. p. 43. This is evading the inquiry, not answer-
ing it. It would not have been * preposterous” for Mr.
Hall to have shewn how, when, and by what means, a duty
still obligatory, and once essential to salvation, now occu-
pies, according to his system, a situation so depressed, that
it is made to give way to every opinion which intrudes on
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its original claims. Instead of doing this, he attempts te
removefrom his own system the weight which pressed upon
it, by saying, ¢ the difficulty attending the supposition
of a change in the terms of salvation, is urged with
little propriety, by one to whese hypothesis they apply in
their full force”. (p. 44.) If he means that on our *“hypo-
thesis” ‘“a change in the terms of salvation” has taken
place, he shews that he does notunderstand it. Far from
entangling ourselves in speculations about variable essen-
tials, or attempting to determine in what circumstances a
duty might, or might not be essential 1o salvation, we took
the New Testament account, and on the supposition that
it was allowed to be our guide, we pleaded the authority
of its directions, its examples, and its general principles.
After we had explicitly stated that ebedience to a rite no
one supposed was a term of salvation, and then oppesed
Mr. Hall's ““position”, that the terms of communion and of
salvation were the same, we shall leave the reader to judge
with what consistency he attempts to press this ““difficul-
ty” upon us. The fact is, it attaches exclusively to kis
hypothesis. If he car prove that anciently men were saved
on one ‘“condition”, but now are saved on another, let
him do so; but if he cannot, the inference which we urged
against him, continues in all its force.

After all, he grants that < owing to the incurable ambi-
guity of language, many truths founded on the clearest
evidence assume an .appearance of paradox; and of this
nature is the proposition which affirms that the terms of sal-
vation are not unalterable : which may with equal propriety
he affirmed and denied in different senses”. (p. 44.) There
is then on his own confession, a sense in which all that he
pleads for may be ‘“denied” with quite as much propriety
as he has thought proper to “affirm” it. In the nextpage
he is compelled to confess, that “there are certain doc-
trines which are revealed because they are necessary ; and
others which are necessary only because they are revealed.”
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Of this nature, he informs us, are ‘““the few and simple
ceremonies” of the Gospel.(p.45.) 'We are then told that on
its first publication, ¢ the visible appendages of christianity
were exhibited with a lustre of evidence, which no honest
mind could withstand; and that no pretence for their
neglect could subsist among such as possessed religious
integrity. Such was eminently the case with the two
institutions which have occasioned the present contro-
versy”. (p. 46.) Admitling for the sake of argument that
this was the case, if the decease of the Apostles has les-
sened “‘the lustre of evidence” with which the <visible
appendages of christianity were exhibited,” ithas produced
the same effect on them all; and, however mnch they have
lost the ¢ lustre” of their evidence, the directions of the Lord
and the practical explanations given us in the conduct of
inspired men are still visible, If these continue in our
bibles for any useful purpose, the least that they can be
supposed to answer is, to form the rule of our conduct; but
if we are not to follow them as our rule, we have no rule.
This is the issue to which Mr. Hall would conduct us, for
all his reasonings are nothing more than excuses for NOT
Jfollowing the Apostles and the primitive church! Wedo not
pretend to say what may, or may not in all cases consist
with ¢religious integrity”, or how far evidence must be
carried before it can be asserted that ““no honest mind can
withstand it”; but if it be granted that baptism and the
Lord’s supper were ““the visible appendages of christian-
ity”, but that now the unbaptised ought to be admitted
into the church, how can a man of plain common sense
avoid the conclusion, that on this system, one of these ‘“vi-
sible appendages” is set aside. We anticipate thereply,
that, once it was indispensable asa ““ visible appendage”, be-
cause it was then necessary to salvation, but it is not so now.
An apology of no weight, unless the obligation to attend tp
baptism ceased when it became not necessary to salvation.

But whether it is or is nof necessary to eternal happi-
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ness, unless it is repealed, it is still the command of the
Lord, and has the same appointed station in his church it
ever had. 'This is the plain reason why we should submit
to it, and preserve it in its place; and this argument retains
all its force, however the speculations of men, respecting
either the ancient or the present consequence of the
institution, may terminate.

To sum up all that we think necessary on the subject of
essentials, we allow in the words of Mr. Hall, that <“union
to Christ is formed by faith”, and that the “baptists are
distinguished by demanding a profession of it at baptism”.
‘We grant therefore his conclusion, that we are ““precluded
from asserting that rite to have any concern in eflecting
the spiritual alliance in question”. (Terms of Com. p.119.
120.) On this ground we say, striclly speaking, baptism
never was essential to salvation; for whatever is essential
takes place in all good men. Without union to Christ by
faith, we do not conceive any man can be saved, but we
know no one who will say the same thing concerning bap-
tism. In the instances on record in the New Testament,
baptism was the effect of professing to receive the truthin
the love of it: such a reception of the truth, we allow was
essential to salvation, and obedience to the will of Christ
arose from it. We allow that no good man would refuse
submitting to this part of the Lord’s will in the days of the
Apostles, and we maintain that no such person who be-
lieves in the perpetuity of baptisin can now deny, that
according to the New Testament all professing believers
ought to be baptised, and that they cannot consistently
come to the Lord’s table except in that character. Whe-
ther therefore he agrees with us respecting the proper mode
and subjects of baptism or not, he is compelled to act on
our general principle. But if he solicits communion with
us on the ground of his infant baptism, he asks us to ad-
mit the validity of that ceremony, If he requests us to
admit him as unbaptised, lie then asks that we would join
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with him in practically denying what both confess is the
will of Christ; for both admit that church members
ought to be baptised ; yet we are to receive a person who is
unbaptised, and he agrees to be accepted under that cha-
racter! Should he say, I acknowledge the propriety of the
general rule. but I wish you would consider my case as an
exception: we reply, so we will, provided you can show,
either that such an exception is to be found in the New
Testament, or that we need not be guided by that volume.
In few words, we consider baptism not essential to salva-
tion in the proper meaning of the terms; but itis essential
to correct obedience, and to the testimony of a good con-
science, in every instance in which the permanency of the
institution is admitted. Whoever therefore, apprehends
that he is unbaptised, should give this subject a seri-
ous consideration ;. for though some men of whom we hope
well, deceive themselves by inconsistent reasonings, yet it
is the plain rule of God’s word, and not a good man’s irre-
gularities that ought to be our guide,

Mr. Hall thinks proper to represent us as stating, “‘that
the limits of communion must be the same with those of
profession; that the Pedobaptists have none, or at least
none that is valid” ; and that on this account, and for this
reason, they are precluded from a title to christian fellow-
ship”. (p.38—39.) The expression ‘“a christianprofession
is not made in Christ’s own way” without baptism, he takes
more than usual pains to torture; and says, the scope of our
argument obliged us to ‘“ prove that adult baptism is essen-
tial to a christian profession:” butwe are now content “ with
saying that without that ordinance, it is not made in the
right way”. He then twists the words till he supposes
they mean ‘““perfect profession”, and after declaring that
this is not ‘“the lot of a mortal”, he adds, ‘but though
this is the only interpretation consistent with truth, we
cannot for a moment suppose that such was the meaning
of the writer. He must have intended to assert, that the
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parties to whom they are applied, fail to make what
Christ himself would deem a profession”. A number of
consequences are then deduced by Mr. Hall, and the con-
clusion is, that our reasoning “will consign the Paedobap-
tists to destruction”! (p. 39—42.) To these charges and
the rest of the same class, a reference to the work from
which they are taken is all that is necessary. Let the
reader examine the argument as it was originally stated,
and then let him form his own conclusions.

As to the expression ‘“a christian profession is not
made in Christ’s own way without baptism ;” if the reader
observes the words which immediately follow it, he can
then judge whether Mr. Hall’s inferences are correct. ““It
is now too late to say, this is not what the New Testa-
ment has enjoined ; and it does not become us to alter
what is enacted by infinite wisdom. There may be, and
there are, differences of opinion respecting the subjects
and mode of baptism : but as the ordinance itself was pre-
scribed by the Lord, it ought to be visibly recognised in
his Church”, (Baptism &c. p. 18, 19.)

Whether our mode of reasoning, which was placed on
a basis common to all that admit the perpetuity of bap-
tism, did consign ‘“ the Paedobaptists to destruction,” is
easily determined. Whatever were its defects that is
not fairly to be charged upon it. After having guard-
ed our statement, by saying that we did nof esteem
obedience to a rite a term of salvation, but that we con-
sidered it as ‘“ an evidence of our submission to the author
of salvation”; after having explicitly declared, that the
Baptists ““ do not consider baptism necessary to salvation;
they do not depend upon it for their acceptance before
God ; nor do they view any as fit subjects for that ordi-
nance, who are not previously believers in Christ, and
justified in the sight of God by their faith”; (Baptism a
term of Com. p. 31.) we need not say any thing farther in
reply to Mr, Hall’s arguments on this part of the contro-
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versy. Theyhave nothing to do with the subject as we stated
it ; and they are founded on such complete misrepresenta-
tions, that we are not involved in their consequences,

Since however, he has thought proper to notice some
expressions which we made use of, and to investigate
what he calls their ‘“ meaning”, we also shall notice one
thing intimately connected with them which ke has omit-
ted. We need not repeat what has been already observed
respecting the sense in which ‘“ baptism is a term of pro-
fession”, nor is it necessary to defend the terms we
have used, if they 'are taken in their connection. They
all had a relation to the visible, designed end of baptism.
But what says Mr. Hall on this part of the subject?
NorHiNg. Yet if baptism continues in force, it must
be designed to answer some intelligible purpose. We
ask then, if it is not a visible profession of faith in Christ,
if it is no evidence of connection with the Christian church,
if a profession of our faith is made in the way which
Christ required without baptism ; what is its use, and on
what ground does it mow claim any attention?




SECTION VI.

The difference of sentiment among Christians respecting
the doctrine of Election—the prohibition to eat blood—
and the imposition of hands on the baptised —examined
as 1o their supposed bearing on this controversy.

IN the progress of his work, Mr. Hall reminds us of the
difference of sentiments among christians on the doctrine of
Election, some taking the Calvinistic and others the Armin-
ian view of it. 'We are informed that such a difference of
opinion could not exist in the primitive church; and that
¢ were these parties to exclude each other from commu-
nion under the pretence that the primitive christians were
all Calvinists, or all Arminians,” they would reason in the
same manner thatwe do. (Reply p.48,49.) He adds, ‘““how
would our author repel this reasoning, or justify a more
liberal conduct? He certainly cannot allege the original
obscurity of the apostolic injunctions, and the possibility of
primitive converts mistaking their meaning: he would
ungquestionably insist on the different degrees of import-
ance attached to revealed truths, and the palpable differ-
ence hetween mistaking the meaning, and avowedly
opposing the sentiments, of inspired writers, But this
is precisely our mode of defence.” (p. 49.)

He is however altogether mistaken; we should not
think of placing the decision of the ultimate question,
whether Calvinists and Arminians might hold fellowship
together on such a ground as this; we should appeal to-
the New Testament respecting the terms on which persons
ought to be received to baptism. If we ought to be
baptised into a creed which is to include all that is sup-
posed to be taught in the New Testament, it would be
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right to examine whether it was an Arminian creed
or a Calvinistic creed, and then the question would be of
high importance, into which creed shall we be baptised.
But if we derive our information from the sacred volume,
we find, thatthe proper subjects of baptism, ought to
be baptised on a profession of their faith in Christ as
the Son of God, and the saviour of sinners. Whatever
any person considers as necessarily and essentially includ-
ed in believing in Christ, he must, we grant, mrke a term of
communion, because in his view, it is a necessary part
of the confession which a candidate ought to make at his
baptism, On this ground, he who conceives the Calvi-
nistic view of the doctrine of election, essential to a
persow’s faith in Christ, must make Calvinism a term of
communion ; and so on the opposite side of the question,
he who believes that the Calvinistic sentiment is incon-
sistent with faith in Christ, must necessarily exclude
Calvinists from church fellowship. ¢ Orthodox christ-
ians” Mr. Hall informs us, consider ““ the explicit belief
of the doctrine of the atonement” indispensably necessary
to salvation. He also says, that the immediate followers
of Christ did not embrace this truth. It seems that this
is given as an instance of a new essential arising in
the church. ¢ The full development of the gospel scheme,
made at a subsequent period, has in this instance render-
ed that essential to salvation, which could previously
subsist without it.”(p. 46.) Suppose that this view of the
subject is correct, the reason why the belief of the doc-
trine of the atonementis now necessary to salvation is,
because it comes within the limits of the direction ¢ he
that believeth and is baptised shall be saved.” Whatever
is an essential part of a reply to the question,” dost thou
believe on the Son of God,” we acknowledge is a term
of communion ; because it is, according to the New Testa-
ment, a term of baptism. Such were the constitutional
principles of the church in the purest ages, when every
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thing was regulated by wunerring inspiration. 1If it can
be proved that its constitution is not now what it was
ortginally, we must change our ground; but till that is
done, we need not tremble for the ultimate success of our
cause. '

An attempt it made to perplex the question before us,
by bringing in the decision of the Apostles and Elders at
Jerusalem prohibiting the eating of blood in Acts xv.
Mr. Hall selects this part of the decision of the Apos-
tolical Council, without at all noticing the difficulties
attending the passage at large; though he must know,
that it has greatly divided the most learned and acute
Commentators. It seems to us, that the view given of the
decision recorded in this chapter by the learned SPENCER
is rational, and supported by very strong evidence; that
the reason why the Gentile Christians were required to
¢ abstain from pollutions of idols, and from fornication,
and from things strangled, and from blood,” ( Actsxv.
20,) was, because these things were ‘ the causes, the
attendants, and the signs of Idolatry.”* Whoever,
therefore, was defiled by these practices, was to be con-
sidered as sanctioning Idolatry, and equally opposing the
religion of Moses and of Christ. He who in these things
symbolized with Idolaters, would be excluded from the
communion of the christian church; or if he had not
been received into the church, for the same reason he
would not be admitted to baptism. Such practices would
be considered as proving that the man was a Heathen,
and while he continued such, he could not be received
into the christian community. But Mr. Hall selects the
prohibition of blood as an article of food, which he affirms
was once a term of communion, and he says that ¢ the
precept of abstaining from blood, was invariably observed
by the faithful from the time of Noah.” (Reply, p. 50.)

* Vide Dissert. in Act. xv, 20, Cap. I1L. § i, at the end of the second
book of his work, De legibus ritualibus Hebreorum.
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Nay further, he says, I have not the smallest doubt,
that it is of perpetual force, however little it may be
regarded in modern practice.” (p. 50.) For the sake of
consistency then, he ought not to admit into the number
of * the faithful” any man who, in his estimation, violates
this precept; and if he does not mean to say, that pos-
itive precepts are of no force, he ought to reject such a
person from a participation of Christian ordinances.

He seems to consider the prece{)t given to Noabh,
and the advice of the apostles to the Gentile christians
respecting abstinence from blood, as the same. He
thinks proper to put this advice, on a par with the in-
Jjunction concerning baptism. He acknowledges that
the ““precept respecting blood was not promulgated by
the Saviour himself ; but resulted from the solemn and
unanimous decision of his apostles, and is of more ancient
origin than any other christian institute.” (Reply p. 51.)
Here a supposed prohibitory precept is called a christian
institute, and is said to be of more ancient origin than
any other christian institute. It seems then, that this
christian institute, is far older than christianity itself.
But leaving the reader to settle this point in the best
way he can, we are further told, that ““there is no room to
allege a misapprehension of the meaning of the precept ;
it is susceptible but of one interpretation.” (Reply p.50.)
This is a mistake: Jewish writers understand the precept
given to Noah to mean, that he was not to eat the blood,
with the flesh of the animal while it was alive, by cutting
off any part and instantly using it for food, before the
creature was properly slain. This barbarous custom was
not only practised anciently, but is still in use in some
parts of the World. It is remarkable that the Jews, who
have been always distinguished for their abhorrence of
blood, should have given this interpretation of the pre-
cept, and they seem to have been led to it, by an accurate
attention to Hebrew phraseology. Dr. GILL, whose
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extensive acquaintance with Jewish literature cannot be
denied, says, ““it is the constant sense of the Jewish syna-
gogue, that this law is to be understood of the member
of a living creature torn from it and eaten whilst alive,”
( Expos. on Acts xv. 29.) Many christian writers of
distinguished eminence have adopted the same sentiment.
Hence they have drawn a clearly marked line of distinc-
tion between the precept given to Noah,—the ceremonial
precepts given to the Jews,—and the advice given by
the apostles to the Gentile christians. They have shewn
that in their estimation, the first and the two last, related
to different things; and that the precepts given to the
Jews, and the advice of the apostles were distinguished
from each other by two important circumstances; that
the precepts of Moses were absolute, and binding on
every member of the Jewish dispensation; but that the
directions given by the apostles, arose from the peculiar
state of the church, and did not mark the precepts res-
pecting meats offered to idols, things strangled, and blood,
as universally and perpetually binding. '

‘Whoever will take the trouble tv examine the writings
of our most learned christian commentators and critics,
will see that there is not that uniformity which will war-
rant Mr. Hall’s assertion, that *‘there is no room to
allege a misapprehension of the meaning of the precept;
it is susceptible but of one interpretation”. (p. 50.)

I am no advocate for eating blood ; but since the pre-
cept given to Noah which Mr. Hall supposes has arelation
to this practice, is unnecessarily forced upon our atten-
tion, the reader will, I hope, pardon one observation more
which may tend to elucidate that precept. We read in
the law of Moses, ‘Y e shall not eat of -any thing that dieth
of itself ; thou shalt give it unto the stranger thatis in thy
gates, THAT HE MAY EAT IT, or thon mayest sell it
unto an alien”. Deut. xiv. 21, If an animal died of itself,
the blood was still in the system, and the flesh could not
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be eaten without eating the blood also, as is the case with
animals that are strangled; but though Israelites might
not eat such food, strangers were permitted to eat it
even by the Law of God. How then can Mr. Hall prove
that the precept prohibiting ¢ the use of blood in food”,
‘“was enjoined expressly on the Gentiles”,—and, * was
in force from the period of the deluge ?”” (p. 49. 50.) If
his sense of the precept is correct, it is inconceivable
that such a permission as that which isrecorded in the
law of Moses, should have been given : and if he fails in
establishing the universal obligation of the -precept ac-
cording to his interpretation of it, during the time of the
Jewish dispensation, he will not find it an easy task, to
establish its universal and perpetual obligation under the
dispensation of the gospel. Besides, the prohibition of
blood stands on the same basis with that of ¢ meats offer-
ed to idols”, but it is certain that the eating of meat
offered to idols, was not universally unlawful ; it therefore
follows of course that in the present case, the decision of
the apostles will notof itself prove the prohibition of
blood to be universally, and permanently binding.

But the end our author hasin view, is to press an
imaginary difficulty on us, from the comparison which he
thinks proper to draw, between the injunction which
prokibited blood, -and that which commanded baptism.
““ As Pedobaptists profess their conscientious adherence
to the baptismal precept, which they merely demand the
right of interpreting for themselves ; upon what principle
is it, that a mistake in the meaning of a positive injunction,
is deemed more criminal than its avowed neglect; or why
should an error in judgment which equally affects the
practice in both cases, be tolerated itin the one, and made
the ground of exclusion in the other ?” ("Reply p. 51, 52.)
The answer to this is easy :—he who believes that a pre-
cept of a former dispensation, is of so great authority at
present, that obedience to it now, ought to be required by
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a ohristian church, must make it a term of baptism,
and of course a term of communion. But he who con-
siders it not supported by such evidence as gives it
this importance, though he may individually think it
right, does not feel himself compelled to insist upon it.
He therefore, can retort Mr. Hall's argument ; and
since the ¢ very pith and marrow ” of his “ cause ” is, that
baptism is not necessary to communion, such a person
in his turn may ask, ¢ upon what principle is it, thata
mistake in the meaning of a positive injunction not be-
longing to the christian dispensation, should be deemed
of equal consequence with the ‘“ avowed neglect” of an
ordinance peculiar to that dispensation? Mr. Hall at-
tempts to place the injunction against eating blood, on
the same level with the command which enjoins baptism,
and hence the inference unavoidably follows, that, ac-
cording to his mode of reasoning, baptism is of no more
consequence than the precept against eating blood! The
effect of such a mode of lowering a christian ordinance,
is easily seen; and will be very agreeable to many ; for it
will afford them an excellent excuse for neglecting, what
they do not wish to obey.

In addition to what our author has alleged concerning
the eating of blood, he thinks proper to say, *“ the argu-
ment equally applies to laying on of hands after ordination
and baptism. It is acknowledged that this rite was
universally practised in the primitive times, that it
claims the sanction of apostolic example, and it is enume-
rated by St. Paul among the first principles of christian
doctrine”. (Reply p. 52.)

That imposition of hands took place after baptism
when an apostle was present, and when miraculous gifts
were conferred, is acknowledged ; that it was used as a
necessary appendage to baptism, when an apostle was
not present, and when extraordinary gifts were not given,
lias not been proved ; and we believe cannot be proved.
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When Mr. Hall has demonstrated that imposition of
hands was constantly practised by apostolic authority
in cases where .spiritual gifts were not conferred—so
that this usage was a regular part of christian baptism;.
when he has proved, that apostles directed those who had
no spiritual gifts to bestow, to use the imposition of hands
after baptism, and that the christian ordinance was con-
sidered incomplete without it; them, but not till then,
will his argument have any force. As to the impo-
sition of hands after ordination, it is so distant from
the present enquiry, that it may be dismissed as wholly
irrelevant¥. 7 v

It is not a little remarkable, that Mr. Hall should urge
two arguments, taken from passages concerning which
the christian world has been much divided, and apply
them as if their sense was clear and undisputed. To
explain that which is difficult, by whatis clear and un-
disputed is ratiopal ; but to perplex what is plain, by
that which is difficult and uncertain, cannot promote the
cause of truth,

* The following note of Dg: DopDRIDGE on Heb. vi. 2. deserves

attention:

< The imposition of hands.] This answered such great purposes in the
christian church, as the appomted miethod of communicating important
gifts, that it might well be mentioned among first principles. But it is by
avery precarious consequence, that any can infer from hence the universal
obhganon of this rite, in admlttmg persons into full church-membership, or
even to the ministry. See Pierce’s Vindication, p. 463.

Family Expositer.”




SECTION VII.

Myr. Halls criticisms on the use of the term “ evidence” ex-
amined— He does not recognise the scriptural design of
baptism ; and his system subverts the institution.

T'wo expressions are next selected from ‘ Baptisma term
of .communion,” which Mr. Hall calls ¢ remarkable pas-
sages” (Reply p. 53.); the first has been noticed already ;
the next I suppose is taken from p. 30 : both are brought
forward because the term evidence occurs in them.

The latter Mr. Hall quotes imperfectly ; in his book it
is “‘the appointed evidence of our putting on Jesus Christ”
the original words are, ‘ the first, visible, appointed evi-
dence of our putting on Jesus Christ”.,

Our author begins his scrutiny by saying, “let us first
ascertain the precise meaning of theseremarkable passages”™;
—but how ? By viewing ¢ these remarkable passages”
in their connection, by observing the terms which are used,
by comparing the paragraphs where the same or similar ex-
pressions are employed, for the purpose of discovering the
common sentiment which runs through the whole? Noj; this
common place way of examining a subject is far from Mr.
Hall’s method ; he plays on the term evidence, turns it into a
variety of shapes, at last having found one which he thinks
wilt answer his purpose, he declares that this must be its
“ precise meaning”! Observe his mode of discussion. The
““meaning must be, that the ordinance in question forms a
necessary part of the evidenceof faith,insomuch that in the
absence of it our Lord intended no other should be deemed
valid.,” He then adds, ‘that this was the case in the primi-
tive age, we feel no hesitation in affirming.” (Reply. p. 54.)

Let the reader compare our statements with Mr. Hall’s
inference. In the first of the passages quoted, we said
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*“if obedience to a rite be not a term of salvation (which
7n0 one supposes), yet it was ordered by the highest
authority as an evidence of our subjection to the author
of salvation”. In this sentence, the supposition laid down
is, that obedience to a rite is not a term of salvation, The
parenthesis which follows “ (which no one supposes)”, clearly
shows, that we neither intended to»aigue on-the ground
that baptism was an evidence of faith essential to salvation,
nor did we imagine that we had to contend with any one
upon that ground. Here thenh we ask, on what pretence
could it be inferred that the ‘“ precise meaning” of the first
of ‘“these remarkable passages, must be, that the ordi-
nance in question forms a necessary part of the evidence
of faith, insomuch that in the absence of it, our Lord
intended no other should be deemed valid”; since the
passage itself contains a distinct denial of our author’s
inference ? '

Further, in the short paragraph from whence Mr. Hall
makes his second quotation, baptism was denominated
““the first, visible, appointed evidence of our putting on
Jesus Christ. Gal.iii.27.” Iere again, letany one judge
whether, in fair interpretation, Mr, Hall’s inference can be
drawn from the words used, for he has quoted them so
inaccurately, that we do not refer to his quotation. On
the question, whether the Lord will deem no. evidence of
faith valid, if baptism be absent, this statement offers
no.opinion ; and what it asserts, our opponent is at full
liberty to disprove as soon as he is able. A duty may be
required, as a visible evidence of subjection to Christ,
without its being supposed that -its absence in any case,
or a mistake which may be made concerning it, would
subject a man to eternal condemnation. That this is not
our sentiment is evident even from the “remarkable pas-
sages™ which Mr. Hall quotes; yet notwithstanding, he
thinks fit to assert, that the contrary must be their ‘ pre-
cise meaning !”

G2
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The sense which Mr, Hall attempts to affix on our
words, he confesses expressed the true state of things in
the primitive age; but it seems that what was true then,
is not true now, We are charged with making baptism
‘“a necessary part of the evidence of faith, insomuch
that in the absence of it, our Lord intended no other should
be deemed valid,” Mr. Hall adds,  That this was the
the case in the primitive age, we feel no hesitation in
affirming.” (p.54.) So that all we had said was, on Mr.
Hall’s confession, a correct state of the case in the days of
the Apostles, and according to the accounts given in the
New Testament.

In his progress, Mr. Hall-quotes half a sentence from
p. 67 of ‘ Baptism a term of Communion’; had he quoted
the whole, especially had he taken it in its connection,
every one would have seen that it did not suit his purpose.
But now he grows bolder than before, and we are accused
of the inconsistency of admitting the piety of those ¢ who
are destitute of that which Jesus Christ prescribed as THE
evidence of faith.” (Reply p. 55.) 'The next thing is a
quotation from another place (‘p. 140), taken also in his
manner, neither noticing the design, nor the explanatioh
given of the words ; and then he finishes the paragraph by
talkmtr about * palpable contradictions.”

But the view which we have given of our sentiments on
this subject is before the world; with those who are not
cmivinced ‘on comparing our statements with Mr. Hall’s
mterpretatlons, that instead of ascertaining our precise
meaning,” he has laboured to affix to our words precisely
what they were never designed to mean, we shall not
contend—the interests of truth are not likely to be pro-
moted by striving with persons of that description.

According to Mr. Hall’s reasoning, our former argu-
ments are of noforce, unless it could be demonstrated that
baptism “ occupies the same place at present, and that it
is STILL nesessary to constitute a valid evidence of faith



85

in the Redeemer.” (Reply p.54.) This brings forward
an inquiry of vital importance to the present controversy,
which our author has most completely neglected ; and that
1s, what place does baptism NowW occupy ? 1If it occupies
the same place it did in apostolic times, his system is
ruined by his own confession. If it occupies a different
place, what is that place? What was the design of bap-
tism? Ts it now a * different thing” from what it was in
the days of inspiration? On ‘this subject Mr. Hall is
prudently silent. Whatever the design of baptism was,
the institution ought either to be administered for the pur-
pose first appointed, or it cannot be maintained as a New
Testament ordinance. If baptism ought not tp be con-
tinued for its primitive purpose, the sooner we lay it aside
the better ; for we cannot pretend to practise it on scrip-
tural authority. 'We can have no idea of the perpetuity
of an institution,” when its ends are no longqr answered.
Whenever this is the case, it decayeth and waxeth old,”
and ““ is ready to vanish away.”

Herethen the question comes to a point; it must either
be disproved, or acknowledged, that we ought now to bap-
tise for the same reasons as the apostles baptised. If they
administered this ordinance for ore reason, but we ought
to administer it for another, where is this twofold set of
reasons to be discovered ? If it be proved that the same
ends are not answered by the institution, and the same
reasons do not now apply that were in force in the days of
inspiration, then the scriptural reasons for its admini-
stration are given up; it is no longer the baptism of
the New Testament; it is nothing more than a super-
stitious ceremony, and has no more claim on our attention
than an abrogated Jewish rite. Bat, if it must be acknow-
ledged that we ought still to administer baptism for the
reasons assigned in the New Testament—all we ask is,
that the inspired rule be followed, and the present contro-
versy will instantly terminate.
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But the difference between the state of things now, and
in the age of inspiration, has brought forward ‘a new
case ;" go that baptism does not occupy ‘* the same place”
it once did! Whatever difference of circumstances has
taken place, is the rule invalidated, or does it still con-
tinue as a rule? If it is admitted that baptism was
essential to salvation in the days of the apostles, to the
whole extent of Mr. Hall’s idea, and that the circumstances
of the times then gave it peculiar importance, yet nothing
is more clear than that our reasenings and conduct should
be guided by the rule which is permanent, and not by
those circumstances which from their nature could be only
temporary. If then, we take the New Testament for our
guide, how are we to admit the unbalotz's,ed, unless we
either plead for & inverting the natural order of the christ-
ian sacraments;” or, suppose that the directions given
us are not urged with legislative authority, but are only
general advice, submitted to our prudence, and left to our
inclination ?

Mr. Hall denies, that baptism was ¢ more specifically
intended as a test of faith than compliance with any other
part of the mind of Christ; or that it was in any other
sense an evidence of that attainment, than as it was neces-
sary to evince the possession of christian sincerity.” (Reply
p.54) To the first of these assertions we reply, our
statement was not that baptism was “ more specifically
intended as a test of faith than compliance with any other
part of the mind of Christ;” but that it was ¢ the first,
visible, appointed evidence, of our putting on Jesus
Christ.” If this is not agreeable to the New Testament,
let it be disproved. As to the second assertion, suppose
for the sake of the argument that we admit it, and say
with Mr. Hall, that baptism was required ‘ to evince the
possession of christian sincerity ;” we ask then, if this was
its design at first, is it not its design now.? But if so, all
the hard things which he has thought fit to say against
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those who view baptism as the first, visible, appointed

evidence of putting on Jesus Christ, he might urge against

such as adopt his own words, and plead the importance of

the institation for the purpose of evincing “* the possession

of christian sincerity.” 1f it was once “necessary” for that

end, but is not ““ necessary” for the like purpose at pre-
sent, what end is answered by it? It is ‘a duty of per-

petual obligation,” (Reply p. 98.) “ founded on the express

injunction of the legislator,” (p- 99,) but, on our author’s

principles, neither the ¢ duty” nor the * injunction,” how-

ever “ perpetual” or ‘“ express,” form a rule for the con-
duct of the church; and though it ‘“was necessary” formerly,

yet it does not occupy “the same place at present.” If

such an opinion is admitted, we ought to lay the institution

asxde for its original purpose is no longer answered—

a consequence which always follows Mr. Hall’s theory, on

whatever side we view it.

But we have an additional objection to urge, It is not
stated in any part of the New Testament, that baptism
was an evidence of faith ““as it was necessary to ‘evince
the possession of christian sincerity.” That it did ““ evince
christian sincei'ity” is granted ; but that this is the scrip-
tural description of its design, can never be proved. The
baptism of the primitive converts was viewed as a practical
declaration of their faith ; this is m_anifest from the lan-
guage of the Apostles: “Ye are all the children of God by
faith in Christ Jesus, For as many of you as have been
baptised into Christ have put an Christ.” Gal. iii. 26, 27.
Inspired writers treat this subject in a style very different
from that of our author. They point the attention of the
primitive christians to the great sentiments which they pro-
fessed to believe at their baptism—to that obligation to.
holiness which was acknowledged by their baptism—and to
the hope which they derived from the truths they had pro-
fessed, an impressive image of which was presented to
their view in baptism. Hence, 'as many as were baptised
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into Christ were baptised info his death. Faith in the
death of Christ, not only as a fact, but as the ground of
our justification before God, was the source of their hope,
and the great support of their christian life : hence also,
believers looked forward to all the blessmgs which are
procured by the resurrection of their Lord. Therefore,”
says the apostle, *“ we are buried with him by baptism into
death, that like as Chl’lst was raised from the dead by the
glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in new-
ness of life.”— We have been planted together,” inti-
mately united with him, “in the likeness of his death,”
and hence, “ we shall be also in the likeness of his resur-
rection.” Rom. vi.8, &c. So also in the epistle to the
Colossians, (chap. ii. 12.) < 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.”
Now, however the latter expression is understood, it is
manifest, that it was in consequence of a christian’s fait#,
and as an expression of his faith, that he was buried
with his Lord, when he was baptised in his name.

The Apostle Peter’s words are, if possible, still more
express. 1 Pet.iii.21. Baptism is “the answer of a good
conscience towards God, through the resurrection of JTesus
Christ.” Itis the “answer,” the promise, or the stipulation
of a good conscience, in consequence of faith in the resur-
rection of Jesus Christ. It is the expression of a solemn
engagement into which we enter, in obedience to a divine
command, and as the effect of faith in the Lord Jésus.

If baptism either ought not, or cannot be administered
with these views, it is time that we should drop the prac-
tice ; but if believers can, and do express these senti-
ments, hopes, and engagements, the ordinance in its
essential parts, does occupy the same place now, that it
did in the times of the apostles.”

‘Why our author so carefully avoids stating the scriptural
design of baptism, is best known to himself, but it is im-
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possible not to suspect that he saw the.danger of so doing,
He would not say, that baptism ought ot to be.adminis-
tered on a profession of faith : that would have. involved:
him both with the apostles, and himself. He did not
choose to allow, as he had done before, that it ought to
be administered on a profession of faith ;—that would. be
followed by an.inference opposite to his purpose. He
therefore took a different course, and then he could cari-
cature every thing that came in his way, as he pleased..
Before he finished his second chapter, he made a bold
thrust, and doubtless he thought it would be mortal in its.
effect. He closed one paragraph by .speaking .of those
who are destitute of * adult baptism,” and professing ..to
quote what we had said, the next begins. thus : (Reply
Pp-56.) ““Nq church, he assures us, acting agreeably to. the
rules of Christ, can recognise them as his. disciples.” The
reference at the bottom is, ‘* Baptism a term of Commu-
nion, p. 140.” If the reader turns.to the passage, he will,
see that these are NOT our words:. Buf passing this for
the present, Mr. Hall takes no notiee of the. object of that -
paragraph from which he professes to. quote:an.expression.:
He does not inform his reader that the. paint.there,in hand
was, the obligation we were under to. attend to- baptism
as a commanded duty, *whatever that rite shall prove
to be”: for this would have spailed the effect which he
intended to produce. Nor daes he at.all refer to the.
evidence adduced in the connection, that.the proposition
as we had stated and explained it, had been generally ad-
mitted not only by Baptists, but also by P &ZpoBAPTISTS :
for they had both agreed that the unbaptised, according to.
the plan of the New Testament, were not openly, and in
an acknowledged sense, disciples. The genexal sentiments
of those ‘ myriads of holyb men,” who are sometimes placed
in array against us, are hrought to view in the words of
DRr. WiLLIAMS and Ri¢HARD BAXTER, both of whom
it will be allowed, are high authorities, These eminent
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men go farther than even the Baptists in affirming the
proposition whiph we had laid down, in the sense in which
it was adduced. If Mr. Hall did perceive the author’s
design, in the paragraph from which he professes to select
a single expression, and especially, if he ever read the
succeeding paragraph, how could he, in common justice,
bring forward an expression with the intention of impress-
ing ‘on the minds of his readers a sentiment not con-
tained in the passage he pretends to quote? If he did not
perceive the author’s intention, how are we to account for
such a misconception? But hence an occasion is found for
exclaiming, *“ what strange magiclies concealed in the word
church!”’(Reply p.57,) Again, *‘in the broad daylight of the
world, notwithstanding their minor differences, they (the
Pezdobaptists) are recognized with facility, but the mo-
ment we enter the sombrous gloom of a BApTIST CHURCH,
we are lost from each other’s view.” (p- 58.) What ad-
vantage Mr. Hall expects from these bitter words, we
know not; be it to himself: we ask no participation in it.
A reproach so indiscriminate and unjust, may gratify those
who dislike the Baptists, but effectually discredits all our
author’s boasted pretensions to liberality, He talks about
inflicting *“ a wound on the very heart of charity;” (Reply
p. 87.) what this is we leave others to decide. To such
an accusation we reply in the words of an ancient and high
authority, « the Lord rebuke thee:” (Jude v. 9.) and were
the controversy merely with Mr. Hall, here our reply
should end. But as a heavy charge is publicly brought
forward against a general body, it demands a farther exa-
mination. What occasions this * sombrous gloom of a
~BAPTIST Church’? Nothing, but their belief that pro-
fessing christians ought to be baptized, before they are
acknowledged members of the chureh. An article of faith
common to all the chufches of the apostolic and primitive
ages ;—to all the established churches in the world ;—and,
on our author’s own confession, nearly to all the churches
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of Peadobaptist dissenters. < Of such societies,” says
Mr. Hall, “ we might be tempted to exclaim, ¢ My soul
come not thou into their secret, and to their assembly be
not thou united”! Here we ask, to what ¢ assembly”,
then, should we be “‘united”? The only reply that we
can conceive is, to that which admits the unbaptised: an
assembly evidently of recent date, notwithstanding all that
Mr. Hall can say to the contrary; and, on his own acknow-
ledgment, an assembly formed of the minority of christian
professors. In all the rest we are compelled to enter the
same ‘‘sombrous gloom”, which Mr. Hall asserts is thrown
exclusively over BArTisT CHURCHES! Itis, therefore,
very little to the purpose, that he professes to be ‘“shocked
at such illiberality;” and still less that he pretends to “* sup-
press the emotions which naturally arise on the occasion,
remembering (strange as it may seem) how often it is asso-
ciated with talents the most respectable, and piety the
most fervent”. (Reply p. 59.) The wound which he in-
tended to inflict can never be healed by such treatment
as this,




CHAPTER 1V.

AN EXAMINATION OF MR, HALL'S THIRD CHAPTER
ON' THE CONNERCTION BETWEEN THE TWO POSITIVE
INSTITUTES.

SECTION 1.

His statement of the question examined ;—his reasoning
refuted.

IN the progress of his work, our author frequently directs
the reader’s attention to what he calls the ¢‘real question,”
(p- 61.) which, he informs us, is, ‘whether the two posi-
tive ordinances of the New Testament are so related o
each other, either in the nature of things or by express
command, that he whom we deem not baptised, is, ipso
Jacto, or from that circumstance alone, disqualified for an
attendance at the Lord’s table. ¢ This,” he says, * and
this only is the question in which we are concerned.”
Two sources of evidence are mentioned, ¢* the nature of
things,” and, * express command ;” no notice is here taken
of thé order and design of the institutions; should it be
said these are included in the ‘nature of things,” we shall
notebject to the arrangement; but if they are not included,
we eontend that they ought to be added to the sources of
evidence by which the question is to be decided.



93

According to Mr. Hall, ““ that there is nat a necessary
connection in the nature of things betwixt the two rites,
appears from the slightest attention to their nature. It
will not-be pretended that the Lord’s supper is founded on
baptism, .or .that .it recognises a single .circumstance be-
longing to it.” (Reply p. 61, 62.)

According to JESUS .CHRIST, the order and design of
baptism show, that it was intended to precede an attention
to every other institntion which he commanded the mem-
bers of his church < to observe;” and according to the
APOSTLE PAUL, baptism is ‘ putting .on Christ.” Gal.
iii. 27. The Lord’s supper is designed for believers who
are members of ‘his church, and recognises a previeus pro-
fession of their faith. What, then, was included in this
profession—how was it made—what was the visible ap-
pointed rite by which a submission to Jesus Christ was
manifested, according to the directions and examples of
the New Testament? Let this gnestion be answered and
the connection will be established.

But by his own concessions, Mr, Hall has already an-
swered the question and established the connection, He
has allowed that * baptism oUGHT, agreeably to the insti-
tution of Christ,to precede.the other branches of religion;”
(p- 83.) and that “ supposing [the sincere believer] to be
clearly convinced of the nature and import of baptism, he
would be guilty of a erimiral irregularity who neglected
to attend to it previous to his entering into christian fel-
lowship.” (Terms of Com. p. 58.) In the view of this
sincere believer, there is cansequently a * necessary con-
nection” between the two ordinances, which he perceives
when he is “ clearly convinced of the nature and import
aof baptism ;” otherwise he could net be guilty of a  eri-
minal irregularity”’ in seeking communien without being
baptised. On what principle then, can it be maintained
that there is such a ““ connection” when the ‘¢ nature and
import” of baptism' is understood, but no ‘“connection”
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between the institutions themselves? Does not the con-
nection exist before it is perceived? Is it, or is it not
correct that baptism has a “prior claim” on the christian’s
attention? Such priority, however, Mr. Hall has distinctly
acknowledged, for he admits that ‘¢ baptism' ovcHT,
agreeably to the institution of Christ to PRECEDE the
other branches of religion.” 'Thus he confesses that which
he is trying to prove does not exist ; and all his arguments
to shew that there is no connection between the two insti-
tutions, are repelled by his own words.

He then says, ‘it remains to be considered whether
the necessary connection we are seeking, can be found in,
positive prescription.—Here, when we ask for bread, they
give us a stone,” (p. 63.) Perhaps so; there is a * pre-
scription” so *¢ positive” in the terms of the commission of
our Lord, that it is *“ a stone” of stumbling to our author’s
system which cannot be removed, Let the reader observe
his" statement, ‘'They quote Christ’s commission to his
apostles, where there is not a word upon the subject, and
which is so remote from establishing the essential connec-
tion of the two ceremonies, that the mention of one of
them only is included.”(p.63.) ‘“ Remote” as the commission
is, according to Mr.Hall's account, we have only to fol-
low its directions, and there will be an end of his system.
* Of the two ceremonies—the mention of one of them only
is included.” 1t is allowed that one is mentioned ; the
most unfortunate circumstance possible for our author’s
argument ; for, as the ‘“only” ceremony which our Lord
thought it necessary to ‘“mention” was baptism, the ‘“men-
tion” of that ‘“ one” institution gave it distinguished pro-
minency. It was, however, mentioned in the style of
authority ; the Saviour enjoined his apostles to baptise
those that believed, and he fhen directed them to teach
those who believed and were baptised, ‘¢o observe” all
things whatsoever he had commanded them. Mat¢. xxviii.
19,20. Let Mr, Hall therefore either acknowledge; or deny,
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that the Lord’s supper was one of those things which the
disciples were commanded *‘ to observe.” If he acknow-
ledges it, the ¢ connection” is sufficiently established for
all practical purposes. If he denies it, we shall calmly
wait for the proof of so extraordinary a position. If that
“ one” institution, which it is granted our Lord did
“mention”, s obeyed, neither party will doubt the pro-
priety of admitting any person applying for communion,
if in other respects he is eligible; if it is acknowledged
that it ought to be obeyed, there is no occasion for us to
deliver an opinion, for Mr. Hall tells us that baptism has
a ‘ prior claim” to attention.

He adds, “they urge the conduct of the apostles,
though it is not only safficiently accounted for on our
principles, but it is such as those very principles would in
their circumstances have absolutely compelled us to adopt.”
(p. 63.) This argument has occurred before, and we
have already replied to it ; at present, therefore, we shall
only observe, that if in the apostles’ days Mr. Hall must
have refused the unbaptised, but now ought'to receive
them, the authority and permanency of baptism is gone.
For if it is not the will of Christ that his church should
support an institution of his appointment, in its primitive
station, the inevitable inference is, that it was either Zem-
por}zry, or so connected with the peculiar circumstances
of the primitive times, that afterwards it became of no
practical consequence.

Again, «“They [the apostles] baptised, because they
were commanded to do so; they administered the Lord’s
supper, because our Saviour enjoined it on his disciples ;
and both these duties were prescribed to the societies they
formed, because the nature and obligation of each were
equally and perfectly understood.” (p.64.) Now, without
inquiring whether the reason why ** both these duties were.
prescribed” is, or is not correct, it i is manifest, that when
the “ nature and obligation of each [of these duties] were



96

equally and perfectly understood,” the Lord’s supper was
never administered to the unbaptised, on Mr. Hall's own
confession, But 'liow could a ‘peifect understanding of
their ¢ nature,” place them in such an order, if there was
notisome reason why that order ought to be followed ?

“T'he stress which he lays-on the ‘“ nature and obligatior”
of ithese injunctions’being *‘ equally and perfectly under-
steod,” will avail 'him nothing. For when we have to
discuss the subjectwith a person who denies the perpetuity
of baptism, our object is to prove that it was the design of
the Lord that it should be continued in his church ; but
whenever the perpetuity of both ordinances is acknow-
ledged, their “ nature” is sufficiently understood to settle
the present controversy; for who will affirm, that accord-
ing to the New Testament, baptism was not designed to
precede the Lord’s sapper? Even on Mr. Hall’s principles,
should any one come forward and say, he admitted the
perpetuity of these institutions, but though unbaptised,
yet he requested cominunion, such an application ought
to be rejected. S

Still it may be said, there is no ‘“necessary connection”,
no *immutable relation” between the two ordinances.
Here we would ask, what is meant by the terins? Positive
precepts depend on the will of the legislator ; if that is
expressed with sufficient clearness, so that according to
the “ nataral order of the christian sacraments,” baptism
has the “ prior claim”; there is enough to guide the mind
of the man who with simplicity of heart inquires what is
the will of Christ, and to form in liis view a ‘‘connection”
s0 ‘‘necessary”, a ““relation” so ‘ immutable”, that he
dares not break it.

The only remaining suppositien is, that though there
may be some connection between the two institutions, yét
they are not “ so related to each other’—that he whom we
deem not baptised, is, ipso facto, or from that circum-
stance alone, disqualified for an attendance at the Lord’s
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table”. (5.061.) We then inevitably come to this conclu-
sion—the revealed will of Christ is, thatboth the ordinances
ought to be obeyed in the order inm which they are laid
down, bat conformity to what is confessed to be his will
is not necessary ! A proposition which, if proved, would
we grant, settle the controversy ; but it would be, by dis-
annulling the authority of the rule of our conduct; and
would dissolve all obligation to make the New Testament
our guide, either in the formation or constitution of the
christian church.

We therefore take the consequence which is pressed
upon us. “ He whom we deem unbaptised is, from that
circumstance alone, disqualified for an attendance at the
Lord’s table”; with those who deem him unbaptised.- For
they cannot admit him, without acknowledging, that bap-
tism is now become a matter of great indifference ; and
that whatever have been its claims, they have so far
vanished, that the original importance. of the institution is
gone, its authority is virtually repealed ; and what was
once a leading article in the constitution of the christian
church, is no more of any consequence. But, ‘“in the pre-
sent case it is sufficient for us to know, that whatever God
has thought fit to enjoin, must be a matter of duty ; and it
little becomes weak and finite mortals to limit its sphere,
or explain away its obligation, by refined and subtle dis-
tinctions”. (‘p. 63.) : :

We are also informed, that “it surely requires but little
attention to perceive that it is one thing to tolerate, and
another to sanction ; that to affirm that each of the positive
rites of religion ought to be attended to; and that they
are so related, that a mistake respecting one, instantly dis-
qualifies for another, are not the same propositions”. (p.
61.) < An attention to this distinction,” we are told
“ would have incredibly shortened the present debate.”
We have no objection to view the subject in any light
which will at once enable us to see its proper issue. We

H
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shall bave occasion in our progress to notice at large our
auther’s reasoning respecting ‘“toleration”; for the present
we shall only ask, if we ¢ tolerate” the admission of those
who are acknowledged to be unbaptised, do we not
““ sanction” their communion in that character? 'The
question thus practically comes to a single point—can
Mr. Hall prove that we act according to the New Testa-
ment rule and examples, in forming a church of unbaptised
members? We say to him as we say to the Padobaptists,
produce a single instance from the word of God in proof
of your theory, and we will be silent.

It has been said by some persons, that, *as the apostolic
commission was only the law of baptism,nothing respecting
a subsequent institution can be inferred from it.”* " But
the commission itself asserts the contrary. Itdirected the
Apostles to teach the baptised,  to observe all things
whatsoever” the Lord “commanded” them ; thus it was
not, “ only the law of baptism”, it was more ; it was a law
enjoining those who by baptism had ‘¢ put on Christ,” to
obey all his commands. Whether that ordinance, here
called *“ a subsequent institution,” was among the number,
we leave the common sense of men to determine. But if
the apostolic commission continues as a rule, the only ques-
tion which, in any instance, we have to settle is, whether
‘“the law of baptism,” has been obeyed, or not? for the
Lord’s supper is ‘“a SUBSEQUENT institution,” even on
the concession of our opponents.

* Congregational Mag. June 1818. p. 324.




SECTION I1.

Mistakes of Mr. Hall respecting Mr. Fuller—the
Unities, Eph. iv.—and, Dr. Whitby.

IN “ Baptism a term of communion” an argument is ad-
duced, which was borrowed from ‘¢ Mr, Fuller’s Letter to
a Friend,” intitled ¢ The admission of unbaptised persons
to the Lord’s supper, inconsistent with the New Testa-
ment.” We stated the substance of one of Mr. Fuller's
arguments, though we did not copy his words. Mr. Hall
quotes our words, as if they were Mr. Fuller's: we then
added some observations on the Unities mentioned Eph. iv.
3, &c. These he also considers as Mr. Fuller’s, though
they are not his, nor is there any thing in the connection
that would lead an attentive reader to this conclusion.
We then find a critique on Mr. Fuller's pamphlet, in
which he speaks of it in a very degrading manner, and
reflects on the editor for publishing it.

It was not unnatural for Mr. Hall to think lightly of
Mr. Fuller’s work on a point opposed to his own favourite
theory: but why he should say, Mr. F— * felt some dis-
trust of the ground he was treading, whick for several
reasons I strongly suspect,” we know not. In conver-
sations which the writer of these pages had with him on
the subject seme months before his death, he appeared
satisfied that his views were correct: and this'is strongly
attested by the advertisement which is prefixed to the
pamphlet. In that advertisement there is an extract of a
letter sent with the manuscript to Dr. Newman, dated
Jan. 16, 1815, in which Mr. Fuller says, ““if any thing be
written on the other side, it may, if thought proper, be
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printed, but not else,” , Mr. Fuller died before Mr, Hall's
treatise on * Terms of Communion” was published : when
that work appeared, Dr. Newman justly thought that he
ought no longer to withhold Mr. Fuller’s letter.

Those who read only what Mr. Hall has said concerning
it, will suppose that Mr. Fuller’s work contains nothing
more than the arguments he has noticed.  But they who
read the work for themselves, will find many things which
bear on the point, and which, though they are stated
briefly, deserve consideration: and they will then judge of
the accuracy which Mr. Hall displayed, when he brought
together, an argument which we borrowed from Mr. Ful-
ler,—some observations of our own for which he is not
accouyntable,—and then added—¢* such is the substance
of Mr., Fuller’s argumentation on this subject”! (p. 68.)

But to return: Mr. Fuller’s argument was drawn from
passages he had quoted, in which allusions were made to
baptism and the Lord’s supper in a manner which shewed
the two ordinances were .connected together in the mind
of the Apostle, (Fuller’s Letter, p.17—19. Baptism a term
of Com. p.27,28.) TIn his “ Reply,” p. 65, Mr. Hall says,
“Itis freely admitted that these, and perhaps other texts
which might be adduced afford examples of an allusion to
the two ordinances at the same time, whence we may be
certain that they were present together in the mind of the
writer. But whoever considers the laws of association,
must be aware how trivial a circumstance is sufficient to
unite together in the mind, ideas of objects among which
no essential relation exists.” Again, “In fact the warmest
advocates of our practice would feel no sort of difficulty in
adopting the same style, in an epistle to a church which
consisted only of baptists : consequently nothing more can
be inferred than that the societies which St. Paul addressed
were universally of that description : a fact we have already
fully conceded. The only light in which it bears on the
subject is that which makes it perfectly coincide with the
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argument from primitive precedent, the fatility of which
has been sufficiently demonstrated.” (‘p. 65, 66.)

Here let us observe what our author has conceded.
It is allowed that the societies whom Paul addressed were
universally BApT1sTS, and that in his address, the two
ordinances were present together in his mind: nay farther,
that Mr. H. and the advocates of his practice, would
feel no sort of difficulty in addressing ‘“a church which
consisted only of Baptists” in the same style. So that it
is only in a Baptist church the expressions of the Apostle
can be used with propriety, Mr. Hall himself being judge!

As an apology for the Apostles’ alluding to the two ordi-
nances at the same time, we are told that ‘“ whoever con-
siders the laws of association, must be aware how ¢rivial
a circumstance is sufficient to unite together in the mind,
ideas of objects among which no essential relation subsists.”
‘We are told, that *the mere coincidence of time and
place is abundantly sufficient for that purpose.” The
force of this reasoning is, that because a vagrant imagi-
nation will connect things which have no relation, but
which are united by a “ ¢rivial circumstance,” therefore,
so might the Apostle; and for this reason we should not
suppose that there was any ‘“essential relation” subsisting
between the {wo ordinances, though we are certain that
“ they were present together” in his mind.

But it is not enough to assert, that a ‘trivial circum-
stance” is sufficient to unite together in the mind the ideas
of objects not related to each other; it should be proved
that in the present instance it was only a ¢ trivial circum-
stance” that did associate the two ordinances in the view
of the Apostle, It should be proved that notwithstanding
the prominency given to baptism in the commission, and
in the practice of the christian church—notwithstanding,
on our author’s own confession, it was then essential, not
only to communion but to salvation, yet it was connected
with the Lord’s supper in the Apostle’s mind by so slight
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a bond, that it is by this time completely broken. But be
the connection what it may, baptism appears the first in
the order here before us; and how can it be accounted
for, that both the facts and allusions place it thus, unless
it was commanded to be administered first. So that
whatever is the weight of this argument, it lies entirely on
one side; and wherever a church is formed on Mr. Hall’s
principles, the apostolic style of address must be dis-
continued.

The next attack is made on the ¢ Unifies,” enumerated in
Eph, iv. 4, 5, 6; particularly the ‘“one baptism”, ver. 5.
Mr. Hall calls this text ““irrelevant to the present argu-
ment.” (p. 66.) His reasons are, ‘*since no mention is
made of the Lord’s supper, it cannot be intended to con-
firm, or illustrate, the relation which baptism bears to that
ordinance.” The Apostle was speaking of the unities
by which the church was distinguished—and one of these
was baptism. But, according to the description before
us, how could a person become a member of the church
who was not baptised ? and how could he who was not a
member be admitted to the Lord’s supper? Besides,
if there is any force in Mr. Hall’s reasoning, it is
against himself : for, ‘since no mention is made of the
Lord’s supper,” it is not included among the unities
necessary to be found in the christian church ; but bap-
tism, from the distinct mention made of it, is necessary.
A christian society may bear all the marks here given of
a christian church, though it may for a time be deprived
of the Lord’s supper ; but it does not answer the descrip-
tion of the Apostle if it has not baptism.

Again, “it is very uncertain [says Mr. Hall] whether
the Apostle refers to water baptism, or to the baptism of
the spirit; but admitting that he intends the latter, [per-
haps a misprint for the former] he asserts no more than
we firmly believe, that there are not two or more valid
baptisms under the christian dispensation, but one only ;
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a deviation from which, either with respect to the subject,
or the mode, reduces it to a nullity.” (p. 66, 67.) Here
it is conceded that there is one—only one valid baptism:
and virtually, that Pedobaptism is a nullity.

He adds, ¢ Lastly, since his [the Apostle’s] avowed
object in insisting upon these unities, was to persuade his
reader to maintain inviolate that unity of spirit to which
they were all subservient, it is extremely unreasonable to
adduce this passage in defence of a practice which in-
volves its subversion.” (p. 67.) So then, the effect which
the Apostle had in view, and to which all the enumerated
unities were subservient, will be better produced by leav-
ing one of them out! Pleading for one of these unities,
and we hope, not improperly pleading for that unity both
of faith and of spirit with the primitive church, which
arises from making it our model both as to sentiment and
practice, is subverting that unity !

But the system of the Apostle and that of our author
are widely different. Paul expressly mentions baptism
and omits the Lord’s supper. Mr. Hall excludes baptism
as unnecessary to unity, and would have us turn our atten-
tion peculiarly to the latter institute. The Apostle says
distinctly, the primitive church had ‘“ ONE baptism”; our
author, it is true, allows that there are not ‘“two or more
valid baptisms, but one only”; yet the whole of his labour
is to bring in those who, on his own-acknowledgment, have
had No baptism! The two theories are so far asunder,
that it is impossible to adopt both.

To close the whole, the authority of a ‘“learned com-
mentator,”—* the celebrated WHIiTBY, a Pxdobaptist,
and an Episcopalian,” is brought against us; and a pas-
sage is quoted with great approbation ; the principal part
of which is, “‘that no error in judgment, or mistake in
practice, which doth not tend to deprive a christian of the
spirit of Christ, can separate him from the church of
Christ.” ¢ Thus it is, that this learned commentator con-
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ceives himself to have discovered a demonstration of the
principles we are abelting, in the very words our opponents
urge for their overthrow.” (p. 67, 68.)

It is no part of our intention to undervalue Dr. Whitby.
Though many of the Baptists do not on certain points
agree with this *“learned commentator,” yet he shall have
full credit for all his excellencies, Let us, however, hear
his own statement, In the paraphrase which he gives of
the chapter previous to the Annotations, he says, on verse
the 5th, *There is also to us christians one Lord, one
faith in this Lord, one baptism by which we do profess
this faith.” Dr. Whitby's evident design in the Anno-
tations from which Mr. Hall has copied the ‘‘ demonstra-
tion” of Ais principles, is to oppose the arguments of the
Catholics, and to prove'that “ no church governors, jointly
or severally, can be by God appointed to be the living
judges, or the infallible directors of onr faith.” But in
urging this conclusion, did he intend to deny his own
Paraphrase? 1If not, how did christians come into the
church? Dr. Whitby tells us—there is ¢ one faith in this
Lord, and one baptism by whick we do profess this faith.”
In this instance Dr. W. pleads the cause which we advo-
cate; and his inferences are denied by no protestant of
apy party. Our controversy is not, on what grounds a
person should be separated from the church of Christ, who
has become a member of that body aceording to the New
Testament plan, but on what grounds he ought to be
admitted. ‘




SECTION III.

My. Hall's reasoning concerning positive law and pro-
- hibition, examined.

MR. HALL next professes to inquire whether the two
institutions of the Gospel ¢ are connected by positive law.
Is there a single word in the New Testament which, fairly
interpreted, can be regarded as a prohibition of the ad-
mission of unbaptised persons to the Lord’s supper?”’ (p.
69.) Here Mr. Hall attempts to take advantage of an
expression in ‘ Baptism a Term of Commaunion,” p. 32,
which is, ¢“the New Testament does not prohibit the un-
baptised from receiving the Lord’s supper, because no
circumstance arose which rendered such prohibition neces-
sary,” We stated three things ; Mr, Hall chooses to omit
one, and blend the other two together. If the reader will
refer to the above-mentioned treatise, he will find that the
sentence quoted by Mr. Hall, was preceded by this obser-
vation, ‘“surely it will not be pleaded, that a command is
not binding, except there be a piohibition of its opposite.
If a direction be plainly delivered, and those who hear it
conceive that they clearly understand it, that ought to be
enough,” Here an appeal is made to positive law ; and a
prohibition was stated not to be necessary, whenever the
sense of that positive law was clearly perceived. For
however men may differ in their interpretation of the
command which enjoins baptism, there is not a pretence
for saying, that those who admit its authority and per-
petuity, need such a prohibition. 'Who that allows the
permanency of the institution, will say, it ought not to be
obeyed 2—and if it ought to be obeyed, who will venture
to assert, that it should be placed after communion,

I
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Mr. Hall thinks proper to say, that the only reason
assigned ‘for an express prohibition not being then
necessary, is, that the ordinance of baptism was perfectly
understood:” and he then adds, *““surely if this be the only
reason, the necessity must return when that reason ceases ;
or in other words, there will be a necessity for an express
prohibition of the unbaptised whenever the precept re-
specting baptism ceases to be understood.” (p. 71.)

If the reader will attend to a few plain observations, he
will easily be able to judge of Mr. Hall's correctness in
examining a statement, or in reasoning upon it. He says
the oNLY reason which we assigned why a prohibition
was not necessary, was that the ordinance was perfectly
understood, If any person will examine what we did say,
he will find ;—1st. It was supposed, that a prohibition
would not be deemed necessary to give force to a clear
command. 2dly. It was observed,  That the New Testa-
ment does not prohibit the unbaptised from receiving the
Lerd’s supper, because no circumstance arose which ren-
dered such prohibition necessary.” It does not appear
that any of the principles on which the moderns have
advocated the cause of mixed communion had been heard
of. There was no need to prohibit what no ene thought
of doing. Had there been a tendeney to our author’s
mode of reasoning in the minds of any member of the
primitive church, the subject might have excited attention.
It might have been said, extreme cases sometimes occur;
is there no reservation made in their favour? But either
none of this kind occurred, or if they did eccur, we have
no evidence that the rule was dispensed with on their
account. It was then added, 3dly, “It is acknowledged,
that the law of baptism was clearly understood, and that
the unbaptised could not be received into the church.
There was therefore no reason why a prohibitory decla-
ration should exist.” (Baptism o term dof Com. p. 32.)
Hecre let it be remarked, our observation was founded
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on what Mr. Hall had acknowledged. He therefore could
not, with any share of reason, demand a prohibition of
what he himself confessed could not exist,

Leaving the reader to judge how far our author is cor-
rect in his statement, let us follow him in his argument,
““if this be the only reason, the necessity must return when
that reason ceases;” &ec. (p.71l.) Whether it was the
only reason can easily he determined; but if no other
had been assigned, the inspired writers did not anticipate
arguments which, in future ages, might be urged against
what was understood and practised in their time. They
deemed it quite sufficient to shew how they reasoned, how
they acted, and to rectify those who in their day were
attempting to introduce innovations. Those who in after
times choose to act a different part, are left to do as they
please. As BisHop BURNET says, (speaking of the
alterations which the Papists made in the Lord’s supper)
~ ¢ All reasoning upon this head is an arguing against the
institution ; as if Christ and his apostles had not well
enough considered it ; but that twelve hundred years after
them, a consequence should be observed that till then had
not been thought of, which made it reasonable to alter the
manner of it.” (Expos. of the Articles, Art. 30.) If we
are required to bring ‘“an express prohibition of -the
unbaptised,” a Peedobaptist may demand ‘an express
prohibition” of infant baptism; a Churchman, of kneeling
at the Lord’s supper; and a Roman Catholic, of all the
ceremonies of his church, Should it be said, these prac-
tices are inconsistent with the obvious intention of many
parts of the New Testament, we reply, and so is the ad-
mission of the unbaptised.

But, on our author’s mede of reasoning, even a ‘“prohi-
bition” might with the greatest ease be set aside. It could
ot be:more plainly prohibited that the christien gonvert
should partake of the Lord’s supper BEFORE bhe was bap-
tised, than it is.commanded that he shonld be BAPTISED.
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Yet if any one should say, that he believed baptism itself
was a temporary institution, he might, on our author’s
principles, be admitted to communion without hesitation.
For, however strongly the prohibition +vas expressed, that
the unbaptised: should not partake of it, it might still be
replied, all this was true once while baptism was in force,
but now the connection hetween the two ordinances is
dissolved, and the prohibition abrogated. If, then, he
who denies the authority of baptism altogether may be
received, he who denies the force of a prohibition (which
could notlastlonger than the ordinance to which it related)
should not be rejected. What, then, would either the
directions or the prohibitions of Scripture avail, when
maxims which lead to such results are set in high places?

Doubtless Mr. Hall expects to confound us by his suc-
ceeding argument. ‘< Has it, [the precept respecting
baptism) or has it not, ceased (in our apprehension) to be
understood by modern Peedobaptists? If it be admitted
that it has, then, on his own principle, an express prohi-
bition of the unbaptised to receive the Lord’s supper has
become necessary.” (p. 71.) A powerful appeal indeed !
—but to use the words of Bishop Taylor, ““itis a goodly
harangue, which upon strict examination will come to
nothing—it pretends fairly and signifies little.”*

It is right to separate what has, from what has not
ceased to be understood. Mr. Hall endeavours to perplex
the argument by drawing off his reader’s attention from
the important consequences arising from this distinction.
'We retort therefore his own reasoning :—** Has it, or has
it not, ceased to be understood by modern Psedobaptists,”
that according to the New Testament, baptism ought to
precede the Lord’s supper? On this point we have had
as yet, no controversy with them, nor do we expect any.
For unless they were to introduce infant communion, and
were to give the Lord’s supper before they administered

¢ Liberty of Prophesying, § 18. p. 228. Ed. 1647—dta.
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baptism, their conduct shews that they and we understand
this part of the suhject alike. So that if there were a
< prohibition” in terms ever so ‘ express’, they would
reply, this does not affect us ; for we believe that we are
baptised.—Should they, however, profess an alteration in
their sentiments, and declare that the baptised and the
unbaptised have an equal right to communion, we will
consider their arguments as soon as we hear them. Till

then, Mr. Hall’s question, bold as it is, does not require
an answer.

SECTION 1IV.

Myr. Hall's evasion of the argument on the connection of
the two ordinances— his accusations confronted—his
mistakes concerning the < Scottish Baptists”, &c.

WE now come to Mr. Hall’s attack on a few expres-
sions in ¢ Baptism a term of Communion,” on the connec-
tion between baptism and the Lord’s supper, The first
passage is taken from p. 80— if the above evidence be
justly stated, there is a real instituted connection between
baptism and the whole succeeding christian profession.
So that there is no reason why the connection between
baptism and the Lord’s supper should be more distinctly
marked than between baptism and any other duty or pri-
vilege.” In this passage the connection pleaded for, is
stated as an inference from evidence which had been
adduced : the appeal (as we have before stated) had been
made to the New Testament : to the principle which runs
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through the whole body of fact recorded in the apostolic
writings ; and to those collateral evidences which arose
from the notice taken of the ordinances of the gospel in
the Epistles of Paul. Baptism was a visible, ritual ob-
servance ; it was commanded by the Lord, and had its
appointed place. Among the various duties which marked
the visible profession of christianity, baptism took the
lead. Tt laid the christian under an obligation to  0b-
serve” all that the Lord had commanded : it was the first
link in the chain, and the rest followed in their order.
Here Mr. Hall flies from the subject. He seems aware
that the New Testament says nothing that favours com-
munion with persons unbaptised, and that it is in vain to
go to that volume for proof of what was unknown till
centuries after it was written, No objection is therefore
made to the evidence produced ; but he attempts to over-
set the whole by an inference :—* if this be the case, why
do they confine their restriction to the mere act of com-
munion at the Lord’s table? In every other respect they
feel no scruple in acknowledging the members of other
denominations as christians,” &c. (p.73.) The whole of
Mr. Hall's attack proceeds on the assumption, that we
ought not to consider those as christians with whom we
do net think it right to commune: an opinion which pro-
testants justly treat as an absurdity, and which flourishes
no where in so much vigour as in the church of Rome,
‘We ‘might refer to preceding observations, which shew
that we did not place the argument on a ground that un-
christianised those who differ with us; we adopted a
theory so different from that imputed to” us, that if the
reader peruses the two pages of * Baptism a term of
Communion”, which lie open when he refers to one of
Mr. Hall's quotatiens on this subject, he will asually find
that his representations are in some material part flatly
contradicted. But it is not worth following him in ‘his
misrepresentations. He may, as long as he pleases, stig-
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matise those who do not think as he does; this may
seriously injure him, but it cannot hurt them. He may
exclaim--“ what in the mean time becomes of apostolic
practice and ancient precedent? How admirably are
these illustrated by their judicious selection of the Lord’s
table, as the spot on which to suspend the ensigns of
party.” (p. 75)—and doubtless many people think this is
an admirable stroke ! But may not the same thing be
said in every instance in which any body of christians,
taking the New Testament for their guide, have left a
church which they thought had departed from the primi-
tive standard, and formed one which they deemed more
agreeable to the will of Christ? The same imputation
falls on every protestant community in the world ;. for
whatever produces a separation of communion for the
purpose of fulfilling the will of Christ, may always have
such harsh terms applied to it.

Mr. Hall is at full liberty to brand us as a “ party”;
but if we are a similar ‘“ party” to that body of christians
which existed in the days of inspiration ; if like them we
walk in the * Apostle’s doctrine and in fellowship ;” if like
them we have ¢ one Lord, one faith, one baptism,” we are
contented ; and we accept the censure which he, or any
man casts upon us, as the consequence of our holding
fast /¢ the faith once delivered to the Saints.” It is
nothing more than a repetition of the Jewish reproach,
‘“ as concerning this sect, we know that every where it is
spoken against.” ,

Ever since the commencement of the Reformation the
question has often been discussed, how far ought chris-
tians to conform to the platform laid down in the New
Testament, in the structure and regulation of the church?
That pertion of the inquiry now in hand, contains only
a small part of the general question, and lies in a narrow
compass. Jesus Christ left only two visible institutions
in his church, and the present discussion practically leads
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us to ask, shall we support the authority of one of them,
or shall we neglect it? If we ought to dismantle the
church of one of its ordinances—if it is of little conse-
quence whether it is obeyed correctly, or incorrectly, or
even denied altogether—if a plan confessedly opposite to
the constant practice of apostulic times ought to be
adopted, and that which visibly appears on the face of the
New Testament ought to be violently opposed as unchris-
tian, then we acknowledge we are wrong. But unless
these particulars are proved against us from a clear and
sound interpretation of the New Testament, we need not
be solicitons about our defence.

“ Apostolic practice and ancient precedent” are not
easily set aside. Expressions of ours Mr. Hall can
torture and pervert; the body with which he is connected
he can degrade, and treat with great contempt; but the
undeniable practice of the inspired servants of the Lord
still remains, and will remain, as a stumbling block in his
way. And while he is compelled to confess that the bap-
tists are the only body of christians that are baptised, the
ground which we occupy is instantly seen to be strong, if
the New Testament is to be our guide in the formation
of the church.

The provocation which he feels is increased by our
continuing not to condemn these as destitute of chris-
tianity, who in our opinion are not correct in their judg-
ment and practice on the point of baptism. Hence violent
efforts are made to accuse us of inconsistency. A portion
of this irritation of spirit was to be expected from the too
common effect of controversy ; but when both the expres-
sions and argument of an opponent are distorted, and
turncd to purposes which were never designed, it is then
evident, that there is some unmanageable impediment
which cannot be removed ;—some argument adduced,
which if not noisy, is distinct and forcible, and which is
attempted to be run down because it cannot be answered,
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A passage occurs in Mr. Hall's * Reply,” (p. 75,)
which clearly marks the state of his mind on the present
subject. He says, ‘“when we read of Priscilla and Aquila
taking Apollos home, and instructing him in the way of
the Lord more perfectly, we give full credit to the nar-
rative ; but had we been informed that these excellent
persons, after hearing him with great delight, refused his
admission to the supper of the Lord, on account of some
diversity of opinion, or of practice, the consent of all the
manuscripts and versions in the world would have been
insufficient to overcome the incredulity arising from an
instantaneous conviction of its total repugnance to the
maxims and principles of primitive christianity. Yet this
would have been nothing more than an anticipation of the
practice of our opponents.” Bring the case to its proper
point; suppose that Apollos, who kuew ¢ only the bap-
tism of John,” (Acts xviii. 25.) was in the same circum-
stances with the disciples at Ephesus, who were also
baptised ¢ unto John’s baptism” (Acts xix. 3.)—would
Priscilla and Aquila have received him to the Lord’s
supper ? If they would not, we see how their conduct
would be condemned by Mr. Hall; if they would, how
can he account for the conduct of Paul to the Ephesian
disciples? He believes that the Apostle commanded them
to be ¢ baptised in the name of the Lord Jesus”; but
does he believe, or can he prove, that he received these
disciples to the Lord’s Sﬁpper before they were baptised ?
On his own interpretation of the passage, the conduct of
the Apostle in commanding those * to be baptised in the
name of the Lord Jesus,” whose baptism he considered as
imperfect and invalid, was ‘‘ nothing more than an antici-
pation” of that practice, which, had it existed in the case
before mentioned, Mr. Hall says, would have been in
““total repugnance to the maxims and principles of primi-
tive christianity”!

He deserves, however, our thanks for his frankness ;

K
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he fairly tells us, that if Priscilla and Aquila had practised
strict communion, (which is nothing more than not uniting
in church membership with persons acknowledged to be
unbaptised) the consent of all the manuscripts and versions
in the world, would have no weight with Aim: it is a
settled point in his mind, that such conduct is repugnant
““ to the maxims and principles of primitive christianity”;
and had it been practised by the most ‘‘excellent persons”
in the times of inspiration, he would not have believed it
to be agreeable to the will of Christ!

Besides all that has been urged against us of a nature
to which the preceding observations will apply, a new
charge is brought forward—¢a deviation from ancient
precedent”!(p. 78.) What is this ““deviation ?” It is, ““that
the first christians did not interchange religious services
with those with whom they refused to communicate”! A
curious accusation indeed. Mr. H.allows that all the prim-
itive churches were baptised; he will not deny that they
had ¢ one Lord, one faith, one baptism™:—and the time
was not arrived when any one imagined the two christian
ordinances were independent of each other. That ¢ de-
viation” from the one baptism of the christian dispensation,
‘“ which, either with respect to the subject or the mode,
reduces it to a nullity,” according to his own acknow-
ledgment had not taken place. So that the question had
not occurred, how far we might act with those who had
made such a ‘“deviation.” Itis therefore in vain to charge
us with departing from ‘‘ ancient precedent”, till our author
has produced a precedent which applies to the present
case. There are, however, some cases on record which,
as far as they resemble the present state of things, deserve
consideration, since they furnish us with analogies. The
conduct of Paul in directing the Ephesian disciples to be
baptised, has been noticed, both in this work, and in
¢ Baptism a term of Communion ; and no one will venture
to say this is an ““ ancient precedent” against us, The
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Apostle thought differently of these disciples than he did
of men in general, yet he commanded them to be baptised.
So also Priscilla and Aquila did not treat Apollos as a
schismatic, but as a mistaken good man. The conduct of
the Apostles in attending the temple worship, furnishes
another case in our favour., ¢ Peter and John went up
together into the temple at the hour of prayer, being
the ninth hour.” (Acts iii. 1.) They did not forsake the
house of prayer whither they had been habituated to go, so
long as they had the opportunity. The Apostle Paul
also, many years afterwards, went up to Jerusalem to
worship : (Acts xxiv. 11.) This is his defence for being
found in the temple: and he contended, that though in the
way which the Jews call heresy, yet said he, ‘“ so worship
I the God of my fathers;’ ver. 14. the same God whom
they worshipped ; thus declaring that though he differed
from them, yet since there was one great point of union,
e acceded to their worship as far as he could: and his
taking the vow of a Nazarite upon him, and being found
in the temple for the purpose of fulfilling the commanded
rites, part of which consisted in an offering made by the
Jewish Priests according to the law, was a proof that, as
faras he thought them right, he gave them such complete
countenance, that he made use of their ministrations.
Indeed this part of his conduct was designed as a public
testimony that he could, and did worship God according
to thfa rites of the Jews ; and yet we know that his senti-
ments as a christian would necessarily prevent him from
liolding complete communion with that people. So far,
therefore, as cases existed which have any resemblance to
our having a partial connection with those with whom we
cannot altogether agree, the spirit of *“ ancient precedent”
is not against us but for us. Our maxim is, unite where
you can; differ, only when you are compelled by your
views of the New Testament pattern of a christian church:
and when a better maxim than this is discovered, and
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proved to be consistent with the sacred volume, we
will gladly adopt it.

A curious specimen of quotation occurs in that part of
Mr. Hall's work now under examination, and as he seems
to think he gains an advantage from what he brings for-
ward, and recurs afterwards to the same thing, it may
be proper to notice it in detail. He says, (p. 78.)
** Mr, Kinghorn himself deprecates the very suspicion of
Placing even baptism on a level with the least of the moral
precepis of Christ,” Again, (p. 105)— Qur author
acknowledges that baptism is not to be ‘ compared in im-
portance with the least of Christ's moral precepts.”
(p- 107)—<he tells us that he is far from ¢ equalizing bap-
tism with the least of Christ’s moral precepts’.” (p.108)—
““the omission of a moral precept—ithe least of which,
he affirms, is of greater moment than baptism.”

In none of the above pretended quotations does Mr.
Hall refer to any page, where such expressions may be
found : in two of them he puts certain words with inverted
commas, as if these were the very words which we had
used, The reader will observe that they are not the same
words ; but this would probably lead him to suppose, that the
sentiment was repeated with some variation of expression.

'The question however returns, where did Mr. Hall find
any of the professed quotations which he has brought
forward ?—The answer is—not in ¢ Baptism a term of
Communion.’ 1t is there acknowledged, ‘¢ that many other
things are of greater consequence than baptism” (p.164.)
It is there also said, (p,87) (which is probably the passage
Mr, Hall had in his view)—¢ these remarks,” [referring
to preceding observations] “‘ are not made for the purpose
of raising this institution to an undue height; nor in
any respect designed to exqlt it in the place of the Sa-
viour, or of faith in him, or of obedience to the least of
his moral precepts; but as they lie on the surface of the
New Testament, and have a strong bearing on the pre-
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sent subject, we ought not to pass them without netice.”

Here let the reader compare Mr. Hall’s professed quo-
tations with our proposition; and let him observe both
how different are the words which he has puat with inverted
commas, from those which are copied from the work it-
self; and how different is their design. 'We plead for the
regard due to the first positive christian institute, in the
station in which the Lord appointed it, whatever that
station is ; but we have no wish to displace the least of
the moral precepts, and make baptism a substitute in its
stead. But supposing that Mr. Hall’s interpretation had
been just, and that the ordinance in question was allowed
to be less than any of the moral precepts, and even the
least of the precepts which Christ commanded, still it is
no part of our ambition to ““break one of these least com-
mandments and feach men so,” lest we should be. called
““ the least in the kingdom of heaven.” Matt. v. 19.

A train of confident assertions is brought forward by
Mr. Hall, (p. 80,) in which we are told, that the advo-
cates of the restrictive system must change their ground ;
they must either go forwards or backwards.—¢ They have
most unreasonably and capriciously stopped where no
mortal before ever thought of staying for a moment!”
It is not true that we have *“stopped”—¢ where no mortal
before ever thought of staying for a moment”. The ground
on which we have fixed our ‘ encampment,” is easily
described ;—we maintain the priority of baptism to the
Lord’s supper, according to the New Testament direc-
tions and examples. This is the place at which we have
““stopped”; and all who are acquainted with Ecclesiastical
History know, that for many centuries after the primitive
age, ‘“no mortal” ever thought of quitting this ground.
‘We acknowledge that we think better of those who differ
from us, than has sometimes been the case with contend-
ing parties in past days ;—a great crime indeed! If in
this part of our conduct we avoid any portion of the mis-
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takes which excellent men made in former times, we
assume no merit to ourselves; but we are thankful that
we have been led in any measure into a better way.

Mr. Hall thinks proper to call our conduct unreasonable
and capricious. If it is unreasonable, because we will not
walk even with good men in a path which we conceive is
different from that pointed out by the Legislator of the
church, our reply is brief, ¢ whether it be right in the sight
of God to hearken unto you, more than unto God, judge
ye.” (Acts iv. 19,) If it be capricious to lay down the
plain directions of the New Testament as our rule, and to
draw the outline of our ‘encampment,” with that volume
in our hand, we had better be reproached for such capri-
ciousness, than for the want of it.

Our author reiterates his stroke; ¢ they have already
made such near approaches to the great body of those
whom we deem unbaptised, as places them at an immea-
surable distance from the letter of the apostolic precedent,
though in perfect harmony with its spirit; while they
preposterously cling to that letter as the reason for re-
fusing to go an inch farther.” (p. 80.)

Here we ask, what is meant by an * immeasurable dis-
tance from the letter of apostolic precedent” Does the
“letter” of the “apostolic precedent” afford a single
instance of membership and communion with the unbap-
tised? 1f it does, let Mr. Hall produce it. In apostolic
example we have No precedent that will justify uninspired
men in displacing one of the ordinances of the Gospel
from its primitive station ; but we have precedents which
shew how they understood them, and how they practised
them. Here we have the option either of declaring the
letter of the precedents useless, or of conforming to it as
an inspired interpretation of the law: we have adopted
the latter, and are satisfied with our choice.

But is it true, that we can be at an ¢ immeasurable dis-
tance from the letter of the apostolic precedent,” while we
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are ““in perfect ham_lvony with its spirit.”  If so, we
confess it is information. Again, if we are at an *“ im-
measurable distgnce from the letter of the apostolic pre-
cedent,” how is it that we “ preposterously cling Zo that
letter as a reason for refusing to go an inch farther”? This
“ immeasurable distance” has in a moment disappeared,
and in the same sentence we are told, that, far as we were
Jfrom the “letter of apostolic precedent,” we still ¢ pre-
posterously cling ¢o” it!

Our author proceeds, * they remain immoveable, to
change the figure, not because they rest on any solid
basis, but because they are suspended betwixt the love of
the brethremn, and the remains of intolerance; just as
Mahomet’s tomb is said to hang betwixt two magnets of
equal powers in opposite directions.” (p. 80, 81.) We
will not offer any opinion respecting the assertion that we
do not ““ rest on any solid basis,” but as the force of what
Mr. Hall says, is given us in ““a figure,” it is necessary
to examine it. Two things had been mentioned imme-
diately before, the spirit, and the lelter of apostolic pre-
cedent ; two things are mentioned in the ¢ figure” under
review, between which we are said to be ‘suspended,”
< the love of the brethren, and the remains of intolerance.”
There we are told that we ‘“ preposterously cling” to the
letter of apostolic precedent ; here, that one of the two
magnets between which we are suspended is, ‘“ the re-
mains of intolerance! What inference can we draw from
these passages, except this, that it is intolerant to be
attracted by apostolic precedent !

‘““The Scottish Baptists” are then brought forward Ly
Mr. Hall (p. 81.), and he tells us they “ act consistently.”
‘We suppose these are the same persons he had before
called, ‘“Sandemanian Baplists,” who shelter themselves,
‘‘ by a stern and consistent process of intolerance.” (p.74.)
He says,—¢ conceiving with Mr. K. that immersion on
a profession of faith is a necessary introduction to the
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christian profession, they uniformly abstain from a parti-
<ipation in sacred offices with the members of other socie-
ties, and without pretending to judge of their final state,
treat them on BEVERY OCCASION as men, whose religious
pretensions are DOUBTFUL.” It is not necessary that we
should defend the ¢ Scottish Baptists,”—they are able to
explain the reasons of their conduct, and they do not want
the necessary talent, if they choose to come forward in
their own defence. But one thing is manifest, the picture
drawn by Mr. Hall is not a likeness: their own writings
contradict what he thinks proper to say respecting them.
Mr. M°LEAN,* reciting an objection urged against his
sentiments, says, ¢ By making baptism a term of commu-
nion, you say, ‘it becomes an occasion of dividing the
real children of God.” We freely admit that there are
multitudes of God’s dear children unenlightened as to bap-
tism ; many of them have not attended to the subject; and
others, through the influence of custom and false instruc-
tion, have seriously taken up with infant sprinkling in its
stead.—We are grieved to think that so many of the real
children of God are living in the neglect of the very first
ordinance of the Gospel.” &c.—Mr. WIiLLIAM BRATD-
wooD, one of the present pastors of the church with
which Mr. Mc Lean was connected, says, ‘ for my own
part, I am not only persuaded that the Lord’s people are
in national churches, and in the churck of Rome. itself,
but that they are all one in the faith of Jesus, and in sub-
jection to his will.—They know in some essential leading
particulars, the spiritual nature of Christ’s kingdom ; they
love-one another for the truth’s sake ; and they bring forth
the fruits of righteousness.” Other testimonies might be

*In A Letter, intitled—Baptism must precede Church Fellowship ;
‘Works, vol. iii. p. 261,262.—See also his Sermons, published by W. Jones,
p- 99, 100, where the same sentiment occurs.

+ Letters on a variety of subjects, relating chiefly to Christian Fellow-
ship and Church Order.—12mo. p. 8.
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added, but these it is presumed are sufficient. The reader
can now judge of the accuracy of Mr. Hall’s assertion re-
specting the ¢ Scottish Baptists.”

But why, it may be asked, should he attempt to involve
them in this controversy?’—Have they been intermeddling,
and by this means brought down upon themselves the
praise of consistency for their “stern process of intoler-
ance ?” Nothing of this nature is laid to their charge.
But the reason is manifest: Mr. Hall intends by their
means to inflict a deeper censure on us in England : and
while they and we in some points are not agreed, his de-
sign is to involve us all in one common condemnation.

After the sentence on which the above remarks are made,
our author adds, ‘“ whoever considers the import of the
following passage, will be surprised Mr. Kinghorn should
feel any hesitation in adopting the same system.” Let
us now observe his progress : he begins by an tnaccurate
quotation; it is granted” says our author, that bap-
tism is not expressly inculcated as a preparative to the
Lord’s supper, neither is it inculcated as a preparative to
any thing else. But the first act of christian obedience is
of course succeeded by the rest; and the required acknow-
ledgment of our faith in Christ, in the nature of things,
ought to precede the enjoyment of the privileges which
arise from faith.”—Whoever examines the work from
which the above passage is quoted, will find that instead
of the words ‘fo any thing else, which appear in Mr.
Hall's work, the original terms are ‘* o any other duty or
privilege separately considered.” A difference sufficiently
great, both in words and in meaning, to demand ob-
servation. ‘

In commenting on this short paragraph, he says, the
author ‘“ designs to assert, that such is the prescribed order
of religious actions,—that unless that ordinance [baptism]
is first attended to, every other performance is invalid;
that whatever it may be in itself, not occupying its proper

L
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place, it cannot lay claim to the character of a duty’!
Again, *“ He expressly tells us, that every other duty
must succeed, that is, come after baptism, which with re-
spect to the Padobaptists is impossible on our principles,
whence it necessarily follows, that while they retain their
sentiments, they are disqualified for the performance of
duty.” Again, “The assertion he makes is in the form of
a general proposition, which is, that all the duties of
christianity must succeed baptism in contradiction to
going before it.” (p. 82, 83.)

Our author adds,  thas much for the duties; let us
next hear what he says of the privileges of christianity.
Baptism, which he styles ¢ the required acknowledgment
of our faith in Christ,” he tells us ‘ought to precede the
enjoyment of the privileges which arise from faith’, They
ought to precede, but do they in fact?® Is it Zis opinion
that all other sects, as a punishment for their disobedience
in one particular, are left destitute of the spiritual immu-
nities which flow from faith? If it is not, it behoves him
to reflect on the presumption of such a mode of speaking,
which is lLittle less than arraigning the wisdom of the great
head of the church, who dispenses his favours in a manner
so different from thatwhich ke ventures to prescribe.” (p.84.)
Of this dilemma, the first part does not follow from any
thing that ¥ have said ;—and, I thank God, the impious
suggestion insinualed in the second part, never enter-
ed my mind. '

We have given Mr. Hall's interpretation at the above
length, that the reader may compare it with the original
paragraph in ‘ Baptism a term of Communion,” and see
whether such consequences can be drawn from it with the
most distarit shadow of fairness. If, in addition to this
opportunity of comparison, he should refer to the other
parts of the work, and observe the general objects in view

* What he means by the expression, as it is here printed, “TuEY ought
to precede,” &c. we know not ; but perhapsit was a grammatical oversight.
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in the connection of the above quoted passage, we should
scarcely think it necessary to add a single woxd, either of
explanation or defence. But as some readers might deem
such conduct an acknowledgment of Mr. Hall’s interpre-
tation, we will add few short observations.

Seldom has a more complete misrepresentation been
exhibited to public view, or more pains taken to extract
a meaning which was never thought of, The subject of
discussion was NOT, in any part of it, whether those who
differed from us on the subject of baptism were, or were
not disqualified, either for the performance of duties or
the enjoyment of privileges, in the sense im which Mr.
Hall chooses to apply these words; but it so clearly related
to the order, and connection of the external, visible, duties
and privileges of the christian church, that it is surprising
either a defence or explanation should be necessary.  Ac-
cording to Mr. Hall’s interpretation, we must have asserted
that persons could not be christians if they were not bap-
tised ; but it is most manifest, that whenever the point in
debate was stated, such an assertion was never either made
or supposed ; and some other reason must be found for
Mr. Hall’s remarks, different from the current of any sen-
timents which we expressed on the subject. To apply
the terms ‘‘ duty” and *‘ privilege” in the manner he has
done, might in his view answer a purpose; but for such a
misapplication he alone is answerable.

If the reader turns to our former.treatise, he will find
that while that part of the subject which is now under
review was in hand, on the very next page, there is a
reply to an objection which some might make, as if we
made baptism of more importance than it really is, and in
which he will find, not a coatradiction, as Mr, Hall thinks
proper to assert (p. 88), but an explanation of the author’s
sentiments ; and in fact a condensed recital of what he
had stated in different parts of the work,  that the bap-
tists frequently declare, that they do not consider baptisin
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necessary to salvation; they do not depend upon it for
their acceptance before God; nor do they view any as fit
subjects for that ordinance, who are not previously be-
lievers in Christ, and justified in the sight of God by their
faith.” (Baptism a term of Com. p.31.)

After such a declaration, made for the express purpose
of dbviating misapprehension, it is presumed no farther
refutation of Mr.  Hall’s charges can be necessary.

The case of Cornelius is alleged, and Peter's admitting
him and his household to all the “ privileges of the church,”
is represented as decisive in the present controversy. Mr.
Hall says, ¢ the principle on which he [Peter] justified
his conduct is plainly this, that when it is once ascertained
that an individual is the object of divine acceptance, it
would be impious to withhold from him any religious pri-
vilege.” (p. 86, 87.)—1Is not this the very principle on
which we admit those, who we believe are objects of
divine acceptance to baptism, if they have not been bap-
tised before? ¢ Until it be shewn that this was not the
principle on which he rested his defence, or that the prac-
tice of strict communion is consistent with it, we shall feel
ourselves compelled to discard with just detestati<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>