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Chapter 1

The Sacraments in
General

For some time past we have been occupied with the subject of
the ordinances of the Christian Church. We have discussed the
questions connected with the public worship appointed in the
Church, the special time set apart and sanctified for worship,
and the ministry by means of which the worship of the Church
is conducted. All these are outward ordinances which Christ
has established in His Church, as parts of that external provision
which He has made for the spiritual benefit and advancement of
His people, and which He specially makes effectual to that end
by the presence and power of His Spirit. All of these ordinances
are in themselves, perhaps, and naturally adapted by their inher-
ent character and influence to promote the edification of Chris-
tians; but above and beyond this natural or moral efficacy for
that end, there is a spiritual blessing connected with them in con-
sequence of the positive appointment of Christ, and the positive
promise of His Spirit fulfilled in the right use of them. Theremay
be a natural or moral efficacy in the ordinances of the Church
considered in themselves, so that, apart from any other influ-
ence, they would, to a certain extent, be beneficial and advan-
tageous in the case of those who used them. But in addition to
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2 CHAPTER 1. THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL

this, there is a spiritual efficacy in the ordinances of the Church,
distinct from the natural, and which is derived from the bless-
ing of Christ and the working of His Spirit in them who by faith
make use of them as He has appointed. What this spiritual and
supernatural efficacy of outward ordinance exactly is,—what is
the measure or amount of the inward benefit to the believer,—in
what way and to what extent grace is connected with the exter-
nal observance,—how beyond the sphere of this natural ormoral
influence the positive institutions of the Church have a blessing
not natively their own,—these are questions which it is impossi-
ble for us distinctly to answer. The only wise and fitting reply
to such questions is, that we have now reached the region of the
supernatural, and that there we have no data to guide us beyond
what has been revealed. We know, from revelation, that there is
a promise of grace annexed to outward ordinances when rightly
used; we know that in the external observances Christ meets with
His people to bless them and to do them good;—but beyond this
we do not know. The character, the measure, the amount of the
blessing promised,—how it stands connected with the outward
ordinance, and what is the extent and efficacy of the supernatu-
ral grace over and above the natural efficacy of the ordinance,—
of all this we know nothing, because we have been told nothing.
We can distinctly understand, from the analogy of other cases,
how the preaching of the Word, viewed as a system of human
teaching of truth, and no more, may have a natural tendency to
benefit the understanding and the heart. But we do not under-
stand the supernatural efficacy which, over and above the natu-
ral, is imparted to it by the presence and the power of the Spirit
in the ordinance.

In passing, as we do at this stage, from the non-sacramental to
the sacramental ordinances appointed by Christ in His Church,
it is of great importance to carry this general principle along with
us. A supernatural grace is not peculiar to the Sacraments, al-
though it may be found in them in larger measure than in other
ordinances. It is common to all the ordinances which Christ has
appointed inHis Church. Whatever mystery there may be in the
connection which by the promise of Christ has been established
between the outward act and the inward blessing,—between the
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external observance rightly used and the internal grace divinely
bestowed,—it is a mystery not belonging to Sacraments alone,
but belonging to them in common with all Church ordinances.
There is the supernatural element in them all. There is that supernat-
ural element connected in some manner with the outward act
of the believer in the use of ordinances. There is a mystery in
respect to any ordinance, not less than in respect of sacramental
ordinances, which we cannot explain. It is, in short, the mys-
tery of the Spirit of God, promised to dwell in the Church, and
making every ordinance of the Church, whether sacramental or
not, the channel for the conveyance of supernatural grace. If we
would rid ourselves of this mystery, we can only do so by deny-
ing that the Spirit is present in ordinances at all. “As the wind
bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but
canst not tell whence it cometh, and whither it goeth,”—so is
every ordinance, as well as each person, touched and sanctified
of the Holy Ghost. There can be no natural explanation of the
supernatural.1

What, then, is the character of those special ordinances instituted
by Christ in His Church, which are usually denominated sacra-
mental ordinances; and in what respect are they to be distin-
guished from the other ordinances of the Christian Church, not
sacramental? In administering Sacraments, what is the peculiar
nature or character of the Church’s act; and in what manner
does the administration differ from that of common ordinances?

The term Sacrament, by which these peculiar ordinances are
known, is not of scriptural, but of ecclesiastical origin; and there
is some doubt as to the manner in which it came to be applied
to these special solemnities of the Church, and to be restricted
to the peculiar meaning in which it is now almost universally
employed. In classical use, the word “sacramentum” is almost
always, if not invariably, employed to signify an oath,—more
especially the military oath by which a soldier bound himself to
obey the officer placed over him. And it has been conjectured
that from its classical use it was transferred into the service of
the Church, as significant of the obligation which the Christian

1[Bannerman, Inspiration: The infallible Truth and Divine Authority of the Holy Scrip-
tures, Edin. 1865, pp. 217–228, 472 f.]



4 CHAPTER 1. THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL

comes under, in voluntarily participating in the Sacraments,
to serve Christ as the Captain of his salvation,—these Sacra-
ments being the characteristic badges or symbols by which the
Christian is distinguished from other men. There is a second
explanation, advocated by not a few, of the way in which the
Latin term Sacrament came to be appropriated to its present
ecclesiastical sense. It is the ordinary translation of the Greek
word μυστηριον among the ecclesiastical writers of the early
ages, and more especially in the Vulgate and other old Latin
translations of the Bible. The term Sacrament, according to
this supposition, came to be employed to signify the “mys-
teries” of Christianity,—whether “mystery” is employed to
denote a doctrine unknown until it was revealed, or a type
or emblem bearing a hidden and secret meaning.2 There is
some reason to believe that both the Greek term μυστηριον
and the Latin translation of it—sacramentum—came at an
early period to be applied by the primitive Christians to those
special solemnities of their faith, which, although made up of
outward and sensible signs or actions, bore in them a secret and
spiritual meaning. In one or other of these ways, or perhaps
in both, the term “Sacrament” soon came to be restricted in
its meaning and application, by ecclesiastical practice, to those
outward ordinances of Christianity which signify and seal its
most precious and momentous truths. But as the term itself is
of Church origin, and not found in Scripture, we must look not
to it, but to the descriptions and intimations given in Scripture
in regard to the ordinances themselves, for an explanation of
their true nature and import.3 In what respects, then, do the

2Turrettin, Opera, loc. xix. qu. i. 1–6. Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844,
pp. 7–14.

3[“The Apostle calleth the vocation of the Gentiles a mystery (Eph. 3:4–6);
the conjunction quhilk is begun here betwixt us and Christ is called a mystery
(Eph. 5:32), and the Latin Interpreters call it a Sacrament; and, to be short, ye
will not find in the Book of God a word mair frequent nor the word mystery. . . .
Alwayis, the word Sacrament is very ambiguous in itself, and there raise about
the ambiguity of this word many tragedeis quhilk are not yet ceased, nor will
cease while the warld lasts; quher otherwise, gif they had keeped the Apostle’s
words, and called them, as the Apostle calls them, signs and seals, all this diglad-
iatioun, strife, and contention appearandly had not fallen out. But quher men
will be wiser than God, and give names to things beside God, upon the wit of
man, quhilk is but mere folly, all this cummer falls out. . . . The ancient theo-
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Scriptures represent the Sacraments of the Church as differing
from its other ordinances which are not sacramental? What,
according to Scripture, must we regard as the true nature and
design of a Sacrament? To this general question we shall direct
our attention in the first place, postponing for the present the
special consideration of the Sacraments individually. And
in endeavouring to ascertain the real nature and design of
the Sacraments of the New Testament, we shall be enabled
to understand at the same time, and by means of the same
inquiry, in what respects they differ from other ordinances not
sacramental.

1.1 Nature and Efficacy of the Sacra-
ments of the NewTestament, and
Difference between Them and
Non-sacramental Ordinances

1.1.1 [Divine institutions]
The Sacraments of the New Testament are Divine institutions
appointed by Christ.

It is the positive institution by Christ that sets these ordinances
apart to the religious purpose for which they are intended, that
makes them significant of spiritual things, and connects them

logues took the word Sacrament in a fourfold manner. Sometimes they took it
for the hail action, that is, for the hail ministrie of the elements. Sometimes they
took it, not for the hail action, but for the outward things that are used in the
action of Baptism and of the Supper; as they took it for the water and sprinkling
of it, for the bread and wine, breaking, distributing, and eating thereof. Again,
they took it, not for the hail outward things that are used in the action, but only
for the material and earthly things,—the elements; as for bread and wine in the
Supper, and water in Baptism. After this sort sayeth Augustine: ‘The wicked
eats the body of our Lord concerning the Sacrament only;’ that is, concerning
the elements only. (Aug. in Joann. Tract xxvi. 18). Last of all, they took it not
only for the elements, but for the things signified by the elements. And after this
manner, Irenæus saith, ‘that a Sacrament stands of twa things,—the ane earthly,
the other heavenly.’ (Adv. Hæres. lib. iv. cap. 18.) The ancients, then, taking
the word after thir sorts, na question all thir ways they took it rightly.”—Robert
Bruce, Sermons on the Sacraments, p. 6, Wodrow Soc. ed. Edin. 1843.]
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with the virtue or blessing which they are made instrumental to
impart. An express Divine appointment is necessary to consti-
tute a Sacrament. In this respect they are similar to the other
ordinances which form part of Church worship. Like them, they
can claim Divine authority for their institution; and without this
authority they would not be Sacraments at all. No observance
not ordained by God can properly form any part of His service;
far less can any observance not instituted by Him become a sign
of His spiritual grace, or a pledge of a blessing which it depends
upon His pleasure to give or to withhold. Hence, that any out-
ward institution may answer to our idea of a Sacrament, it must
be a positive appointment of God, and made both a sign and
a pledge of spiritual blessings, in consequence of His promise
and command. Without this, it would be a mere human ordi-
nance, not only destitute of all real religious significance and
efficacy, but profanely mimicking the form and character of a
Divine ordinance in the Church. This is the first element that
goes to make up a Sacrament, and which it has in common with
all other ordinances, really forming a lawful or proper part of
Divine worship,—namely, that it be of positive appointment by
Christ.

1.1.2 [Sensible signs of spiritual blessings]
The Sacraments of the New Testament are sensible signs of spir-
itual blessings, teaching and representing by outward actions
Gospel truths.

The word or promise of God is an appeal to the understanding
only; the Sacraments, embodying the same word or promise in
outward and sensible signs, form a twofold appeal, first, to the
senses, and secondly, to the understanding. There is Christ in
the Word preached; and in the preaching of the Word, Christ is
presented directly to the understanding and heart, and the truth
addressed singly to the spiritual nature of man. But Christ is also
in the Sacrament administered; and, in the administration of the
Sacrament, over and above the same truth taught to the under-
standing and spiritual nature of man, there is the truth taught to
the senses, and impressed by sensible signs upon them. There
is a striking similarity between the method God has employed
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in the Sacraments of the New Testament to embody the Word
and promises of Christ, and of a past salvation, to the view of His
people since His departure, and the method that He employed
before Christ’s coming to embody the Word and promises of a
future salvation. Under the Old Testament Church, there were,
from the very first, two lines of promise and prediction,—both
pointing forward to the coming of the Redeemer, running paral-
lel with each other, and throwing mutual light upon each other’s
announcements. There was the line of promise embodied in ver-
bal revelation, and there was the line of promise embodied in
outward representation or type.

These two revelations ran parallel with each other since the first
hour that a revelation was given to man in Paradise concerning
the future coming of a Saviour. At that time there was a promise
embodied in words, that “the woman’s seed should bruise the ser-
pent’s head, while His own heel was to be bruised;” and side by
side with that verbal announcement, there was the same promise
embodied in type through means of the ordinance of sacrifice
then appointed. There was Christ in the word of promise, and
Christ in the sign of promise. When the promise was renewed
to Noah, the second father of the human family, we have again
the revelation by word, and the revelation by sensible sign; the
covenant was repeated in another form, and the bow was set
in the cloud as the outward representation of it. Once more:
when Abraham was selected by God to be the depositary of a
new development of the promise, we have again that promise
embodied in words, and also in outward action; we have the
special covenant with Abraham revealed in words, and revealed
side by side with the word in the external sign of circumcision;
and—to mention no further examples of a practice which must
be familiar to every reader of the Old Testament—the whole of
the Jewish economy was an exemplification of the two parallel
lines that run through every economy of God,—the promise in
word and the promise in sign revealed together, and throwing
mutual light on each other. The typology of the Old Testament
shows us God embodying His promises in signs; the revelation of
the Old Testament shows us God embodying the same promises
in words; and the Sacraments of the New Testament afford, un-
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der the Gospel economy, an exemplification of the same great
principle.

The connection between the outward action in the Sacraments
and the spiritual blessings to which they stand related is not a
mere arbitrary one, arising from positive institution: there is a
natural analogy or resemblance between the external signs and
the things represented; so that, in the Sacraments of the New
Testament, as in the types of the Old, our senses are made to
minister to our spiritual advantage, and the outward action be-
comes the image of inward grace. In the Word, Christ is im-
pressed on the understanding; in the Sacraments, Christ is im-
pressed both on the understanding and the senses. They become
teaching signs, fitted and designed to address to the believer the
very same truths as are addressed to him in the Word; but hav-
ing this peculiarity, that they speak at the same time and alike
to the outward senses and to the inward thought. In this respect
the Sacraments differ from other ordinances of the New Testa-
ment Church. Prayer and preaching and praise are ordinances
that address themselves to the intellectual and spiritual nature of
man alone. They are the expressions and utterances of his intel-
lectual and spiritual being in holding intercourse with God; or
they are the means fitted to speak to that nature, and that only, in
impressing Divine truth upon men. But in those significant and
teaching signs, which we call the Sacraments, Christ is embodied
in the ordinance in such a manner as to appeal to the twofold
being of man, as made up of body and soul, to minister both
to the senses and the understanding; and to speak at once to the
outward and inward nature of the believer. In addition to Christ
in the Word, we have Christ also in the sign, taught as really in
the latter way as in the former, and taught with the advantage of
being submitted to the eye, and pictured to the outward senses.
This, then, is one important difference between the sacramental
ordinances of the New Testament Church and those which are
not sacramental.
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1.1.3 [Federal acts sealing the covenant]
The Sacraments of the New Testament are federal acts affording
a seal or confirmation of the covenant between God and His
people.

This is the main and primary characteristic of sacramental ordi-
nances. They constitute a formal testimony to an engagement
entered into by two parties through means, not of words, but of
speaking and significant actions,—these actions being the visible
witnesses to the engagement, and the outward confirmations of
its validity. In other words, they become, according to the ex-
pression of the apostle in his Epistle to the Romans, when speak-
ing of one of the Sacraments of the Old Testament, visible “seals”
of the covenant, and of the blessings contained in it.4

There are not a few examples to be found in the Old Testament
Scriptures of covenants between man and man ratified by some
outward monument, framed or chosen to attest and confirm the
transaction. When Jacob parted from his father-in-law Laban,
they made a covenant together, and raised a heap of stones and
a pillar, to be a memorial of the transaction, and to serve as a
witness on both sides to attest their fidelity to the terms of the
covenant. “This heap be a witness, and this pillar be a witness,
that I will not pass over this heap to thee, and that thou shalt
not pass over this heap and this pillar to me, for harm.”5 The
outward monument or memorial of the covenant entered into
between Jacob and Laban was a witness of the engagement, serv-
ing to bind the obligation of it more strongly on both parties, and
to ratify and confirm, in a formal and significant manner, its va-
lidity. And what we find in patriarchal times, we also find, in
one shape or other, in every stage of society, some outward sign
or significant action being made use of between men to confirm
and attest their plighted faith. In addition to the spoken promise
or oath, there has been—if not the stone of the times of Jacob—
at least the formal signature and solemn deed, and seal attached
to the deed, to remain after the verbal engagement, as the wit-
ness and ratification of the transaction. Such outward monu-

4Rom. 4:11.
5Gen. 31:52.
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ments or significant solemnities are intended for the satisfaction
of both parties, and to give additional certainty and confirmation
to the agreement. And the practice in this respect, which has ob-
tained universally among men, we find to be made use of also by
God. There are repeated examples in the Old Testament Scrip-
tures of God ratifying His engagements or covenants with men
by means of appropriate signs or solemnities, and making use
of these solemnities for the very same purpose that a signed and
sealed deed is employed for in the present day, when it attests or
confirms a previous engagement, and gives additional security to
both parties for the fulfilment of it. That in such a sense the rain-
bow in the cloud was employed by God, when it became the sign
of His covenant with Noah, is very expressly stated by Himself:
“And the bow shall be in the cloud; and I will look upon it, that I
may remember the everlasting covenant between God and every
living creature of all flesh that is upon the earth. And God said
unto Noah, This is the token of the covenant, which I have estab-
lished between me and all flesh that is upon the earth.”6 In this
point of view the bow was a seal, giving validity and additional
security to the covenant then made, and serving as a standing
witness for the truth of it. In a precisely similar manner, the
rite of circumcision was appointed to Abraham for a voucher of
the covenant between God and him. The terms of the institu-
tion of the rite would themselves lead us to this conclusion, even
had they not been interpreted by the inspired commentary of
the Apostle Paul in that sense. “And, God said unto Abraham,
Thou shalt keep my covenant therefore, thou, and thy seed after
thee in their generations. This is my covenant, which ye shall
keep, between me and you, and thy seed after thee. Every man-
child among you shall be circumcised. And ye shall circumcise
the flesh of your foreskin; and it shall be a token of the covenant
betwixt me and you.” And in reference to this transaction, the
Apostle Paul expressly says of Abraham: “And he received the
sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith which he
had yet being uncircumcised.”7 The outward act of circumci-
sion, then, was a witness or a seal of the covenant transaction

6Gen. 9:16–17.
7Gen. 17:9–11; Rom. 4:11.
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between God and the patriarch, and thus became a voucher to
ratify and confirm the validity of it.

In exact accordance with the practice, universal in one shape or
other among men, and expressly sanctioned by the example of
God Himself in the Old Testament Church, we affirm that the
Sacraments of the New Testament are parts of a federal trans-
action between the believer and Christ, and visible and outward
attestations or vouchers of the covenant entered into between
them. In addition to being signs to represent the blessings of
the covenant of grace, they are also seals to vouch and ratify
and confirm its validity. That the Sacraments of the Christian
Church are thus seals of the covenant, appears to be very explic-
itly asserted, in so far at least as regards the Lord’s Supper, in the
words of the institution themselves: “This cup,” said our Lord, “is
the new covenant in my blood, which is shed for you,”8—language which
seems undoubtedly intended to convey the idea that the element
used in the Supper was to be the witness of the new covenant,—
a visible seal or security to ratify and vouch for it. No doubt that
covenant in itself is sufficiently secure without any such confir-
mation, resting as it does on the word of God. That word alone,
and without any further guarantee, is enough. But in conde-
scension to the weakness of our faith, and adapting Himself to
the feelings and customs of men, God has done more than give
a promise. He has also given a guarantee for the promise,—has
vouchsafed to bestow an outward confirmation of His word in
the shape of a visible sign, appealing to our senses, and witness-
ing to the certainty and truth of the covenant. In the case of
the Sacraments, God has proceeded on the same principle as is
announced by the Apostle Paul in reference to His oath: “God,
willing more abundantly to show unto the heirs of promise the
immutability of His counsel, confirmed it by an oath; that by two
immutable things, in which it was impossible for God to lie, we
might have a strong consolation, who have fled for refuge to lay
hold upon the hope set before us.”9 The word of promise was
itself enough to warrant and demand the belief of God’s peo-
ple. But more than enough was granted: He has not only said

8Luke 22:20.
9Heb. 6:17–18.
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it, but also sworn it. By two immutable things—His word and
His oath—is the faith of the believer confirmed. The oath is the
guarantee for His word. And more than this still: In the visi-
ble seal of the Sacraments God would add another and a third
witness,—that at the mouth, not of two, but of three witnesses,
His covenant may be established. He has not only given us the
guarantee of His word, and confirmed that word by an oath,
but also added to both the seal of visible ordinances. There is
the word preached to declare the truth of the covenant to the
unbelieving heart. More than that,—there is the oath sworn to
guarantee it. More than that still,—there is the sign adminis-
tered in order to vouch for all. Christ in the word, unseen but
heard, is ours, if we will receive that word with the hearing ear
and the understanding heart. Over and above this, Christ, both
seen and heard in the Sacrament, is ours, if we will see with the
eye or hear with the ear.10

The Sacraments are the outward and sensible testimony and seal
of the covenant, added to the word that declares it. This is the
grand peculiarity of sacramental ordinances, separating them by
a very marked line from ordinances not sacramental. They are
federal acts,—seals and vouchers of the covenant between God
and the believer. They presuppose and imply a covenant trans-
action between the man who partakes of them and God; and

10[“What mister (need) is there that thir Sacraments and seals suld be annexed
to the Word? Seeing we get na new thing in the Sacrament but the same thing
quhilk we gat in the simple Word, quherefore is the Sacrament appointed to be
hung to the Word? It is true certainly, we get na new thing in the Sacrament,
nor we get na other thing in the Sacrament nor we gat in the Word; for quhat
mair walde thou crave nor to get the Son of God, gif thou get Him weil? Thy heart
cannot wish nor imagine a greater gift nor to have the Son of God, quha is King
of heaven and earth. And therefore I say, quhat new thing walde thou have?
For gif thou get Him, thou gettest all things with Him. Quherefore, then, is
the Sacrament appointed? Not to get thee a new thing. I say it is appointed to
get thee that same thing better nor thou gat it in the Word. The Sacrament is
appointed that we may get a better grip of Christ nor we gat in the simple Word;
that we may possess Christ in our hearts and minds mair fully and largely nor we
did of before in the simple Word; that Christ might have a larger space to make
residence in our narrow hearts nor we could have by the hearing of the simple
Word. And to possess Christ mair fully it is a better thing; for suppose Christ be
ae thing in Himself, yet the better grip thou have of Him thou art the surer of
His promise.”—Bruce, Sermons on the Sacraments, Wodrow Soc. ed. Edin. 1843,
p. 28.]
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they are the attestations to and confirmations of that transaction,
pledging God by a visible act to fulfil His share of the covenant,
and engaging the individual by the same visible act to perform
his part in it. Other ordinances, such as the preaching of the
Word, presuppose and attest no such personal engagement or
federal transaction between the individual and God. Christ in
the Word is preached to all, and all are called upon to receive
Him; but there is no personal act on the part of the hearer that
singles him out as giving or receiving a voucher of his covenant
with his Saviour. But when the same individual partakes of the
Sacraments, his own personal deed is an act of covenanting with
God; and Christ in the ordinance is made his individually, and
he is made Christ’s by the very action of partaking of the ordi-
nance. He is singled out by his own voluntary act, if he rightly
partakes of the ordinance, as giving a voucher for his engage-
ment with Christ; and Christ Himself gives a voucher of His
engagement to the individual; and the visible Sacrament is the
seal to the personal and mutual engagement. In this respect, as
not only signs but seals of the covenant of grace to the individual
who in faith partakes of them, the Sacraments are very markedly
distinguished from ordinances not sacramental.

1.1.4 [Means of grace]
The Sacraments of the NewTestament are mademeans of grace
to the individual who rightly partakes of them.

It is carefully to be noted that they presuppose or imply
the possession of grace in the case of those who partake of
them; but they are also made the means of adding to that
grace. They are seals of a covenant already made between the
soul and Christ,—attestations of a federal transaction before
completed,—confirmations, visible and outward, of engage-
ment between the sinner and his Saviour previously entered into
on both sides. They presuppose the existence of grace, else they
could not be called seals of it. Just as the signature and seal of
some human covenant necessarily presuppose that the covenant
exists before they can become vouchers for it, so the seal of
God’s covenant, affirmed by means of sacramental ordinances,
presupposes the existence of that covenant as already subsisting
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between God and the rightful participator in the ordinance.
But although grace exists in the soul before, the Sacraments are
made to those who rightly receive them the means of increasing
that grace, and communicating yet more of spiritual blessing.
They serve to strengthen the faith of those who already believe,
and add to the grace of those who previously possessed grace.
They become effectual means of imparting saving blessings
in addition to those enjoyed before.11 In this respect they are

11[“The Church has always seen in the Sacraments,” says Mr. Liddon in his
recent very valuable work on the Divinity of our Lord, “not mere outward signs
addressed to the taste or imagination, nor even signs, as Calvinism asserts, which
are tokens of grace received independently of them, but signs which, through
the power of the promise and Word of Christ, effect what they signify.” For this
very defective statement of the Calvinistic doctrine of the Sacraments the only
authority Mr. Liddon gives is a single secondhand quotation from Cartwright.
He then proceeds to contrast with this supposed Calvinistic view the words of
the 25th Article: “The Sacraments are effectual signs of grace and God’s good-
will toward us, by which He doth work invisibly in us;” and the definition of
the Church Catechism: “A Sacrament is an outward and visible sign of an in-
ward and spiritual grace given unto us, ordained by Christ Himself as a means
whereby we receive the same, and a pledge to assure us thereof.” Bampton Lectures,
1866, p. 721. A very slight reference to the symbolical books or the leading the-
ologians of some of the Calvinistic Churches would of course have shown that
all these phrases have been constantly used by them with respect to the Sacra-
ments. The isolated sentence from Cartwright adduced by Hooker, from whom
Mr. Liddon takes it, refers to a particular aspect of a particular Sacrament; it
was never designed to be a full definition of the efficacy of these ordinances in
a typical case. Moreover, the passage in question is just a translation of Calvin,
Inst. iv. xv. 22. It might as well, therefore, have been brought forward as expres-
sive of his whole doctrine on the subject. But Mr. Liddon must surely be aware
that Calvin constantly speaks of the Sacraments both of the Old and New Tes-
taments as “effectual means of grace,” “efficacious instruments,” “signs in which
God gives what He holds out to us,” etc. (“non modo salutaria exercitia, et ad-
jumenta pietatis, sed etiam efficacia gratiæ instrumenta.” “Præstat igitur vere Deus
quicquid signis promittit ac figurat; nec effectu suo carent signa, ut verax et fi-
delis probetur eorum Author”).—Comment. in Gal. 5:9, Col. 2:17, Inst. iv. xiv. 17,
etc. Cf. i. Conf. Helv. c. 21, ii. c. 21. Conf. Gall. Art. 37, Catech. Gen. v.
etc. Some of the expressions in the Church Catechism, indeed, with respect to
Baptism seem to Presbyterians to require at least all the explanation which Dean
Goode and others have bestowed upon them. And the passage from Martensen
about the “communication of Christ’s glorified corporeity” in the Lord’s Sup-
per, which Mr. Liddon quotes, seemingly as supplementary of the Catechism,
would of course be disapproved of by Calvinists generally, although there are
statements in the works of Calvin himself which might perhaps be adduced in its
favour. Mr. Liddon concludes by observing that, “though there have been and
are believers in our Lord’s Divinity who deny the realities of sacramental grace,
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similar to the other ordinances which Christ has appointed
in His Church, and which by His power and Spirit are made
instrumental in advancing the interests of His people. But
from the very peculiarity that attaches to their distinctive
character, as seals of a personal covenant between God and
the believer, Sacraments may reasonably be supposed to be
more effectual than non-sacramental ordinances in imparting
spiritual blessings. The spiritual virtue of Sacraments is more
and greater than other ordinances, just because, from their
very nature, they imply more of a personal dealing between
the sinner and his Saviour than non-sacramental ordinances
necessarily involve.

What is the nature and extent of the supernatural grace imparted
in Sacraments,—in what manner they work so as to impart spir-
itual benefit to the soul, it is not possible for us to define. As
visible seals of God’s promises and covenant, we can understand
how they are naturally fitted, in the same way as the vouchers
of any human engagement or covenant are naturally fitted, to
attest and confirm them. But beyond this, all is unknown. The
blessing of Christ and the working of His Spirit in Sacraments
we cannot understand, any more than we can understand the
operation of the same supernatural causes in respect of other or-
dinances. They have a virtue in them beyond what reason can
discover in them, as naturally fitted to serve the purposes both
of signs and seals of spiritual things. They have a blessing to the
right receiver of them, not their own to give. “They are made ef-
fectual means of salvation, not from any virtue in them, or in him
that doth administer them, but only by the blessing of Christ, and
the working of His Spirit in them who by faith receive them.”12
In this respect their power and virtue are not more and not less
mysterious than those of ordinances non-sacramental.

experience appears to show that their position is only a transitional one.” There
is “a law of fatal declension,” which will ultimately, Mr. Liddon thinks, bring all
who do not hold the High Church doctrine of the Sacraments to the Socinian
position. “Centuries,” however, “may intervene between the premisses and the
conclusion;” so that the prediction is a singularly safe one. By a precisely similar
process of reasoning, Dr. Manning and others are prepared to prove that there is
an indissoluble connection between the worship of the virgin and a belief in the
Divinity of Christ.—Engl. and Christend. p. civ. Faber, Growth in Holiness, p. 72.]

12Shorter Catechism, qu. 91.
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Such are the general conclusions which a consideration of the
nature of the Sacraments of the New Testament lead us to ac-
quiesce in. They are Divine institutions appointed by Christ;
they are signs and significant representations of spiritual things;
they are seals and vouchers of a federal transaction between God
and the worthy receiver of Sacraments; they are the means for
applying spiritual grace to the soul. To sum up the discussion in
the language of the Shorter Catechism: “A Sacrament is an holy
ordinance instituted by Christ, wherein by sensible signs Christ
and the benefits of the new covenant are represented, sealed, and
applied to believers.”13

Sacraments and non-sacramental ordinances are like each other
in two respects; and in two respects they differ. In the first place,
sacramental and non-sacramental ordinances agree in this: first,
that they are both positive institutions of Christ; and second, that
they are both means of grace to believers. Without a Divine
warrant and institution, neither non-sacramental ordinances nor
Sacraments could have any place in the worship ofGod as part of
His service; and both are therefore Divine appointments. They
are both likewise means of grace to believers,—there being a pos-
itive promise attached to the right use of them, and that promise
being fulfilled in the bestowment of spiritual blessing in connec-
tion with their use. This spiritual benefit, linked to the proper
use of ordinances, whether sacramental or not, is over and above
and quite distinct from the natural or moral influence such or-
dinances may have to benefit those who employ them. There
is a benefit, for example, which the ordinance of preaching the
Word is naturally fitted to impart, because the truth preached is
adapted to man’s moral and intellectual nature, and so naturally
fitted to be of advantage to the hearers. In like manner there is a
benefit which Sacraments are naturally fitted to impart, because
they are symbolical ordinances or teaching signs; and the truths

13Shorter Catechism, qu. 92. Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xiv. Consensus Tigurinus
in Niemeyer’s Collectio Confess. Lipsiæ 1840, pp. 192–217, translated in Calvin’s
Tracts, Edin. 1849, vol. ii. pp. 205–244. Turrettin, Opera, tom. iii. loc. xix.
qu. i.–ix. Cunningham, Works, vol. i. pp. 225–291, vol. ii. pp. 201–207, vol. iii.
pp. 121–133. Amesius, Bellarm. Enerv. tom. iii. lib. i. cap. i. Willison, Works,
Hetherington’s ed. pp. 456 f. Gillespie, Aaron’s Rod Blossoming, B. iii. chap, xii.–
xiv. Mastricht, Theol. Theoretico-Pract. tom. ii. lib. vii. cap. 3.
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represented or taught by them are, upon the very same princi-
ple, naturally fitted to be of advantage to the receiver. But in
both cases there is a blessing distinct from and additional to the
natural or moral effect of the Word preached or the Sacraments
administered. There is the work of the Spirit making use ofWord
and Sacrament to reach the understanding and the heart, and to
convey to the worthy hearer or worthy receiver a spiritual bless-
ing. And this work of the Spirit, over and above the natural effect
of the truth received, is a mystery, both in the case of the ordi-
nance of preaching and the ordinance of the Sacraments; and
not, I think, a greater mystery in the one case than in the other.

We do not plead for the Sacraments as means of grace, viewed
merely as natural actions and ceremonies apart from the truths
which they represent, any more than we would plead for the
preaching of the Word being a means of grace, viewed as the
mere letter of the Word apart from the meaning of the truth
which is uttered. The case of infant Baptism, which is, as we
shall afterwards see, in some respects exceptional, and not to be
taken as completely bringing out the full and primary idea of
the Sacrament,14 we for the present put aside, postponing it for
future consideration. But in the case of adult participation in
the Sacraments, we do not plead for these generally as means
of grace, when viewed simply as outward acts, and apart from
the truths represented, any more than the sound of the Word
preached would be a means of grace apart from the intelligent
apprehension of it. Through the truths, however, in one case
impressed on the hearer by significant words, and in the other
case impressed on the participator through significant actions,
the Spirit of God does operate upon the intellectual and moral
nature of man, making both the one ordinance and the other a
means of grace. How the Spirit thus operates and imparts of His
gracious gifts, we cannot tell in the one instance more than in the
other. What is the mode or measure of His communications of a
spiritual kind, over and above the natural or outward influence
of the truth, we cannot tell. It is His own secret and supernat-
ural work, known and recognised by the believer in the effects
wrought on His soul, both in the case of the Word preached and

14Cunningham, Works, vol. iii. pp. 144–154.
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the Sacraments administered, but not to be explained or defined
in the manner of working. Let it never be forgotten that there is a
mystery not to be explained whenever we get beyond the natural
effect of the ordinance, whether sacramental or not, necessarily
resulting from the fact that it is an effect of the Spirit, and not
of any natural cause. All ordinances, as means of grace, must
in that character have something in them mysterious and inex-
plicable. We cannot rid ourselves of the mysterious by simply
ridding ourselves of sacramental ordinances,—as very many in
the present day seem to imagine. We can only disconnect all
mystery from the ordinances of the Church when we limit their
efficacy simply to their natural influence, and deny the influence
of the Spirit of God as at all connected with them.

In the second place, Sacraments differ from ordinances not
sacramental in the New Testament Church, in these two things:
first, they are sensible signs of spiritual truths; and second, they
are seals or vouchers of a federal transaction. In respect that they
are sensible exhibitions and significant actions, having a definite
meaning in them, Sacraments stand out distinctly marked from
other ordinances. Speaking generally, sacramental ordinances
are spiritual acts of the mind or soul embodying themselves in
outward and sensible actions, in so far as regards the part of the
receiver in the ordinance. They are outward representations, by
means of certain actions on the part of the worthy participator,
of the great fact that he gives himself to Christ according to the
terms of the covenant of grace. In partaking of the ordinance,
he embodies in the sensible actions of the ordinance a spiritual
surrender of himself to Christ, in the manner and upon the
terms which Christ has appointed. This is the receiver’s part in
the ordinance. On the other side, Christ, through the person
of the administrator of the ordinance, embodies in the actions
of it a picture or representation of a spiritual communication of
Himself and all the blessings of His grace to the worthy receiver.
Christ, in the Sacrament, and by means of its sensible signs,
gives Himself and the benefits of the new covenant, spiritually,
although under an outward representation, to the believing
participator. The outward signs of the Sacrament exhibit,
then, a twofold action: the believer giving himself to Christ in
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covenant, and Christ giving Himself to the believer in the same
covenant. There is a spiritual act on the part of the believer
embodied in outward representation,—the act, namely, of his
surrendering of himself to Christ in the way and on the terms
which Christ has appointed; and there is a spiritual act on the
part of Christ embodied in outward representation also,—the
act, namely, of Christ with all His precious and unspeakable
blessings communicating Himself to the soul of the worthy
receiver. There is thus a double significance comprehended in
the administration and in the participation of the sacramental
ordinance, each of them having a definite and intelligible
meaning of its own. In the administration of the Sacrament,
Christ makes over Himself and all the benefits of His atonement
to the believer, and accepts in return the believer as His. In
the participation of the Sacrament on the part of the worthy
receiver, he makes over himself to Christ; and receives, in return
for his own soul, Christ and His covenant blessings. The double
action of the administration and participation of the Sacrament
is the embodiment in outward sign of a double spiritual act.
There is a mutual intercommunication spiritually of Christ and
the believer embodied and represented in action,—a covenant
interchangeably exhibited in sensible signs, whereby Christ
becomes the believer’s, and the believer becomes Christ’s. In
their being signs of spiritual truths, Sacraments differ in a
marked manner from non-sacramental ordinances.

Sacraments differ also from other ordinances in this, that they
are seals or vouchers of a federal or covenant transaction. This,
after all, is the grand and essential distinction between sacramen-
tal and non-sacramental ordinances. As a kind of types, as speak-
ing and teaching signs, they are fitted to express, by the help of
significant actions cognisable by the senses, the twofold spiritual
act of Christ making over Himself and all His blessings to the
believer, and of the believer making over himself with all his
poverty and sins to Christ. But they are more than signs of a
covenant thus entered into between the two parties,—they are
seals and vouchers for the covenant, serving to give confirma-
tion and validity to the engagement, as one never to be broken.
In the Sacraments there is a twofold seal, as well as a twofold
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action, represented. There is a seal on the part of Christ, and
there is a seal on the part of the believer. In marvellous conde-
scension to our infirmity and unbelief, Christ has been pleased
to add to the promise of His covenant an outward and visible
voucher for it,—thereby, as it were, binding Himself doubly to
the fulfilment of it, and pledging Himself, both by word and
by sign, to implement all its terms. And in the worthy receiv-
ing of the Sacrament, the believer gives also a visible voucher
for his part of the engagement,—thereby placing himself under
new and additional obligations to give himself to Christ, and
adding the outward seal to ratify the inward pledge of his heart.
The covenant is mutual, and the seal is mutual. Without either
part of the covenant transaction, the Sacrament would be incom-
plete. Withdraw Christ from the ordinance as both entering into
covenant with the believer and giving him a seal of it,—take away
Christ sealed to the soul in the Sacrament,—and the ordinance
is reduced to a bare sign of spiritual blessing, having, perhaps,
a certain natural effect by signifying truth, but empty and des-
titute of all spiritual grace. Or withdraw the believer from the
ordinance in so far as he really by means of it gives himself to
Christ,—take away the spiritual act by which the worthy partic-
ipator surrenders his soul to the Saviour through his outward
participation of the Sacrament,—and the Sacrament is made to
be a charm, in which Christ and grace are communicated apart
from the spiritual act or state of the receiver. Abstract from the
ordinance the act of Christ covenanting with the believer and
giving to the soul Himself and His blessings, and the remaining
portion of the ordinance may continue,—the believer may still
be accounted as giving himself to Christ in the Sacrament; but
in the absence of Christ’s act there is no spiritual blessing given
in return, and the believer’s act of participating in the Sacra-
ment becomes a mere sign of adherence to Christ on his part,
and nothing more than a sign.15 Again, abstract from the ordi-

15[“Quod omnes fere opinantur, hoc ritu, quem Sacramentum appellant, con-
firmari saltem fidem nostram, ne id quidem verum censeri debet; cum nec ullo
sacro testimonio comprobetur, nec ulla ratio sit cur id fieri possit. Quomodo
enim potest nos in fide confirmare id quod nos ipsi facimus, quodque, licet a Domino
institutum, opus tamen nostrum est?”—Faustus Socinus, De Cœnâ Dom. Tract. Brev.
Racovian Catechism, 1609, p. 144 f.]
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nance the act of the believer spiritually covenanting with Christ
and giving his soul in faith to the Saviour, and the remaining
portion of the ordinance may continue,—Christ may be held as
present in the Sacrament giving Himself and His supernatural
grace; but in the absence of the receiver’s act surrendering his
soul in faith to his Saviour, the communication of spiritual grace
is degraded to the position of being the result of a charm or talis-
manic formula,—something effected, ex opere operato, apart from
the spiritual character or faith of the receiver. It is only when the
separate spiritual acts of both parties meet and combine in one
transaction, that the covenant is real or complete; or that the or-
dinance, as a seal of the mutual engagement, is a true and proper
Sacrament. As the voucher or seal of a real covenant, spiritually
entered into between Christ and the believer through the ordi-
nance, a Sacrament differs, in a very marked and important way,
from ordinances not sacramental.

1.2 Unscriptural or Defective Views
of the Sacraments

The principles which I have laid down in regard to the nature
of Sacraments, and in regard to the difference between them
and ordinances not sacramental, stand opposed to the views of
two parties holding extreme positions on either side of this ques-
tion. There is one party who deny the grand and characteristic
distinction between sacramental and other ordinances already
enunciated, and hold that the Sacraments have no virtue except
as badges of a Christian profession, and signs of spiritual truths.
There is another party holding opinions on the subject admitting
of various modifications, but agreeing in this, that they ascribe
a high spiritual efficacy to the Sacraments apart from the faith
or spiritual act of the receiver. By the first party the views of
the Sacraments already stated by me are held to be erroneous
in the way of attributing to them a greater virtue than actually
belongs to them. By the second party these views are regarded
as defective in the way of ascribing to Sacraments a less virtue
than really belongs to them. Let us endeavour briefly and gener-
ally to estimate the merits and truth of the principles adopted by
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these two parties,—reserving until a future stage in our discus-
sions the more particular examination of their theories, in their
application to the Sacraments of the New Testament individu-
ally.

1.2.1 [Signs, and no more than signs]
The Sacraments of the New Testament are regarded by one
party as signs, and no more than signs, of spiritual things,—
symbolical actions fitted to represent, and impress upon the
minds of men, Gospel truths. The Socinian party have made
this doctrine peculiarly their own. According to their views, a
federal transaction between the believer and Christ founded on
His atonement is no part of the Gospel system at all; and hence
the Sacraments of the New Testament can be no seals appointed
and designed to ratify such a covenant. The Socinian doctrine
concerning the nature of the Sacraments allows to them no
more than a twofold object and design. They are not essentially
distinct from other ordinances, as set apart by themselves to be
the seals of the one great covenant between the believer and
Christ, at his entrance into the Church at first, and from time to
time afterwards, as occasion justifies or demands. But in the first
place, they are signs in which something external and material
is used to express what is spiritual and invisible,—the only virtue
belonging to them being what they are naturally calculated
to effect, as memorials, or illustrations, or exhibitions of the
important facts and truths of the Gospel; and in the second
place, the Sacraments are solemn pledges of discipleship on the
part of those who receive them, discriminating them from other
men, and forming a public profession of or testimony to their
faith as Christians. These are the two grand objects, which,
according to the Socinian view, the Sacraments were intended
to serve; and such, according to their theory, is the nature of the
ordinance.

The same system in substance, making, as it does, Sacraments
entirely or essentially teaching and symbolical signs, has been
adopted bymanywho disown the tenets of Socinianism in regard
to the Gospel system generally. The theory of the Sacraments
now described has been and is held by not a few in the Church
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of England of somewhat latitudinarian views,—the representa-
tive of such, as a class, being Bishop Hoadly. It is avowed and
advocated in the present day by a very large proportion of the
Independent body, who count the Sacraments to be no more
than symbolical institutions, and who are ably represented by
Dr. Halley in his work, entitled, An Inquiry into the Nature of the
Symbolic Institutions of the Christian Religion, usually called the Sacra-
ments. The single difference between the Socinian doctrine, as
maintained by Socinians in the present day, and the Indepen-
dent doctrine, as maintained by Dr. Halley and others, is proba-
bly this, that Socinians limit the efficacy of the Sacraments to the
natural or moral power that belongs to them as signs of Gospel
truth, while Independents may admit that beyond the natural
and moral power of the ordinance, as symbolical of truth, the
Spirit of God makes use of them in representing truth to the
mind. Let Dr. Halley speak his own views as they are gener-
ally held by English Independents. “The opinion we propose
is, that the Sacraments are significant rites,—emblems of Divine
truth,—sacred signs of the evangelical doctrine,—designed to il-
lustrate, to enforce, or to commemorate the great and most im-
portant truths of the Gospel. Baptism, we believe, is the sign of
purification, on being admitted into the kingdom of Christ, but
neither the cause nor the seal of it; the Lord’s Supper the com-
memoration of the death of Christ, the symbol of its propitiatory
character, but not the assurance of our personal interest in its
saving benefits. The truth exhibited in the Sacraments, just as
when it is propounded in words, may be the means of the com-
munication of Divine grace; but then the evangelical doctrine
and not the Sacrament, the truth and not the symbol, the spirit
and not the letter, gives life and sanctity to the recipient, as it
may even to a spectator.”16 According to this theory, it is the
truth signified in the Sacrament—and not, over and above that,
the Sacrament itself as a seal—that possesses any spiritual virtue;
and that virtue may be, according to Socinians, the natural influ-
ence of the truth on the mind,—or, according to Independents,
that natural influence, with the addition of the power communi-
cated through the truth by the Spirit.

16Halley, The Sacraments: an Inquiry, etc. Lond. 1844, vol. i. p. 94 f.
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Now, in reference to this view of the Sacraments, it is necessary
to bear in mind that there is no dispute as to the fact that sacra-
mental ordinances are symbolical,—signs fitted to represent and
to teach Gospel truths. Further, there is no dispute as to the fact,
acknowledged by some of the advocates of this theory, that in so
far as they teach or convey truth to the mind, they may be made
the means of the communication of Divine grace, in the same
manner very much as when the truth is propounded in words.17
But the point in debate is, whether the Sacraments are not more
than signs, and more than merely symbolical representations of
truth. We hold that they are. We contend that, in addition to
being signs, they are also seals,—the visible vouchers of a federal
transaction between Christ and the believer who partakes of His
Sacraments,—the outward pledges speaking to the eye and the
senses of the completed covenant by which Christ becomes the
believer’s, and the believer becomes Christ’s. And further, we
contend that, as seals, they are made a means of grace more
powerful and efficacious than simply as signs of truth.

The arguments urged by Dr. Halley against this additional office
and virtue attributed to Sacraments as more than signs, and as
the seals of a federal engagement between the worthy recipient

17[“Es geschah in dem Zeitpunkte der Reformation, aber nicht zum er-
sten Male, dass die hypermystische oder zauberische Vorstellung den entge-
gengesetzten Fehler, die Behauptung dessignum nudumoder des blossen Beken-
ntnisszeichens, hervorrief. Gegen diejenige Kirche, die im Dienste der Ver-
wandlungslehre und desopus operatumdie symbolische Natur des Sacraments ver-
leugnete und zerstörte, hatte die sogenannte Ketzerei allezeit Recht, zunächst
nur wieder das Daseyn des Symbols und die Bedeutung zu behaupten. Diejenige
Kirche, die des Sacramentes Wirkung und Wesen vom lebendigen Worte und
Glauben, den Sohn vom Geiste losgerissen hatte, durfte einen Gegner nie Lü-
gen strafen oder des Unchristenthums zeihen, der der Gemeinschaft des Erlösers
durch die Speise des Wortes als durch die rechte Assimilation mit seinem Leben
theilhaft zu werden hoffte, und sich des Sacramentes nur noch als eines Zeichens
dieser Gemeinschaft, oder auch dieses Zeichens nicht mehr bediente weil es so
sehr vom Wesen abgelenkt und etwa nur habe bei noch nicht ganz befestigter
Wirksamkeit des Wortes einem anfänglichen Bedürfnisse dienen sollen.” (This is
still the position of the Quakers as expounded by Barclay in his Apology.) “Blosse
Gebetschristen, Messalianer und dergleichen, sind nicht weniger Christen als blosse Sacra-
mentschristen; blosse Symboliker stehen sich nicht schlechter mit der Quelle des Lebens als die
Hierurgen die den Leib Christi conficiren. Diese sind am Ende des verschwindenden
Christenthums angelangt, jene stehen am Wiederanfange der Entwickelung.”—
Nitzsch, prot. Beant. der Symb. Möhlers, Hamburg 1835, p. 162.]
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and Christ, are the two following, as stated in his own words:
“First, The ceremonial institutes of preceding dispensations, the
Sacraments of the patriarchal and Jewish Church, correspond
only with the view which we take of the Christian Sacraments
as sacred signs of Divine truth. Second, The Sacraments con-
sidered as the causes or the means, or even the seals of convert-
ing or regenerating grace, stand opposed to the great Protestant
doctrine of justification by faith without works.”18 We shall very
briefly examine each of these two objections to the view which
we have announced. And we do this all the more readily, as
it will afford us the better opportunity of bringing out our own
principles in contrast with those embodied in the Independent
theory of the Sacraments.

1st, Dr. Halley alleges, against the ascription to the New Testa-
ment Sacraments of the character of seals, that the ceremonial
institutes of preceding dispensations, the Sacraments of the patri-
archal and Jewish Church, correspond only with the views which
he advocates of the Christian Sacraments as exclusively signs of
Divine truth. Perhaps there never was a more unfortunate or un-
founded assertion. “One passage of St. Paul,” says Dr. Halley,
“will establish this proposition.”19 And the single passage which
is to bear the weight of the whole argument is the following one
from the Epistle to the Romans: “He is not a Jew which is one
outwardly; neither is that circumcision which is outward in the
flesh. But he is a Jew which is one inwardly; and circumcision is
that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter; whose praise
is not of men, but of God.”20 This is the solitary passage quoted
to prove the broad and general assertion, that the Sacraments
of the patriarchal and Jewish Church afford no precedent or ex-
ample of Sacraments as seals, but only of Sacraments as signs.
The verses quoted plainly amount to nothing more than a state-
ment of the difference between what the apostle calls circumci-
sion outwardly and circumcision inwardly, the external rite and
the internal grace, and a declaration that a man might have the
outward rite, and not the inward grace. The apostle does not

18Halley, p. 95.
19Ibid. p. 96.
20Rom. 2:28–29.
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say, and cannot, except by a violent misapplication of his words,
be made to say, that in the case of the man who has both the outward and
inward circumcision, the external rite may not be the visible seal of
the spiritual grace. The very opposite of this the same apostle in
the very same Epistle undeniably asserts. In language as plain as
he could possibly select or employ, Paul affirms that in the case
of Abraham, who had the inward grace, the outward rite of cir-
cumcision was a seal to him of that grace. “Abraham,” says the
apostle, “received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteous-
ness of the faith which he had yet being uncircumcised.”21 And
how is it that Dr. Halley gets rid of this express assertion of the
apostle, standing as it does in explicit contradiction to his gen-
eral averment that the Sacraments of the Jewish Church were
signs and not seals? He admits that to Abraham personally and
individually circumcision was a seal, and not merely a sign. But
by a strange misapprehension of the doctrine of his opponents,
he argues that it could not be a seal of faith to others of Abra-
ham’s family or countrymen who had not his faith. “Although,”
says Dr. Halley, “to him circumcision was the seal of faith, it
could not have been so to his posterity.” “Was it,” he asks, “was
it, in this sense, a seal of the righteousness which they had, an
approval of their faith, to the men of his clan, or to Ishmael, or
to the infants of his household, or to any of his posterity in sub-
sequent ages?”22 The answer to such a question is abundantly
obvious. If the men of Abraham’s clan had not faith, if Ishmael
had not faith, circumcision could have been no seal of faith to
them. The outward rite could not be a seal of the inward grace,
when the latter did not exist. It could not be a seal of a spiritual
covenant between them and God which had not been entered
into. I do not stop to consider the question of whether or not
circumcision is to be accounted, even in such a case, the seal to
such individuals of the outward blessings promised to them, as
Jews, by God, as the rightful King of Israel as a nation; but, as
a seal of a spiritual covenant, it of course could not be a seal at
all to those who were not parties to the covenant,—while it was
a seal, according to the explicit assertion of the apostle, to those
who were. The very express statement of Paul cannot be evaded,

21Rom. 4:11.
22Halley, p. 100.
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but fully bears out the assertion that the Sacraments of the Jew-
ish Church were not signs alone, but seals of a spiritual covenant
to those who were really parties to the covenant. “Abraham re-
ceived the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the
faith which he had.”

2d, Dr. Halley alleges that the Sacraments, if they are consid-
ered as the cause or the means, or even the seals of spiritual and
saving grace, would be opposed to the great Protestant doctrine
of justification by faith without works. Now it is readily admitted,
that if Sacraments are regarded as the causes or means of justifi-
cation, they are utterly inconsistent with the Protestant doctrine
of justification by faith alone; and in this point of view the ob-
jection is true and unanswerable when directed against some of
those theories of the Sacraments which we may be called upon
to consider by and by. But it is denied that the objection is true
when directed against the theory of the Sacraments which main-
tains that they are not causes and not means of justification, but
seals of it and of other blessings of the new covenant. The Sacra-
ments as seals, not causes of justification, cannot interfere with
the doctrine of justification by faith, for this plain reason, that
before the seal is added, the justification is completed. The seal
implied in the Sacrament presupposes justification, and does not
directly or instrumentally cause it; the seal is a voucher given to
the believer that he is justified already, and not a means or a
cause of procuring justification for him. Justification exists be-
fore the seal that attests it is bestowed. The believer has previ-
ously been “justified by faith without the works of the law,” ere
the Sacrament of which he partakes can affix the visible seal to
his justification. All this is abundantly obvious; and the objec-
tion of Independents, that the doctrine of the Sacraments as per-
sonal seals is opposed to the principle of justification by faith, is
wholly without foundation. That the Sacraments are a means
of grace additional to what the believer possessed before his par-
ticipation in them, it is not necessary to deny, but rather proper
strongly to assert.23 In entering into a personal covenant with

23[“Das Gläubigste, so zu sagen, am sacramentlichen christlichen
Gemeinglauben ist doch wohl dieses: je mehr das Sacrament mit voller
Empfänglichkeit genossen wird, desto weniger ist es blosses Zeichen, oder
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Christ through participation in the Sacraments, or in renewing
that covenant from time to time, the faith of the believer is called
forth and brought into exercise in the very act of participation,
and by the aids to faith which the ordinance affords. And in an-
swer to this faith so exercised and elicited, there is an increase
of grace given to the worthy recipient above and beyond what
he had before. The faith of the believer, called into exercise in
partaking of the ordinance and by means of it, is met by the be-
stowment of corresponding grace. But it is never to be forgotten
that the Sacraments presuppose the existence of grace, however
they may give to him that already has it more abundantly. They
presuppose, and beforehand require, that a man is justified by
faith before they give their seal to his justification.

There is no ground, then, in Scripture, but the very opposite,
for asserting that the Sacraments are no more than signs or sym-
bolical actions, as held by Dr. Halley and those whom on this
question he represents. The fundamental error involved in the
views now adverted to is, the denial of Christ’s part in the fed-
eral transaction involved in a Sacrament. Independents over-
lookHis department of the work in the engagement entered into
through means of the act of receiving the Sacraments; and in
the absence of the act of Christ giving Himself and all His spir-
itual blessings to the believer in the ordinance, the act of the
recipient is not met by the grace that Christ confers, but is re-
duced to a mere significant dedication of himself to the Saviour
unconnected with any grace at all. Take away Christ from the
ordinance as present there, to covenant with the believer, actu-
ally giving Himself and His blessings spiritually through means

blosses Unterpfand der Lebensmittheilung Christi, desto mehr diese Mit-
theilung selbst. Das Sacrament ist Leiter, Kanal der Gnade, wie der römische
Katechismus sich ausdrückt. Bis auf diesen Punkt wird der Sacramentsbegriff—
ich will zugeben unter sehr verschiedenen Bedingungen(from those of the
Romanist theory)—durch das in dieser Hinsicht ganz ungetheilte Bekenntniss
der Protestanten gesteigert. . . . Der protestantische Begriff des Siegels oder
Pfandes ist weit entfernt die collative Kraft des Sacraments zu schwächen; er
gestattet sogar die mystische Verknüpfung der Elemente des Sacraments mit
derres signata et exhibenda; signa et res significatæ sacramentaliter conjunguntur (Conf. Helv.
post. xix.). Bezeichnung, Besiegelung, Darreichung der Gnade Christi vereinigen sich
im Sacramente. (Decl. Thorun. De Sacr. 1, 7).”—Nitzsch, prot. Beant. der Symb.
Möhlers, Hamburg 1835, p. 151 f.]
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of the outward ordinance, in answer to the faith of the believer
giving himself to Christ through the same ordinance, and the
Sacrament is evacuated of all spiritual grace; the act of the re-
ceiver becomes a mere expressive sign of what he is willing to
do in the way of dedicating himself to Christ; but not an actual
dedication, accomplished through means of a covenant then and
there renewed, by which the believer becomes Christ’s, and Christ
becomes the believer’s. The principle of the Independents in re-
gard to the Sacraments cuts the Sacrament, as it were, in twain,
and puts asunder what God has joined. It leaves to the believer
his part in the transaction, in so far as he employs the Sacrament
as a sign of his dedication to Christ; but it takes away Christ’s
part in the transaction, in so far as He meets with the believer
and enters into covenant with him,—accepting the believer as
His, and giving Himself to the soul in return. Severed from
Christ in the ordinance, and from the covenant with His peo-
ple into which Christ there enters, the act of the recipient can
be no more than an expressive sign, or convenient profession of
faith, unconnected with true and proper sacramental grace.

1.2.2 [Imparting justifying and saving grace
directly]

The Sacraments of the New Testament are regarded by another
party as in themselves, and by reason of the virtue that belongs
to them, and not through the instrumentality of the faith or the
Spirit in the heart of the recipient, effectual to impart justifying
and saving grace directly, in all cases where it is not resisted by an
unworthy reception of the ordinance. This general opinion may
be held under various modifications; but all of them are opposed
to the doctrine I have already laid down, that the Sacraments are
seals of a justifying and saving grace already enjoyed by the re-
cipient, and not intended for the conversion of sinners; and that
they become means of grace only in so far as the Spirit of God,
by the aid of the ordinance, calls forth the faith of the recipient,
and no further.

The doctrine of the efficacy of Sacraments, directly and imme-
diately of themselves, and not indirectly and mediately through
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the faith of the receiver, and through the Spirit in the receiver, is
advocated in its extreme and unmodified form by the Church of
Rome. According to that Church, these ordinances, as outward
and material rites, become, after certain words of institution pro-
nounced by the priest, possessed of a sacramental virtue, which
is conveyed infallibly to the soul of the person who receives them,
on two conditions, which are necessary to justifying and spiritual
grace being really imparted. First, on the side of the priest who
pronounces the words of institution, there is required, as a condi-
tion of the supernatural grace being imparted, that he have the
intention to make the Sacrament and confer it; for without this,
the outward matter of the ordinance would remain mere matter,
and have no sacramental character or virtue. And second, on the
side of the recipient of the ordinance, it is required that he be
free from any of those sins which, in the language of Popery, are
called “mortal,” and which, when contracted and not removed,
would resist the operation of the sacramental virtue, and pre-
vent his soul receiving spiritual grace. But when these two con-
ditions are present,—when the priest intends to consecrate and
dispense the ordinance, and the recipient is not barred from the
reception of its virtue by mortal sin,—such is the efficacy of the
Sacrament in itself, and directly, that it infallibly communicates
to the partaker of it justifying and saving grace. The doctrine of
the Church of Rome is very distinctly brought out in the canons
of the Council of Trent, and also in her Catechism. “If any,”
says the 11th canon concerning the Sacraments in general, “if
any shall say that there is not required in theministers, when they
make and confer the Sacraments, at least the intention of doing
what the Church does, let him be accursed.” “If any shall say
that the Sacraments of the New Law do not contain the grace
of which they are the signs, or that they do not confer that grace
on those who place no obstacle in the way, as if they were only
outward signs of grace or justification already received by faith,
and certain badges of the Christian profession, by which believ-
ers are distinguished from infidels, let him be accursed.” “If any
shall say that grace is not conferred by the Sacraments of the
New Law, ex opere operato, but that faith in the Divine promise
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alone avails to secure grace, let him be accursed.”24 According
to this doctrine, then, Sacraments impart grace, not through the
channel of the faith of the receiver, and not in dependence in
any way on his spiritual act, but immediately and directly from
themselves, “ex opere operato.” This last expression is to be inter-

24Concil. Trident. Canones et Decreta, Sess. vii. De Sacr. in Gen., Can. vi. viii. xi.
[Compare Möhler’s statement of the Roman Catholic theory of the Sacraments
(Symb. 6te Aufl. pp. 253–258). It is worthy of remark, that that acute and dex-
terous controversialist, in his own exposition of the doctrine, passes over in utter
silence the very remarkable and important element of the priest’s intention, as
defined at Trent,—the sole reference to it being in a quotation from Bellarmine
given in a note (p. 256). Nitzsch’s remarks on the significance of the point thus
ignored, are worth quoting: “The demand of an intention on the part of the priest
in order to the Sacrament being savingly effectual, or effectual at all, met oppo-
sition among the Romish theologians, both at and before the Council of Trent.
At one time the danger was pleaded incurred by the baptized or the absolved,
who might now so easily miss obtaining grace, or be left in uncertainty about
it; at another, the much greater concession already made, that unbelief, or even
mortal sin on the part of the priest, did not destroy the efficacy of the priestly act.
On these grounds, the Council saw themselves compelled to restrict the demand
as much as possible; it asserted itself, notwithstanding. Sess. vii. Can. 11: ‘Si
quis dixerit in ministris, dum Sacramenta conficiunt et conferunt, non requiri
intentionem saltem faciendi quod facit Ecclesia, anathema sit,’ with good rea-
son, as is easily to be seen. For if, as Can. x. decided, the private Christian
cannot make or confer most of the Sacraments,—if the supernatural qualifica-
tion of the priest, although a ‘gratia gratis data,’ and not ‘gratum faciens,’ still was
of the essence of the sacramental dispensation,—while, on the other hand, no
‘bonus motus’ of the recipient was necessary for the reception of the grace, nay,
in the case of private mass, no recipient at all, in the case of infant Baptism,
no conscious recipient, was needed,—then, should there be an entire absence of
harmony between the mental state of the priest and the design of the transac-
tion, there would be absolutely nothing left but the bare, mechanical, accidental,
external act; and from this hardly a single believer would have expected any
blessing whatsoever. The worth of the words of institution and promise, as ap-
propriated by faith, had already been sacrificed to the worth of the ‘opus;’ so had
the dignity of the congregation to the dignity of the priest: hence arose great
perils and perplexities, if now, after all, the worth of the words should be allowed
to stand without moral desert on the part of the priest. The morally indifferent
supernatural qualification of the priest must therefore now receive at least a psy-
chological quickening, and the co-operation of the mental state of the priest be
thus brought in to give the requisite support to a transaction otherwise bereft of
all substance and security. They resigned themselves, accordingly, to the lesser
perplexity. The doctrine of the ‘intentio ministri’ is a reinforcement to the doctrine
of the ‘opus operatum,’ which yields at the same time various advantages of another
sort; and the latter dogma is again explained and supported by the notion of the
‘not interposed hindrance.’ ” Prot. Beant. Hamburg 1835, p. 154. Gerhard, Loci,
xviii. 31–38, ed. Preuss. tom. iv. pp. 151–158.]
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preted in connection with the distinction drawn by the Church
of Rome between the Sacraments of the Old and New Testa-
ment Churches. The Sacraments of the Gospel Church are su-
perior in efficacy to those under the law, in the Popish theory,
because the former, or the New Testament Sacraments, work
grace independently of the spiritual disposition or act of the re-
cipient; whereas the latter, or Old Testament Sacraments, were
dependent on the spiritual disposition or act of the receiver of
them. The “opus operatum” of the New Testament Sacraments,
or the virtue they have by their own act, apart from the spiritual
state of the recipient, is contrasted with the “opus operantis” in the
Old Testament Sacraments, or the virtue which they had, not
in themselves, or in their own operation, but only in connection
with the spiritual act of the partaker. According to the proper
theory of the Church of Rome, the Sacraments of the New Tes-
tament impart grace ex opere operato, or from their own intrinsic
virtue and direct act on the soul of him who receives them.25

This doctrine of the inherent power of Sacraments in themselves
to impart grace, held by the Church of Rome, is also the sys-
tem maintained, although with some important modifications,
by another party beyond the pale of that Church, the repre-
sentatives of which, at the present day, are to be found in the
High Churchmen of the English Establishment. The doctrine

25The statement that Papists hold the Sacraments to be efficacious of them-
selves, apart from the spiritual condition of the recipient, is often met—especially
by English Romanists—with a flat denial. And on this ground. They hold that
many elements are, in point of fact, present in every case in which the Sacra-
ments are efficacious; some of these elements are connected with the state of the
recipient,—such as a desire to receive the ordinance,—and others with the work-
ing of God. Thus Bellarmine objects to Calvin’s stating the point in debate to
be, not as to grace being conferred in the Sacraments, but only “whether God
works in them by His own proper, and, so to speak, intrinsic virtue, or whether
He resigns His place to the external signs.”—Inst. lib. iv. c. xiv. 17. (See next
note.) Any Romanist, however, who has the slightest regard for the authorita-
tive declarations of his Church, can be fixed down conclusively to this position,
that, whatever other elements may, in point of fact, be present, the immediate,
efficient, instrumental cause of the grace invariably conveyed to all “qui non po-
nunt obicem” is “the outward action called a Sacrament,” and nothing else. See
Turrettin’s masterly treatment of this point, Opera, loc. xix. Qu. viii. 2–6. Cun-
ningham, Works, vol. iii. pp. 124–139. Hodge, Princeton Essays and Reviews, New
York 1857, pp. 370 f., 388.
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of the High Church party in the English Establishment in re-
gard to the Sacraments differs indeed in two important particu-
lars from the full and unmodified development of it found in the
Popish system; but in other respects it is substantially the same,—
equally implying the inherent power of Sacraments to impart
grace, not through the spiritual act of the recipient, but apart
from and independently of it. The advocates of High Church
principles in the Church of England generally—although there
is a numerous and increasing section of them who in this respect
approximate more nearly to Rome—generally reject the Popish
doctrines,—first, of the opus operatum, and second, of the necessity
for the intention of the priest in the Sacrament. They deny that
the Sacraments have any immediate physical influence upon the
soul, by the very act of outwardly participating in them,—such
as is implied in the opus operatum of the Church of Rome; and they
deny, further, that the intention of the priest to make and con-
fer the Sacrament is a necessary condition of it, without which
it could impart no grace. These two elements in the Popish the-
ory of sacramental ordinances are rejected, generally speaking,
by the High Church disciples of the English Establishment, al-
though instances are not awanting—and they seem to be mul-
tiplying of late—of both these monstrous pretensions being, in
a certain sense, maintained by them. But they agree with the
Romish Church in the grand and fundamental principle which
belongs to its doctrine of the Sacraments,—namely, that they
communicate grace from the sacramental virtue that resides in
themselves,—or, as some prefer to put it, that invariably accom-
panies them by Christ’s appointment,26—and by their own im-
mediate influence on the soul, and not instrumentally by the op-
eration of the Spirit of God on the worthy recipient and through
the medium of his faith. This is the characteristic principle that
is common both to the Popish and the High Church theories of

26In, cum, or sub Sacramento. [“It is to be observed,” says Bellarmine, “that
the dispute is not about the mode in which Sacraments are causes of justifica-
tion, i.e. whether the effect is produced by physical or moral means; and again,
if the influence be of a physical sort, whether it be by some inherent quality,
or by the simple will of God; for these points do not belong to the question of
faith; but only in general, whether the Sacraments are true and proper causes
of justification; so that it truly follows, from a man’s being baptized, that he is
justified.”—Disputationes, tom. iii. lib. ii. cap. i.]
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Sacraments. Both these parties hold that there is something in
or connected with the ordinance which directly and immediately
does the work of grace upon the soul; and not merely indirectly
and mediately through the Spirit of God working on the soul,
and the faith of the soul working in return. The Church of Rome
ascribes this efficacy of the ordinances to the opus operatum of the
Sacraments, and the act and intention of the priest in consecrat-
ing them. The High Churchmen of the English Establishment
usually reject both of these doctrines as laid down by the Council
of Trent, and ascribe this efficacy of the ordinances to the deposit
of spiritual grace which Christ has communicated to the Church,
and connected with the Sacraments, and given them the power
to impart. But the High Churchmen of Rome and the High
Churchmen of England agree equally in this, that there are in
the Sacraments an efficacy and power to impart grace of them-
selves, directly and immediately, to the soul of the recipient; and
that they are not merely aids or instruments for bringing the re-
cipient into direct and immediate communication with Christ to
receive grace from Him.27

Although both the Canons and Catechism of the Council of
Trent lay down, to all appearance, expressly and undeniably the
doctrine that there is a physical virtue in Sacraments, whereby
they operate upon the recipient, yet there are not awanting doc-
tors of the Romish Church who are anxious to soften down the
dogma of the opus operatum, and to explain it in the sense of a
moral and spiritual, and not a physical virtue, residing in the
ordinance. And in this modified form of it, the Romish doc-
trine of the Sacraments—apart from the necessity of the priest’s
intention—approximates very closely to the High Church the-
ory entertained by many in the Church of England. That the-
ory maintains the doctrine of not a physical but a spiritual virtue
deposited and residing in the Sacrament, which operates univer-
sally, not through the faith or spiritual act of the recipient, but
directly and immediately through the act of participation in the
outward ordinance. This, in fact, is nomore than part of the gen-
eral doctrine that the Church is the grand storehouse of grace to

27[Goode, Nature of Christ’s Presence in the Eucharist, Lond. 1856, vol. i. pp. vi.
11–55. Cunningham, Works, vol. i. pp. 233–237.]
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man, and not Christ Himself; and that it is by communication
with the Church, and not by direct communication with Christ,
that the soul is made partaker of that grace. The Sacraments,
as the chief medium through which the Church communicates
of its stores of spiritual blessings, are the efficient instruments for
imparting grace directly to the recipient.

Now, there is one preliminary remark which, in proceeding to
estimate the value and truth of such principles in regard to the
Sacraments, it is necessary to bear in mind. It is not denied,
but, on the contrary, strongly maintained and asserted, that the
Sacraments are means of grace. To the believer who uses them
aright, they are made the means of conveying spiritual bless-
ings. In regard to this, there is no controversy between the op-
ponents and the advocates of High Church views of the Sacra-
ments, whether Popish or Tractarian. But the question in dis-
pute is, whether the Sacraments become effectual, from a virtue
in themselves, or in the priest that consecrates them, or only by
the work of the Spirit and the faith of the recipient? That the
faith of the believer is called forth and exercised in the ordinance,
and that through this faith he receives grace additional to what
he enjoyed before, we do not dispute, but, on the contrary, stren-
uously maintain. That the spiritual act of the believer in the ordi-
nance, when in faith he gives himself to his Saviour, is met by the
spiritual act of Christ in the ordinance, when in return He gives
Himself and His grace to the believer, is a doctrine at all times
to be asserted and vindicated. That the faith of the recipient, in
the act of committing and engaging himself to Christ, through
means of the ordinance, is a faith unto which Christ is given in
return, we would constantly affirm; and in this sense, and in this
way, the Sacraments become means or channels or instruments
whereby grace is given and conveyed. But they are no means
of grace except through the faith of the recipient, and in conse-
quence of his own spiritual state and act. There is no inherent
power in the ordinance itself to confer blessing, apart from the
faith of the participator, and except through the channel of that
faith. There is no deposit of power—whether, with the Church
of Rome, we deem it physical and ex opere operato, or whether,
with Tractarians and High Churchmen, we call it spiritual—in
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the Sacraments themselves to influence the mind of him who re-
ceives them. They have no virtue of themselves, apart from the
work of Christ through His Spirit on the one side, and the spir-
itual act of the recipient through his faith on the other side. In
the language of Amesius, in his admirable reply to Bellarmine,
Sacraments have no power “efficere gratiam immediate, sed me-
diante Spiritu Dei et fide.”28

Has the Church, then, ordinances for its administration and use
which, either by the original appointment of Christ, or by deposit
of grace fromChrist, have in themselves virtue to impart spiritual
blessing through the administration of them alone? Or has the
Church ordinances for its administration and use which have no
virtue in themselves to communicate grace, except in connection
with the faith of the receiver, and the blessing imparted by the
Spirit? Are the Sacraments of the New Testament themselves a
quickening power in the soul, apart from the faith or spiritual act
of the participator,—the original deposit of grace committed to
them being still retained, and still communicable through their
administration, and that alone? Or are these Sacraments effec-
tual to impart grace only in connection with the faith and spiri-
tual disposition of the recipient,—there being necessary to their
efficacy, both the act of the believer, in the use of them, giving
himself to Christ, and the act of Christ, through the same ordi-
nance, giving Himself to the believer. It matters little whether,
as with the Popish Church, the Sacraments are invested with a
physical virtue, in consequence of which they impart grace; or

28Amesius, Bellarm. Enerv. Amsterdam 1658, tom. iii. lib. i. cap. v. p. 22. “In
the following sentences of the Declaration of Thorn,” observes Nitzsch, “all Protes-
tants agree: ‘Sacraments are outward and visible signs, seals, and testimonials
of the Divine will, instituted by God Himself, by the combination of Word and
element, in order to seal and exhibit, through means of these signs, the invisi-
ble grace which is promised in the Word of the covenant. It is obvious that we
by no means make them bare signs, empty and inefficacious, or mere badges of
outward profession, since, besides their mystical significance, according to theDi-
vine institution, we attribute to the Sacraments a sure sealing of God’s promises,
and at the same time a true and infallible exhibition of the things promised, in
the way suited and proper to them, to be received by a living faith.’ ” (Niemeyer,
p. 680.) Prot. Beant. der Symb. Möhler’s, Hamburg 1835, p. 175. Bruce, Serm. on
the Sacr. Wodrow Soc. ed. Edin. 1843, p. 10 f. Calvin, Antidote to Council of Trent,
Sess. vii. Can. ii. iv.–vi. Tracts, vol. iii. Calvin Transl. Soc. Edin. 1851, pp. 172–
175.]
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whether, as with the High Churchmen of other denominations,
they are invested with a spiritual virtue in consequence of which
they impart grace,—if in both cases the grace is given by the
Sacrament itself, and not given through the Spirit and the faith
in the heart of the recipient. It matters little whether a physi-
cal or a spiritual explanation is given of sacramental efficacy, if
it be efficacy exerted apart from Christ in the ordinance giving
Himself to the believer, and experienced apart from the believer
in the ordinance giving himself to Christ. Whatever be the ef-
ficacy and virtue, physical or moral, if it is independent of and
separate from the faith of the recipient covenanting in the ordi-
nance with Christ, and the act in answer to that faith of Christ
covenanting with the recipient, it is not the sacramental grace
which the Scripture recognises. It becomes, when thus separated
and drawn apart, a mere charm, a trick of magic, whether phys-
ical or spiritual, utterly unknown to the Gospel economy. Let
us endeavour to apply to this theory those tests which may serve
to try its merits and its truth. There are four different tests by
which we may try the merits of this sacramental theory, whether
held in its extreme form by Papists, or in its more modified form
by High Churchmen of other communions.

1st, Tested by Scripture, which constitutes the rule for the exer-
cise of Church power, there is no warrant for asserting that there
is an inherent and independent virtue in Sacraments to impart
justifying or saving grace.

The truth of this general proposition may be established by a
very wide and ample deduction of evidence from Scripture. It is
impossible for us to do more than advert to the leading heads of
proof in connection with this question. In the first place, those mul-
tiplied and various declarations of Scripture, which state that we
are justified by faith alone without works on our part, very dis-
tinctly prove that the Sacraments cannot have an independent
and inherent power in themselves of conveying justifying and
saving grace. Such passages expressly assert that faith is the im-
mediate instrumental cause of justification. They are inconsis-
tent, therefore, with the theory that the Sacraments directly and
immediately of themselves impart grace, although they are quite
consistent with the doctrine that the Sacraments indirectly, and
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through the faith of the worthy receiver, may impart grace. In
the second place, the doctrine that the Sacraments have an inherent
virtue to confer grace, is opposed to the whole tenor of Scripture,
which sets forth Christ as the one and the immediate object of
faith and hope to the believer, in the matter of his justification
and salvation. The Word of God, from its commencement to
its close, clearly and constantly and invariably points to Christ,
and to nothing but Christ, as the only source to which a sinner
must look for forgiveness and acceptance with God. The theory
of the Sacraments held by High Churchmen presents another
and a different object for his faith, and teaches him to rest in an
outward observance as sufficient. It is part of that most destruc-
tive system which places the Church and the ordinances of the
Church between the sinner and his Saviour. In the third place, the
very express testimony of the Apostle Paul, in regard to the in-
sufficiency of the Sacraments under the Old Testament Church
to communicate grace of themselves, is an argument equally ef-
fectual to show that the New Testament Sacraments are insuffi-
cient likewise. Abraham was not justified by circumcision, but
by the faith of which his circumcision was the seal.29 In the fourth
place, the statements of Scripture which at first sight might be con-
strued as if they ascribed a gracious influence to the Sacraments
of the New Testament in themselves, and which seem to connect
saving benefits with the observance of them, are not stronger or
more numerous, but less so, than those which ascribe justifying
and saving blessings to the ordinance of the Word, or truth re-
ceived by the reader or hearer of it. We know that the Word
or the truth justifies, not of itself, but through the faith of him
that receives it; and that, apart from this faith, it has no virtue
or power of a gracious kind at all. In the same manner, Sacra-
ments impart grace, not of themselves, but through the faith of
those who receive them; and, apart from that faith, they have
no life or blessing whatsoever. In the fifth place, the theory of an
inherent virtue or power in the administration of the outward or-
dinance is utterly opposed to those numerous passages of Scrip-
ture which assert that the power of the Gospel is altogether of a

29Rom. 2:25–29; 3:20, 30; 4:3–11; Heb. 9:11–12; 10:1–11. [Comp. the Apol-
ogy for the Confession of Augsburg, vii. 18, p. 203, in Hase, Libri Symbolici Eccles.
Evang. Lipsiæ 1827.]
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spiritual kind, and is in no respect akin to a mere external and
material influence, as if such could impart a supernatural grace.
It is “not meat and drink, but righteousness, and peace, and joy
in the Holy Ghost.” And instead of pointing to any outward
source of power or efficacy, and exclaiming, “Lo here, or Lo
there!” the Christian has been taught to think that “the kingdom
of God” has its source and presence “within him.”30 The theory
which ascribes to the Sacraments an infallible virtue which, un-
less counteracted by some obstacle, such as infidelity or open
vice, must operate to impart grace, is inconsistent with those nu-
merous statements of Scripture which represent the Gospel as a
spiritual power, adapted to the spiritual nature of man.31

In estimating the bearing of Scripture testimony on this question,
there is one consideration of a general kind which it is of great
importance to the argument to bear in mind. In every theory of
the Sacraments that can be held,—from the lowest to the high-
est, from the Socinian up to the Popish,—the Sacraments are
regarded as at least signs of spiritual things, representing and ex-
hibiting the blessing in outward resemblance. The union thus
established, according to any theory that can be held of them,
between the sign and the thing signified by it, has introduced
into Scripture a kind of phraseology which at first sight appears
to give some sanction to the High Church system in regard to
sacramental ordinances. There is often an exchange of names
between the sign and the thing signified in Scripture, in conse-
quence of which what may be predicated of the one is often as-
serted of the other, and vice versâ. This usage of language, so
frequently exemplified in Scripture in connection with this mat-
ter, is a usage found commonly in other writings and in regard
to other matters, and gives rise to no sort of misapprehension
in our interpretation of it. It is the great foundation indeed of
all figurative language.32 Thus, when Christ is said to be “the
Passover sacrificed for us,” there is an exchange of this kind, in

30Rom. 14:17; Luke 17:21.
31Gillespie, Aaron’s Rod Blossoming, B. iii. chap. xii.–xiv.
32[“Omnia significantia videntur quodammodo earum rerumquas significant

sustinere personas: sicut dictum est ab Apostolo, ‘Petra erat Christus,’ quoniam
petra illa, de qua hoc dictum est, significabat utique Christum.”—Aug.De Civitate
Dei, lib. xviii. cap. 48.]
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which the name of the sign is given to the thing signified; and
when Christ says of the bread, “This is my body,” there is an ex-
change in the opposite way, and the name of the thing signified
is attributed to the sign. And in perfect accordance with this us-
age of language, there are several passages in Scripture in which
the mere outward observance in the case of the New Testament
Sacraments, the external sign, has a virtue attributed to it which
in reality belongs, not to the sign, but to the grace represented
in the observance, or to the thing signified. Thus, for example,
“Baptism” is said in one passage “to save us;” although, from the
further explanation contained in the passage itself, it is plain that
it is not the outward sign but the thing signified that is spoken of
under the name of the sign; for the apostle adds immediately,
“not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of
a good conscience towards God.”33 In the same manner the
Apostle Paul speaks of “the cup of blessing” as “the communion
of the blood of Christ,”34—language in which that is predicated
of the sign which is truly predicated only of the thing signified.
In short, the sacramental union between the outward sign and
the inward grace gives occasion to not a few examples in Scrip-
ture in which what is true of the one only, or the inward grace,
is attributed to the other, or the outward sign. Almost the whole
plausibility of the argument from Scripture in favour of the High
Church theory of the Sacraments comes from this source; and it
is completely removed when the familiar canon of criticism, ap-
plicable to Scripture in common with other writings, is attended
to,—namely, that what truly belongs to the thing signified is often
predicated figuratively of the sign, and so ought to be interpreted
and understood.35

2d, The theory of an inherent power, physical or spiritual, in the
Sacraments, is inconsistent with the supreme authority of Christ,
from whom all Church power is derived.

The doctrine that would deposit in sacramental ordinances a
grace communicable to the participator, apart from his commu-

331 Pet. 3:21.
341 Cor. 10:16.
35[Westminst. Conf. chap. xxvii. 2, xxix. 5. Goode, Nature of Christ’s Presence in

the Eucharist, Lond. 1856, vol. i. pp. 241–250, 598.]
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nion with Christ, directly and immediately, is inconsistent with
the office and right of Christ to hold in His own hand all bless-
ing, and to dispense from His own hand, not mediately through
another, but at once from Himself, the grace which His people
receive. Such a theory takes the administration of grace out of
the hands of Christ, ever present to dispense it, and transfers it
to a priest standing in His room. There can be no participa-
tion in heavenly blessing except what comes from direct com-
munication with Christ on the part of the soul that receives it;
and it is a dishonour to Him, who is the ever-living and ever-
present administrator of all grace to His people, to put the mute
and conscious ordinance in the place of Christ, and to transfer
the dependence of the soul for spiritual blessing from the Divine
Head in heaven to the outward ministry of Sacraments on earth.
That Christ might by His original appointment have made the
Sacraments the receptacle of a physical influence, fitted and able
to work a supernatural blessing on the soul, it would perhaps
be presumptuous to deny. That Christ might at the first insti-
tution of the ordinances have made them a reservoir or store-
house of grace enough for all ages of the Church, and imparted
to them a spiritual blessing out of which every subsequent gen-
eration of His people might draw their supply, we need not be
anxious to dispute. Or that Christ, without communicating at
the beginning to Sacraments a store either of physical or spiri-
tual grace sufficient for all generations, might have tied Himself
up to the indiscriminate and invariable communication of His
Spirit along with the administration of outward Sacraments, and
bound Himself down, without any choice or discretion, to link
spiritual grace to material rites, apart from the faith of the per-
son observing them,—this, too, is perhaps a possible imagination.
But had Christ, as the Head of ordinances in His Church, done
either the one or the other of these things, He must to that ex-
tent have divested Himself of His office as Mediator, or resigned
the exercise of it; He must in so far have abdicated His functions
as the sole and living and ever-present administrator of grace to
His Church; and been shut out from that exclusive and supreme
agency which He maintains as the dispenser as well as author of
every blessing by which the soul is to be saved.
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3d, The theory of the Sacraments which ascribes to them an
independent virtue or power, is inconsistent with the spiritual
liberties of Christ’s people.

Such a system brings the soul itself into bondage. It keeps the
spirit, whichChrist hasHimself redeemed, waiting uponman for
the communication of the blessings of its redemption; it makes
the soul which Christ has ransomed dependent for its freedom
on the ministry of a fellow-creature. There cannot be a worse or
more abject thraldom than that which subordinates the flock of
the Saviour’s purchase to any one but Himself, and causes them
to hang upon the intention entertained or not entertained by a
priest for the enjoyment or forfeiture of spiritual blessing. But
even apart from the monstrous doctrine of the Romish Church
as to the intention of the priest being necessary to the efficacy
of the ordinance, the sacramental theory we have been consider-
ing, whether Popish or Tractarian, is inconsistent with the spir-
itual freedom of those whom Christ has redeemed. That free-
dom consists in subjection to and dependence on Christ, and
none but Christ,—in being emancipated from all dependence
on any other except their Saviour,—in being kept waiting, not
at the footstool of man for saving blessings, but at the footstool of
Christ,—and in being taught to look for all the grace they need
day by day, not to the ministry of man’s hand, but to the hand
of Christ. Spiritual freedom for the believer is bound up with
a dependence on Christ immediately and directly, and on Him
alone, for every blessing that he needs.36

4th, The sacramental theory we have been considering is incon-
sistent with the spirituality of the Church, and of the power ex-
ercised by the Church for the spiritual good of men.

When, according to that theory, the Sacraments become the in-
struments of justification and the source of faith, instead of the
seal of a justification already possessed, and the exercise and aid
of a faith already in existence,—when they are made to come
between the soul, in its approach to Christ, and Christ Himself,
and communion in the external ordinance is substituted for the

36[Goode, Letter to a Lay Friend, Lond. 1845, pp. 18–24. Litton, Church of Christ,
Lond. 1851, pp. 11–13, 202–232, 240 f.]
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fellowship of the Spirit, it is a fatal evidence that the Church,
which so teaches and so practises her teaching, although she
has “begun in the Spirit,” has “sought to be made perfect by
the flesh.”37 If the external ordinance be made to occupy that
place which belongs to the Spirit, and participation in the or-
dinance be the substitute for faith, the sacramental theory thus
reduced to practice will be but the commencement of worse and
deeper degradation. It is but the beginning of a course which,
consistently followed, must lead to a religion of form and self-
righteousness, of sense and sensuous observances, of carnal or-
dinances and a ceremonial holiness, of outward satisfaction and
penances and merit. There will be the priest and the bloodless
but efficacious sacrifice, grace conferred by the tricks of a phys-
ical or spiritual magic, a religion that manifests itself outwardly
and not inwardly, the holiness of houses, and altars, and sacred
wood and stone, but not the holiness of the Spirit; the atonement
of Sacraments and penances and creature merits, but not the
atonement of the Saviour received by faith; a righteousness of
bodily discipline and fleshly mortification, but not the righteous-
ness of God imputed to the believer; a justification made out of
pains and merits, of sufferings and works, but not a justification
freely given by Divine grace and freely accepted by faith; an out-
ward baptism to regenerate the sinner with water at first,—the
food of the communion table, made flesh and blood by the conse-
cration of a priest, to sustain the life so begun, and the anointing
with oil at last to prepare the soul for the burial. Such are the
inevitable fruits of the sacramental theory, consistently carried
out in the Church of Christ, making the very temple of God to
be the habitation of every carnal and unclean thing.38

37Gal. 3:3.
38Bellarm. Disputationes, tom. iii. lib. ii. cap. i.–xxii. Perrone, Prælectiones The-

ologicæ, Parisiis 1842, tom. ii. pp. 5–66. Amesius, Bellarm. Enerv. tom. iii. lib. i.
cap. i.–v. Turrettin, Opera, tom. iii. loc. xix. qu. i.–ix. Cunningham, Works,
vol. iii. pp. 121–133. [Bruce, Sermons on the Sacraments, Wodrow Soc. ed. Edin.
1843, pp. 11–33. Newman, Lectures on Justification, pp. 316, etc.; Tract No. 90,
2d ed. p. 13. Wilberforce, Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, 3d ed. Lond. 1854, pp. 17–
38, 97–130. Goode, Doctrine of the Church of England as to the Effects of Baptism in the
case of Infants, 2d ed. Lond. 1850, pp. 3–10. Vind. of the ‘Defence of the XXXIX. Art.’
etc., 2d ed. p. 38 f. Unpublished Letter of Martyr to Bullinger, Lond. 1850, pp. 11–13.
Martensen, Dogmatik, 4te Aufl. Kiel 1858, pp. 361, 364. Matthes, Comparative
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Symbolik, Leipzig 1854, pp. 492–510. Thomasius, Dogmatik, 3ter Theil, 2te Abth.
Erlangen 1861, pp. 113–135.]



Chapter 2

The Sacrament of
Baptism

2.1 Nature of the Ordinance
Passing now from the doctrine of the Sacraments in general, or
viewed in respect of what belongs to them in common, I pro-
ceed to consider them more in detail and individually; and for
this purpose I commence with the Sacrament of Baptism, as the
initiatory rite. Upon what grounds are we justified in attribut-
ing to Baptism the name and character of a Sacrament? What
is the nature of the ordinance, the place which it occupies, and
the office it is intended to serve in the Christian Church? The
general principles which we have already laid down in regard to
Sacraments as such, when applied more particularly to Baptism,
will enable us to bring out distinctly the character, authority, and
meaning of the ordinance. There were four elements which we
found to enter into the idea of a Sacrament. Let us proceed to
apply these to the ordinance of Baptism, in order that we may
ascertain its true nature and import. And in doing so, we shall
have an opportunity, at the same time, of noticing some of the
opinions in regard to Baptism which we hold to be unscriptural
and erroneous.

45
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2.1.1 [Positive institution of Christ]
The first characteristic of a Sacrament is, that it must be a posi-
tive institution of Christ in His Church; and this mark applies to
Baptism.

The doctrine of the Quakers is opposed to this first position.
They contend that Baptism, and the Lord’s Supper also, were
Jewish practices, neither suited to the Gospel economy nor ap-
pointed for the Gospel Church, but destined to be done away
with under the dispensation of the Spirit.1 Now, in reference to
Baptism, it cannot be doubted that it was a Jewish observance
before it became a Christian one, and that it was administered
by the Jews to proselytes joining them from among the Gentiles,
previously to the time when it was adopted by our Lord as one
of the Sacraments of His Church. This is sufficiently attested
by the statements of Jewish writers; it may be inferred, indeed,
from the narratives of the Evangelists. Baptism, as an initiatory
rite and token of discipleship, connected with a sect or school
of religion, was familiarly known among the Jews; and it is on
the ground of their previous acquaintance with and practice of
it amongst themselves, that we can understand the question ad-
dressed to John the Baptist: “Why baptizest thou then, if thou
be not that Christ, nor Elias, neither that Prophet?”2 Had John
been any of those personages come into the country as a teacher
or founder of a new school of religion, the Jews would have felt
no surprise, and expressed no objection to his practice of baptiz-
ing with water; and it was only because he denied that he was
either Christ or Elias, that they were led to demand the author-
ity by which he baptized. Although, then, there is no mention
of any such ordinance in the law of Moses, yet there seems to be
no doubt that it was a ceremony that had found its way into the
practice of the Jews.3 But we are not on this account to imagine
that Christian Baptism was one of those temporary ordinances

1[Barclay, Apology, 10th ed. Lond. 1841, pp. 387–421.]
2John 1:25.
3The question of Jewish Baptism is ably discussed by Dr. Halley; and the

conclusions at which he arrives on this subject are, I believe, substantially correct.
The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, pp. 111–160. Wall, Hist. of Infant Baptism, Lond.
1720, vol. i. pp. lxvi.–cx.
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destined to be done away with, or that it is not a positive institu-
tion of Christ in His Church. During His own personal ministry
on earth, we are given to understand that, acting on our Lord’s
direct authority, His Apostles adopted the rite, and administered
it to the Jews who professed their desire to become Christ’s dis-
ciples. Side by side with the commission to preach the Gospel
given to the Apostles, when theChurchwas set up by our Lord af-
ter His own resurrection, we find the command to baptize those
whom they taught; and the ordinances of the Word and of Bap-
tism are spoken of in terms significant equally of the authority
and standing obligation of both. “Go ye therefore, and make dis-
ciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to observe
all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and, lo, I am with
you alway, even unto the end of the world.”4

The natural and indeed unavoidable interpretation of the apos-
tolic commission seems to establish these two things: first, that
a literal Baptism, or washing with water, was to accompany the
discipleship brought about by the preaching of the Apostles; and
second, that both the ordinance of Baptism and that of preaching
were to be continued unto the end of the world. Added to this,
we have the evidence for the Divine authority and permanent
obligation of Baptism in the Church of Christ, from the unvary-
ing practice of the Apostles in regard to their converts, whether
Jewish or Gentile, down to the latest period in the history of the
Church to which the inspired narrative refers. Such considera-
tions as these go to prove that Baptism was not a mere Jewish
practice, suffered for a time in the Christian Church, and des-
tined to be cast off with other Jewish customs and observances.
On the contrary, the positive appointment of our Lord expressed
in the commission He addressed to the Apostles as founders of
the Christian society,—the apostolic example itself as regards
Baptism equally of Gentile and Jewish converts,—and the entire
absence of any intimation, either express or implied, that the
practice was only temporary and designed to be discontinued,
go undeniably to prove that Christian Baptism is a permanent
institution of Christ in His Church.

4Matt. 28:19–20.
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2.1.2 [External sign of an internal grace]
Another characteristic of a Sacrament is, that it be an external
and sensible sign of an internal grace,—a spiritual truth embod-
ied in an outward action; and this mark is applicable to Christian
Baptism.

That Baptism is symbolical of unseen and spiritual blessings, is
admitted by all parties who hold the ordinance itself to be an ap-
pointment of Christ, whatever theory they may entertain as to
its sacramental character or virtue. Adopted as it was by Christ
from Jewish customs and practices, it could hardly fail, indeed,
at its original institution in the Christian Church, to appear to
those who used it to be of a symbolical character. They had
been accustomed to the washings and sprinklings practised un-
der the law as symbolical observances, expressive of the removal
of ceremonial uncleanness, and of such a ceremonial purifica-
tion as secured acceptance with God,—at least outwardly. And
when Baptism was appointed by our Lord, the washing with wa-
ter included in it must have been interpreted, in accordance with
the previous use and meaning of the Jewish observances, as a
purification, or a putting away of defilement of sin, so that the
person baptized was accounted clean, and fitted for acceptance
with God. Hence the language of Scripture everywhere in con-
nection with Baptism conveys the idea of its being a symbolical
ordinance like the ancient washings and sprinklings customary
among the Jews, and indeed among other nations, as expressive
of religious purification or cleansing. The body washed with
pure water was an emblem of the soul purified and cleansed
through the blood and Spirit of Christ. The “Baptism for the
remission of sin” was expressive of the cleansing by which sin is
removed. The action by which water was applied by the admin-
istrator to the person, was representative of the application of
the blood of Christ to the guilt of the soul. The action by which
the washing of Baptismwas submitted to by the recipient, was ex-
pressive of his passing under the washing of regeneration and the
renewing of the Holy Ghost. And the distinguishing practice in
Christian Baptism, that the person who received the ordinance
was baptized “into the name of the Father, and the Son, and the
Holy Ghost,” was symbolical of his dedicating himself to the Fa-
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ther, through his justification by the blood of the Son, and his
sanctification by the grace of the Spirit.

There was the twofold representation, exhibited in the ordi-
nance of Baptism, of Christ giving Himself to the believer in
the two great initial blessings of the covenant,—justification and
sanctification,—and of the believer dedicating himself to Christ
as one of His justified and sanctified people. Christ united to
the believer, and the believer united to Christ, in consequence
of the removal both of the guilt and pollution of sin which had
separated between them, is the great lesson exhibited in the
ordinance of Baptism as a symbol. Hence Baptism, rather than
the Lord’s Supper, forms the great initiatory rite of the Church.
The former ordinance is more especially fitted symbolically to
represent the union of the believer to Christ; the latter to set
forth the communion of the believer with Christ. Baptism meets
us at our entrance into the Church, and by the purification
from the guilt and defilement of sin, which it more particularly
represents, it exhibits us as entering into union with a Saviour in
the only way in which that union can be effected,—in the way,
namely, of free justification by the blood of Christ sprinkled
upon the soul, and full sanctification by the Spirit of Christ
cleansing and renewing our nature.5 In regard to this office
which we assign to Baptism, of being a sign of the spiritual
blessings of the covenant by which the believer is united to
Christ, all parties who hold Baptism to be an ordinance of
Christ at all, agree, whatever additional views they may hold as
to its sacramental character or virtue.

5[“Baptisma nobis quod purgati et abluti simus testificatur; Cæna Eucharis-
tiæ, quod redempti. In aqua figuratur ablutio; in sanguine satisfactio. Hæc duo in
Christo reperiuntur, qui, ut ait Joannes (1 John 5:6), ‘venit in aquâ et sanguine,’
hoc est, ut purgaret et redimeret. . . . Sic autem cogitandum est quocunque bap-
tizemur tempore, nos semel in omnem vitam ablui et purgari. Itaque quoties
lapsi fuerimus repetenda erit Baptismi memoria, et hâc armandus animus, ut de
peccatorum remissione semper certus securusque sit. [Comp. Luther’s Sermon
on Absolution and the Sacraments in the Kirchen Postill.] Nam etsi semel admini-
stratus præteriisse visus est posterioribus tamen peccatis non est abolitus. Puritas
enim Christi in eo nobis oblata est; ea semper viget, nullis maculis opprimitur, sed
omnes nostras sordes abluit et extergit.”—Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xiv. 22, xv. 3.
Bruce, Sermons on the Sacraments, Wodrow Soc. ed. Edin. 1843, pp. 38–40.]
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2.1.3 [Seal of a federal transaction]
Another characteristic of a Sacrament, as we have already seen,
is, that it is a seal of a federal transaction between two parties
in the ordinance; and this third mark also belongs to Christian
Baptism.

It is more than a sign of spiritual blessings; it is a visible seal and
voucher of these to those who rightly partake of the ordinance.
At this point the theory of Baptism laid down in the standards of
our Church differs from the views held in regard to it by Socini-
ans, and by many of the English Independents. They contend
that Baptism is a symbol, and nothing more than a symbol, of
spiritual blessings. We maintain that the statements of Scripture
warrant us in asserting that, in addition to its being a symbol, it
is also a seal of the covenant entered into between Christ and the
believer through the ordinance. That in the administration and
participation of Baptism there is a federal transaction between
Christ and the believer who rightly receives it, and that the out-
ward ordinance is a seal of the covenant engagement, may be
established by abundant evidence from Scripture.

1st, There are a number of statements of Scripture connected
with the ordinance which cannot be understood except upon the
supposition that Baptism is not only a sign, but also a seal of a
covenant transaction between Christ and the believer. The very
words of the institution seem to point to this. Baptism “into the
name (εἰς το ὀνομα) of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy
Ghost” means more than Baptism by their authority, or an ex-
pression of our submission to them. It plainly implies, on the
part of the baptized person, an act of dedication of himself to
the Three Persons of the blessed Godhead, under the separate
characters which they bear in the work of redemption,—an act
of engagement by the recipient of the ordinance unto the Father,
through the Son, and by the Spirit; or, in other words, a dedica-
tion of himself to God through the medium of justification and
sanctification. In exact accordance with this view, we find in
Scripture that Baptism is connected with “remission of sins,” ob-
tained through Christ, and with “the washing of regeneration,”
performed by the Spirit,—expressions which go much farther
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than merely to represent the ordinance as symbolical of these
blessings, and which appear to imply that there is an intimate
connection between the right reception of Baptism and the priv-
ilege of forgiveness of sins through the blood of Christ, and of
sanctification of our nature by the Spirit. What that sort of con-
nection is which is more than a mere sign to represent, and less
than an outward charm to impart these blessings, is illustrated
by the Apostle Paul in a remarkable passage of his Epistle to the
Romans: “Know ye not,” says the Apostle, “that so many of us
as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into His death?
Therefore we are buried with Him by baptism into death; that
like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the
Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life. For if we
have been planted together in the likeness of His death, we shall
be also in the likeness of His resurrection.”6 Of course in this
passage the Apostle must be held as referring to the Baptism of a
believer, in whose case it was a spiritual act of faith embodying it-
self in the outward ordinance. There are two things which seem
plainly enough to be included in this remarkable statement. In
the first place, the immersion in water of the persons of those who
are baptized is set forth as their burial with Christ in His grave
because of sin; and their being raised again out of the water is
their resurrection with Christ in His rising again from the dead
because of their justification. Their death with Christ was their
bearing the penalty of sin, and their resurrection with Christ was
their being freed from it, or justified. And in the second place, their
burial in water, when dying with Christ, was the washing away
of the corruptness of the old man beneath the water; and their
coming forth from the water in the image of His resurrection was
their leaving behind them the old man with his sins, and emerg-
ing into newness of life. Their immersion beneath the water,
and their emerging again, were the putting off the corruption of
nature and rising again into holiness, or their sanctification.7 All

6Rom. 6:3–5.
7[For a very able exposition of this passage and Col. 2:11–12, agreeing in

substance with that given above, but not finding in either case any allusion to
a particular mode of Baptism, see Beecher, Baptism with reference to its Import and
Modes, New York 1849, pp. 83–114; alsoWilliams, Antipæd. Exam. vol. i. pp. 189–
195. Wardlaw, Disert. on Inf. Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 155–164.]
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this seems to be implied in this statement of the Apostle in regard
to a believer’s Baptism; and it cannot be doubted that, in accor-
dance with many other passages of Scripture, it makes Baptism
in the case of a believer far more than a sign of the initial bless-
ings of justification and regeneration. The Apostle undoubtedly
represents the act as a federal one, in which the believer gives
himself to God in the way that God has appointed, through faith
in Christ for pardon, and through submission to the Spirit for re-
generation; and in which these blessings are communicated and
confirmed to him. Such statements of Scripture seem to bear
out the assertion, that in the Baptism of a believer there is a fed-
eral transaction, and that the outward ordinance is the seal of
the spiritual covenant.

2d, The same conclusion, that Baptism is not only a sign but
also a seal of the covenant, may be supported by the considera-
tion, that Baptism has come in the room of the Old Testament
Sacrament of circumcision. That the ordinance of Baptism un-
der theNewTestament has taken the place of circumcision in the
ancient Church, is apparent from the statements of the Apostle
Paul in his Epistle to the Colossians, in which he argues against
the necessity of circumcision under the Gospel, on the ground
that Baptism was all to believers now that circumcision had been
to believers in former times; and where he actually calls Bap-
tism by the name of “the circumcision of Christ.” “In whom also
ye are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands,
in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh by the circumci-
sion of Christ: buried with Him in Baptism, wherein also ye are
risen with Him, through the faith of the operation of God, who
hath raised Him from the dead.”8 This assertion, that Baptism
is now the circumcision of the Christian Church, leads very di-
rectly to the inference that we must regard Baptism as being as
much a seal of the covenant of grace, as circumcision was a seal
of the Abrahamic covenant; and it goes very clearly to establish
the position, that Baptism is far more than the simple symboli-
cal institution which many Independents would make it,—that
it has more in it than the character of a mere empty sign; that
there belongs to it the grand characteristic of a sacramental ordi-

8Col. 2:11–12.
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nance, namely, the character of a seal, confirming and attesting
a federal transaction between God and the believer.

2.1.4 [Means of grace]
Another characteristic of a Sacrament is, that it is a means of
grace; and this fourth mark, like the former ones, belongs to
Christian Baptism.

Baptism is a means for confirming the faith of the believer, and
adding to the grace which he possessed before. It is not intended
for the benefit or conversion of unconverted men; it is not de-
signed or fitted to impart justification or spiritual grace to those
who were previously strangers to these; but it is made a means of
grace by the Spirit to those who are believers already, and fitted
and intended to promote their spiritual good. I do not at present
speak of the case of infants baptized, or of the benefits which they
may be supposed to receive from the administration of the ordi-
nance. Their case, as peculiar and exceptional, I shall reserve
for separate and more detailed consideration. But, putting aside
the case of infant Baptism for the present, the position that I lay
down is, that Baptism is a means of grace fitted and blessed by
God for the spiritual good of the believer. And that it is so, the
considerations already stated in regard to the nature of the ordi-
nance, if they are correct and scriptural, will sufficiently enable
us to understand. If the act of the adult believer in receiving
Baptism be an act of making or renewing his covenant with God
through the ordinance,—if his part of the transaction be the em-
bodiment in outward sign of the spiritual act whereby he dedi-
cates himself to Christ,—and if Christ’s part of the transaction be
the giving ofHimself andHis grace to the believer in return, then
it is plain that the ordinance, so understood, must be a divinely
instituted means of grace to the parties who rightly partake of it.
Christ given to the believer in the Sacrament is not less precious
and blessed, but more so, than Christ given to the believer in the
Word; and for this reason, that in the Sacrament Christ is not
only in the Word, but in the sign also. In both cases, it is, how-
ever, only in connection with the faith of the believer that the
blessing is received and enjoyed; and apart from that faith, there
is no blessing either in Word or Sacrament. Christ in the Word,
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received into the soul by faith, is the source of saving grace to the
soul. Christ in the Sacrament, received into the soul by faith, is
not less, but more, a blessing likewise. But in neither case can
the grace and blessing be enjoyed except in connection with the
exercise of faith on the part of the hearer or receiver. There is no
promise connected with Word or Sacrament over and above the
promise that “the just shall live by faith.” It is only in connection
with faith, indeed, that grace can be imparted in a manner con-
sistent with the nature of man as a moral and intelligent being,
and without a subversion of its ordinary laws. The case of infants
is an exceptional case, to be dealt with apart, and by itself. But
in the case of adults, the communication of supernatural grace,
whether through Word or Baptism, must be in connection with,
and not apart from, the exercise of their own spiritual and in-
telligent nature, and in connection with that act of the spiritual
nature which we call faith. Baptism is no exception to the ordi-
nary principle that represents all the blessings of God’s salvation
as associated with faith on the part of the receiver of them. It
becomes a means of grace in connection with the faith of the
believer, which it calls into life and exercise.

The views now stated are of course opposed to the doctrine of
what has been called “baptismal regeneration,” whether held by
Romanists or Romanizing Protestants. The Church of Rome
considers Baptism, like the other Sacraments, to be a means of
imparting grace ex opere operato, and to carry with it the virtue of
so applying to the person baptized, whether infant or adult, the
merits of Christ, as that both original and actual transgression
are completely removed by the administration of it, in every case,
apart altogether from the faith of the recipient. The authorized
formularies of the Church of England seem to maintain the doc-
trine of baptismal regeneration in a sense at least approximating
to that of the Church of Rome. The Thirty-nine Articles, indeed,
give no countenance to such a theory; but both her Liturgy and
her Catechism appear to speak differently on the subject; and
the doctrine, under various modifications, is held and asserted
by a large number of her ablest divines. It is extremely diffi-
cult, in investigating this question, to ascertain the exact sense in
which regeneration is understood to be imparted through the or-
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dinance of Baptism, or the precise nature and amount of change
which, according to the advocates of this doctrine, actually takes
place on the person baptized. In some instances, I believe that
the doctrine of baptismal regeneration is held in words, whilst it
is not held in reality; the advantage conferred by Baptism on all
equally and indiscriminately being nothingmore than admission
to the outward privileges of the visible Church, in consequence
of the reception of it. But although, in the case of a few, the doc-
trine, as held by them, may be regarded as more nominal than
real, yet it cannot be doubted that very many in the Church of
England approximate, on this question, more or less closely to
the views asserted in the standards of the Church of Rome.

There are at least three different modifications of the doctrine
of baptismal regeneration held by divines of the Church of
England, which can be readily enough distinguished from each
other. First, there is one party who assert that Baptism, by the
administration of it, gives the person baptized a place within
the covenant of grace, in such a sense that he has a right to all
its outward privileges and means of grace, and by a diligent and
right use of them, may secure to himself salvation. This is the
lowest view of the efficacy of Baptism held by those who assert
the doctrine of baptismal regeneration, and amounts apparently
to this, that Baptism is necessary in order to the salvability of a
man,—all unbaptized persons having no right to the privileges
of the covenant, and being left to “the uncovenanted mercies of
God.” In answer to such a theory, it is enough to assert, with
the Word of God, that the Gospel is free to all; that all, without
exception of class or character, are invited to avail themselves of
it; and that “the free gift unto justification of life” is not restricted
to any limited number of men, baptized or unbaptized, but is
co-extensive in its promises and invitations with “the judgment
that has come upon all unto condemnation.”9 Second, there is
another party who assert that Baptism conveys to the soul, by

9Rom. 5:18. [“Atqui jam visum est fieri non levem injuriamDei fœderi nisi in
eo acquiescimus, acsi per se infirmum esset; quum ejus effectus neque a Baptismo
neque ab ullis accessionibus pendeat. Accedit postea Sacramentum sigilli instar,
non quod efficaciam Dei promissioni, quasi per se invalidæ, conferat, sed eam
duntaxat nobis confirmet. Unde sequitur, non ideo baptizari fidelium liberos ut
filii Dei tunc primum fiant qui ante alieni fuerint ab Ecclesiâ, sed solenni potius
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the administration of it, regenerating grace—a true spiritual
life; which may continue with the baptized person, so as to
avail at last to his everlasting salvation, but which may also be
forfeited in after years by means of sin. This second form of the
doctrine of baptismal regeneration proceeds upon an alleged
distinction—held apparently by Augustine,10 and after him
maintained by many Lutheran divines—between those who are
predestinated unto life, and those who are regenerated. It is
affirmed that the two classes do not coincide, and that regener-
ation, though once imparted to the soul, may be subsequently
lost. Third, there is another party who admit that Baptism
imparts saving grace and regeneration to the soul, which under
no circumstance can be entirely forfeited, but which entitle the
person baptized to everlasting life.

These three different forms of the theory of baptismal regenera-
tion it is not necessary to reply to separately. The only plausible
arguments which can be brought in defence of such a doctrine
are derived from a few passages of Scripture which apparently,
at first sight, connect the inward and spiritual grace with the out-
ward action in Baptism which is its sign. These passages it is not
difficult to explain by the help of the canon of interpretation, to
which I formerly had occasion to refer, founded on the practice
of Scripture, and the practice of every other book, of predicat-
ing of the sign figuratively what can only be truly and literally
predicated of the thing signified.11 The sacramental relation be-

signo ideo recipi in Ecclesiam, quia promissionis beneficio jam ante ad Christi
corpus pertinebant.”—Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xv. 22.]

10[Cunningham, Works, vol. ii. pp. 356–358.]
11This principle applies to the famous text, John 3:5, on which Dr. Pusey says

he “would gladly rest the whole question of baptismal regeneration” (Tracts for
the Times, No. 67). In this passage the second clause is epexegetical of the first,—
“born of water, even of the Spirit,”—the one being the sign, the other the thing
signified. This is shown mainly by two considerations: 1. Christian Baptism was
not yet instituted,—the proper baptismal commission being only given after our
Lord’s resurrection. This is perfectly clear from Scripture; and the Fathers, on
whose statements in this matter Romanists andHigh Churchmenmainly rely, de-
clare with one voice that baptismal regeneration was unknown till the promised
Spirit was poured out freely by the ascended Saviour. To quote Dr. Halley’s
words: “The spring of living water had not then issued from the foot of the
Cross to fill the regenerating font; the angel of Baptism had not then descended
to trouble the holy waters, and impart to them their sanative virtue; the sacra-
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tween Baptism and regeneration, which it represents, easily ex-
plains the application to Baptism, figuratively, of language that
belongs literally to regeneration. Andwhile this principle, rightly
understood and applied, is sufficient to explain the statements of
Scripture that apparently, at first sight, give countenance to the
doctrine of baptismal regeneration, the whole tenor of the Word
of God clearly and decisively contradicts the theory. It is incon-
sistent with the fundamental principle which regulates thematter
of a sinner’s salvation,—the principle that he is saved and lives
by faith; and that it is by faith, and not through any other chan-

mental gifts were not conferred upon men; the priesthood was not consecrated;
St. Peter had not been invested with the keys; the life-inspiring baptistry was
not erected in the porch of the Church; the initiation into the greater mysteries
of the faith had not commenced. Did our Lord, then, speak to Nicodemus of
what it was impossible for him or any one else to experience or understand until
the day of Pentecost,—the date of the great gift of baptismal regeneration? If
He did, how could He say, ‘Art thou a master in Israel, and knowest not these
things?’ Can any one seriously expound the passage, as though it were to Nicode-
mus, not a declaration of what then actually was, but a dark prophecy of what
was afterwards to take place?”—The Sacraments, vol. i. p. 230. 2. The precise
meaning of the phrase “born of water” is fixed, beyond reasonable doubt, by
a reference to the Jewish ideas and modes of expression. Nicodemus must have
understood the words addressed to him—our Lord must have intended him to
understand them—in the sense in which any Jew of that day conversant with the
Old Testament Scriptures, and with the habits of speech and action of his nation,
must infallibly have regarded them, in the sense in which psalmists and prophets
had said: “Wash me, and I shall be whiter than snow.” “Wash you, make you
clean, put away the evil of your doings from you.” “Then will I sprinkle clean
water upon you, and ye shall be clean; from all your filthiness, and from all your
idols, will I cleanse you.” (Ps. 51:2, 7; Isa. 1:16; Ezek. 36:25.) The passage, in
short, does not refer—at least in any direct sense—to Christian Baptism at all.
It points to the purification of heart and renewal of nature by the Holy Spirit,
for which “washing,” or being “born of water,” was the familiar sign and figu-
rative expression among the Jews. Comp. John 7:37; Titus 3:5. [Cf. Calvin, in
loc. and Inst. iv. xvi. 25. “Postquam naturæ corruptionem Nicodemo exposuit
Christus, ac renasci oportere docuit; quia ille renascentiam corporalem somnia-
bat, modum hic indicat quo regenerat nos Deus, nempe per aquam et Spiritum;
quasi diceret, per Spiritum, qui purgando et irrigando fideles animas vice aquæ
fungitur. Neque hæc nova est locutio; prorsus enim cum illâ quæ Matt. 3:11, ha-
betur convenit: ‘Ille est qui baptizat in Spiritu sancto et igni.’ Quemadmodum
ergo Spiritu sancto et igni baptizare est Spiritum sanctum conferre, qui in re-
generatione ignis officium naturamque habet: ita renasci aquâ et Spiritu nihil
aliud est quam vim illam Spiritûs recipere, quæ in animâ id facit quod aqua in
corpore.”]
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nel, that he receives from God all that is necessary to his present
and his everlasting well-being.12

2.2 The Subjects of Baptism as Re-
gards Adults

Having discussed the general nature of Baptism, the question
that next awaits our consideration is, as to the subjects of Chris-
tian Baptism, or the parties to whom this ordinance ought to
be administered. There are three opinions that may be main-
tained in regard to this matter. There is one party who affirm
that Baptism ought to be administered to all, not infants, who are
qualified to become members of the Christian Church in virtue
of a credible profession of faith in Christ and a corresponding
conduct. There is a second party who assert that Baptism right-
fully belongs not only to such persons, but also, in virtue of a
representative relation between parents and their offspring, to
their children. And there is a third party who hold that Baptism
ought to be administered without restriction to parents and chil-
dren, without demanding, as a prerequisite from the applicant,
any profession of faith or corresponding conduct. These three
classes, holding principles markedly different from each other,
probably exhaust the answers to the question: To whom is Bap-
tism to be administered? The first, or the Antipædobaptists, ad-
minister the ordinance only to adults, who, by their faith and
obedience, appear to be possessed personally of a title to be re-
garded asmembers of the ChristianChurch, and exclude infants,
who cannot, by their own faith and profession, make good their
claim to be regarded as proper subjects of the ordinance. The
second, or the Pædobaptists, administer the ordinance not only

12Williams, Antipædobaptism Examined, Shrewsbury 1789, vol. i. pp. 102–111,
121–171, 180–197. Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. pp. 213–283.
Goode, Doct. of the Church of Engl. as to the Effects of Baptism in the case of Infants,
2d ed. Lond. 1850, pp. 9–37, 143–178. [Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xv. Turrettin,
Op. tom. iii. loc. xix. qu. 11–13, 19. Bp. E. H. Browne, Expos. of the Thirty-nine
Art. 8th ed. Lond. 1868, pp. 612–671. Martensen, Dogmatik, 4te Aufl. pp. 367–
370. Thomasius, Dogmatik, 3te Th. 2te Abth. Erlangen 1861, pp. 6–10, 22–25.
Cunningham, Works, vol. iii. pp. 133–142. Goode, Vind. of the ’Def. of the XXXIX
Art., etc.,’ in reply to the Bishop of Exeter, 2d ed. pp. 8–22.]
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to adults, who personally possess a right to be regarded as mem-
bers of the Christian Church, but also to their infants, who can
have no right except what they derive from their parents. And
the third class, or the advocates of indiscriminate Baptism, ad-
minister the ordinance to all applicants without any restriction,
and without demanding, in the case of adults, that they establish
their claim to the ordinance by exhibiting a credible profession
of faith in their own persons, or, in the case of infants, in the
persons of their parents or guardians.

In proceeding to examine these different systems, it will not be
necessary for me to discuss over again what occupied our atten-
tion at an early period of the course,—the question of what are
the qualifications that give a person a title to be regarded as a
member of the Christian Church,—or to enter into the contro-
versy between Independents and Presbyterians as to the neces-
sity in order to membership of a true and saving faith, or simply
an outward profession and consistent practice.13 Without enter-
ing upon that subject a second time, the three systems of opinion
as to the proper subjects of Baptism nowmentioned may be con-
veniently discussed under the head of these two questions. First:
Are we warranted by the Word of God to administer the ordi-
nance of Baptism to all applicants for themselves or their chil-
dren, without any restriction as to religious profession and char-
acter in the case of the applicant? And second: Are we warranted
by the Word of God to administer the ordinance of Baptism to
the children of a parent who would himself be a proper subject
for Baptism, and is a member of the Church? The first question,
or the point in debate between our Church and the advocates of
indiscriminate Baptism, we shall now proceed to deal with, re-
serving the second, or the question of infant Baptism, for after
consideration.

The doctrine of Baptism without restriction, and apart from
the religious character and profession of the applicant, has
assumed an aspect of more than ordinary importance recently,
in consequence of the extent to which it has prevailed and the
manner in which it has been advocated among Independents.

13[See above, vol. i. pp. 68–80.]
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Dr. Wardlaw,—who was no friend of such a doctrine, but the
reverse,—when speaking in reference to a former statement
of opinion, to the effect that all parties were of one mind as
to the necessity for a religious profession as a prerequisite to
Baptism, says: “Until of late, I had no idea of the degree
or of the extent of this laxity, both as to the requisites in
adults to their own baptism, and in parents, to the baptism
of their children. It has been a cause of equal surprise and
concern to me to find, from the publications of more than
one of my brethren which have recently appeared, that in my
first statement I have been so very wide of the truth. The
lax views to which I now refer have been propounded and
argued at length in the Congregational Lecture for 1844, by
my esteemed friend, Dr. Halley of Manchester.” The surprise
expressed by Dr. Wardlaw at the acceptance which the doctrine
of indiscriminate Baptism has received, and the prevalence
which the practice has obtained among English Independents,
is not without foundation. Dr. Halley may, I believe, be fairly
regarded as the representative of the views of Independents, at
least in England, on the subject; and he is perhaps the ablest
defender of the practice which prevails, very nearly universally,
among them. The doctrine of the class to which he belongs,
and whose views he advocates, is expressed by Halley as follows.
After stating the principles held by other and opposite parties,
he says: “There are, lastly, those who baptize all applicants
whatsoever, provided the application does not appear to be
made scoffingly and profanely,—for that would be a manifest
desecration of the service,—and all children offered by their
parents, guardians, or others who may have the care of them.”
“The third class maintain that, as no restriction is imposed upon
baptism in the New Testament, none ought to be imposed by the
ministers of the Gospel.”14 “These views,”—I quote again from
Dr. Wardlaw,—“these views, which he broaches and defends,
are characterized by a latitudinarian laxity, which in my eyes
is as mischievous as unscriptural,—the former, because the
latter.”15 The question, then, of indiscriminate Baptism is one

14Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. p. 496.
15Wardlaw, Dissertation on the Scriptural Authority, Nature, and Uses of Infant Baptism,

3d. ed. Glasg. 1846, pp. 221–223.
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of very great interest and importance,—more especially in the
present day,—and amply deserves discussion. In that discussion
we must of course appeal for the only arguments which can
decide the controversy to the Scriptures themselves. We learn
from them that Baptism is a positive institution of Christ in the
worship of the Christian Church; and from them also we must
learn the terms on which the ordinance is to be dispensed, and
the parties entitled to receive it. Is the ordinance, then, to be
administered to all applicants indiscriminately without regard to
religious profession or character,—to believers and unbelievers
alike,—without any restriction, except, according to Dr. Halley,
that they do not apply for it “scoffingly and profanely”? Or,
on the contrary, does a title to participation in the ordinance
of Baptism imply, as a prerequisite, a religious profession and
corresponding conduct on the part of the applicant?

Now, in examining into the doctrine and practice of Scripture
bearing upon this question, it is important to understand dis-
tinctly at the outset the real point in debate. There are two pre-
liminary remarks which may help to place it in its true light.

1st, The question in debate between the advocates and oppo-
nents of indiscriminate Baptism is not, as Dr. Halley has stated it
to be: “Whether the Apostles and their assistants baptized indis-
criminately all applicants, leaving their characters to be formed
and tested by subsequent events.”16 The question rather is:
Whether, in such application made to the Apostles for Baptism,
there was not included or implied a religious profession of faith
in Christ, such as to warrant them to administer the ordinance
because of the profession. It is manifest that, in apostolic times,
when men were called upon in consequence of a Christian
Baptism to forsake all that was dear to them on earth, and to
incur the hazard of persecution and death, almost any such
application necessarily involved or implied at least a credible
profession of faith in Christ; inasmuch as hardly any conceivable
motive except a belief in Christ would have induced any one to
make the application, except, it may be, in rare and exceptional
cases. Generally speaking, the fact of a man’s applying for

16Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. p. 505.
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Baptism in apostolic times was itself the evidence of a credible
profession, and enough to warrant the administration of the
ordinance, not on the principle of baptizing all, believers and
unbelievers alike, with a profession or without it; but rather on
the principle that the applicant, by the very act of application,
in the circumstances of the early Church, professed his faith
in Christ. Upon this principle we can easily explain why, in
the Scripture narrative of the practice of baptizing in the early
Church, we find no example of the applicant being kept for a
length of time in the position of candidate for Baptism, so as
thereby to test his character and profession.

2d, The question in debate between the advocates and oppo-
nents of indiscriminate Baptism is not, whether the Apostles, in
their administration of the ordinance, baptized, as Dr. Halley
asserts, “bad men as well as good.”17 That the Apostles did
so in particular instances, the case of Simon Magus plainly at-
tests. But that case no less plainly attests that the Baptism was
administered, not in the absence of any religious profession, but
in consequence of such a profession. Nothing can be more un-
deniable than that it was upon the ground of his professed belief
in the Gospel preached by Philip that Simon Magus was bap-
tized. “Then Simon,” says the inspired account of the transac-
tion, “then Simon himself believed also: and when he was bap-
tized,” etc.18 Like the other hearers who were baptized in con-
sequence of their profession of faith in Philip’s doctrine, Simon
professed to believe, and, on the credit of that profession, was
baptized as they were. But although among the number of those
who received apostolic Baptism there were good men and bad
men, as there must be among the members of the Church in
all ages, this is not the real question at issue between the friends
and opponents of indiscriminate Baptism. The real question in
controversy between them is, whether Baptism was generally,
or was ever, administered without a religious profession at all
on the part of the applicant; or whether such a profession was
invariably present as a prerequisite to Baptism. “Baptism,” says
the Shorter Catechism, “is not to be administered to any that are

17Ibid. p. 505.
18Acts 8:13.
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out of the visible Church, till they profess their faith in Christ and
obedience to Him.”19

Bearing in mind these preliminary remarks, it is not difficult, I
think, from an examination of Scripture doctrine and practice in
regard to Baptism, to establish the conclusion, that it is a sacra-
mental ordinance not to be administered indiscriminately and
without restriction to all applying for it, but, on the contrary, lim-
ited to those maintaining an outward character and profession
of Christianity.

2.2.1 [Nature of Baptism inconsistent with
indiscriminate administration]

The nature and import of the ordinance of Baptism are incon-
sistent with the idea of an indiscriminate administration of it to
all, without respect to religious character and profession.

The doctrine and practice of the advocates of indiscriminate
Baptism very naturally arise out of the system maintained by
them as to the nature of the ordinance. With Dr. Halley and
the Independents, whom he represents, Baptism is not, in the
proper and peculiar sense of the term, a Sacrament, but only a
sign; and a sign, too, of a very restricted meaning indeed. It is a
sign that the person holds certain Christian truths, or is willing
to learn them; which truths may be held in the way of a mere
intellectual apprehension, without the man who so holds them
being a Christian, or even seriously professing to be one. Upon
this theory,—that Baptism is no more than a sign, expressive of
certain truths of Christianity,—it is quite possible to engraft the
doctrine of an indiscriminate administration of the ordinance
in every instance where those truths, as is usually the case in a
Christian country, are not openly renounced or publicly denied.
To affix the sign of allegiance to those truths in the case of ev-
ery man who merely does not deny them, and must be held by
the very act of applying for the sign, as at least in some tolerable
degree acquainted with them, is consistent enough. To affix the
sign to all infants proposed for Baptism, is also consistent; for
they are capable of being instructed in the truths represented,

19Shorter Catechism, qu. 95.
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and the act of their parents in bringing them to receive the or-
dinance may be regarded as an acknowledgment that they are
willing that their children be so instructed. Restrict the import
of Baptism to that of a mere sign of certain Gospel truths, and
it is quite in accordance with the theory of indiscriminate ad-
ministration. “Practically,” says Dr. Halley, “those who baptize
indiscriminately all applicants and all children proposed for bap-
tism, and those who reckon upon the prospect of teaching the
baptized, will be found seldom at variance; for scarcely ever is
any one proposed whose religious instruction might not be se-
cured by proper care.”20 As a sign expressive of acquaintance
with certain Christian truths, or of a capacity and willingness to
receive them, Baptism may consistently enough be administered
without restriction to all applicants, whether adults or infants.

But the very opposite doctrine and practice must be maintained,
on the supposition that the Sacrament of Baptism is not a sign
merely, and that in a very restricted sense, of Christian truth, but
a seal of a federal transaction between two parties in the ordi-
nance, whereby the recipient gives himself in Baptism to Christ,
and Christ in Baptism gives Himself and His grace to the recip-
ient. A seal of a covenant which the party baptized does not
even profess to make, and has avowedly no intention of enter-
ing into,—a voucher to a federal transaction, in which there is
no person in the least professing to be a party,—an attestation
to a mutual engagement never pretended by the individual who
is supposed to give the attestation,—this is a contradiction and
inconsistency not to be got over. There is a manifest incongruity
in administering equally to those who avow that they are believ-
ers, and to unbelievers with no such avowal, the same Christian
ordinance,—in dispensing a Gospel Sacrament indiscriminately
to those who profess to have received the Gospel, and to those
who do not,—in giving a religious privilege to those who make
no religious profession, not less than to those who do. If Bap-
tism be no more than a sign of certain religious truths known,
or at least that may be learned, by the party baptized, then in-
deed there is no such incongruity between the nature of the rite
and its unrestricted administration. But if Baptism be the out-

20Halley, ut supra, p. 479.
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ward seal of a federal engagement, distinctively marking the true
Christian, then the very nature of the ordinance forbids it to be
administered to men with no profession of Christianity. If it be
the Sacrament of union to the Saviour and admission into the
Christian Church, the ordinance itself points out the necessity
of its restriction to those who “name the name of Christ,” and
whose life and conduct are not outwardly inconsistent with their
claim to be numbered among His people.

2.2.2 [Baptism by John evidence against in-
discriminate dispensation]

The administration of Baptism by John, the forerunner of our
Lord, has been very generally appealed to in favour of an indis-
criminate dispensation of the ordinance,21 but in point of fact
may be regarded as affording evidence of a contrary practice.

The Baptism of John, when we are told that multitudes of the
Jews flocked to him in the wilderness to be baptized, has been
quoted in favour of the doctrine and practice of English Inde-
pendents. There are two things which it is necessary to establish
before any argument for indiscriminate Baptism in the Christian
Church could be drawn from the preaching of John; and both
these things, so far from being proved, may with good reason
be denied. In the first place, it were necessary to prove that the
Baptism of John was identical with Christian Baptism, before
any countenance could be derived from his practice,—even if it
were, as is alleged, that of indiscriminate Baptism,—in favour of
the same custom in the Christian Church. And in the second
place, it were necessary to establish the assumption that John
really baptized all equally who came to him, without regard to
their religious profession. I believe that neither the one nor the
other of these positions can be established from Scripture, but
the reverse.

With regard to the first position, there seems to be warrant from
Scripture to say that John’s Baptism was not identical with that
of Christ. His doctrine and his office occupied an intermediate
place between those of the Old Testament teachers and those

21Halley, ut supra, pp. 163–167, 194–201.
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of the Gospel Church; and his Baptism corresponded with his
doctrine. He taught the doctrine of repentance and of prepa-
ration for Him that should come after him; he pointed to the
future Saviour, rather than preached a present one; and his Bap-
tism was the same in character. We have no reason to believe
that he baptized in the name of Christ; and we have ground for
asserting that the Baptism of John, in the case of those who re-
ceived it, was afterwards replaced by Christian Baptism, when
they were received into the Christian Church. That such was
the case, the instance of the disciples at Ephesus proves; whom
Paul rebaptized, as is recorded in the nineteenth chapter of the
Acts of the Apostles: “And he said unto them, Unto what then
were ye baptized? And they said, Unto John’s baptism. Then
said Paul, John verily baptized with the baptism of repentance,
saying unto the people, that they should believe on Him which
should come after him, that is, on Christ Jesus. When they heard
this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.”22

With regard to the second point, or the assumption that the Bap-
tism of John was really given to all applicants indiscriminately,
without respect to religious character, there seems to be no ev-
idence for it in Scripture, but the reverse. We seem to have as
good evidence, that John demanded a profession of a religious
kind from those whom he baptized, as the character of the very
brief and scanty narrative which has come down to us of the
transaction would naturally lead us to expect. That vast multi-
tudes of the Jews enrolled themselves by Baptism in the number
of John’s disciples, would appear to admit of no doubt; for we
are expressly told that “there went out unto him into the wilder-
ness all the land of Judea, and they of Jerusalem, and were all
baptized of him in the river Jordan.” That of this great multi-
tude all were truly brought to repentance, and turned from sin,
and savingly taught to look forward to the Messiah who was to
come, may, from many circumstances, appear improbable. But
that they were all admitted to the ordinance of John’s Baptism,
without any regard to the religious profession that they made, is

22Acts 19:3–5. Williams, Antipædobaptism Examined, Shrewsbury 1789, vol. i.
pp. 113–120. Wardlaw, Dissert. on Infant Baptism, 3d ed. Glasg. 1846, pp. 223–
269.
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undeniably contradicted by the express language of the sacred
historian; for it is added: “They were all baptized of him in the
river Jordan, confessing their sins.”23 The Baptism and the con-
fession of sins went together,—the one being the accompanying
condition of the other. So far is it from being true that the prac-
tice of John gives countenance to the theory of indiscriminate
Baptism, that the very opposite may be proved from the inspired
narrative, brief though it be.

2.2.3 [Great commission forbids indiscrimi-
nate Baptism]

The terms of the commission given by our Lord after His res-
urrection to His Apostles in regard to founding and establishing
the Christian Church, seem very clearly to forbid the practice
of indiscriminate Baptism, and to require a profession of faith in
Christ as a prerequisite to Baptism in His name.

The terms of the commission, as recorded in the Gospel
by Matthew, are these: “Go ye therefore, and disciple—
μαθητευσατε—all nations, baptizing them into the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching them
to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you.”24
Such is the language employed by our Lord in what must be
regarded, I think, as the original institution of Christian Baptism.
The commentary of Dr. Halley on these words brings out his
argument in favour of indiscriminate Baptism. “The question,”
says he, “respecting the subject of Baptism is here resolved
into one of grammar and criticism. It is simply what is the
antecedent to the word them, or for what noun is that pronoun
substituted. ‘Going forth, disciple all the nations—παντα τα
ἐθνη—baptizing them—αὐτους—all the nations, into the name
of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost; teaching
them—all the nations—to observe all things whatsoever I have
commanded you.’ So far as the grammatical construction is
concerned, the meaning of the terms is precisely the same, as
it would be if the words of the commission were, ‘baptize all

23Matt. 3:5–6.
24Matt. 28:19.
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the nations.’ Adhering, therefore, to the grammar of the words,
we say, the commission, which no man has a right to alter, is,
‘baptize all the nations.’ ”25 Now, this somewhat summary and
confident mode of reasoning may be satisfactorily set aside in
two ways.

1. There is some weight due to the order in which the terms
of the commission run, as indicating the order in which
the discipling, the baptizing, and the teaching of all the
nations were to take place, and were to be accounted nec-
essary parts of the Apostles’ or the Church’s obedience to
the commission of Christ. There are three particulars em-
braced in the authoritative commission addressed to the
Apostles, and, through them, binding upon the Church in
every age. First, the command is to make disciples of all
nations, turning them to the profession and belief of the
faith of Christ. Second, there is the command to baptize all
nations, granting them the formal and public rite by which
their admission into the Church was to be attested and rat-
ified. And third, there is the command to teach all nations
to observe all things whatsoever Christ had appointed for
His Church collectively, or His people individually. This
is the order in which, according to the nature of the vari-
ous particulars embraced in the commission, they were to
be accomplished. That the order of procedure here indi-
cated is in harmony with the nature of the work to be done
by the Church in reference to the world, is abundantly
plain from the scriptural account given of it in many other
passages of the Bible. First of all is the preaching of the
Gospel, as the grand instrument employed by the Church
to gather in the disciples of Christ within its pale. Next
there is the affixing to the disciples thus gathered the char-
acteristic badge of discipleship, and granting them, by the
initiatory rite of Baptism, formal admission into the Chris-
tian Church. And lastly, there is the instructing those thus
admitted in the observance of all their appointed duties
as disciples of Christ and members of His Church. This
is plainly, I think, the order of procedure indicated in the

25Halley, ut supra, p. 489.
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apostolic commission; and it is an order which implies that
a knowledge and profession of the faith as disciples pre-
ceded the administration of Baptism to them. The expres-
sion, “all nations”—παντα τα ἐθνη—upon which Dr. Hal-
ley builds his argument for universal and indiscriminate
Baptism, is not to be regarded so much as declaring the
duty of the Apostles to teach and baptize every individ-
ual of the world, or as denoting the absolute extent of the
commission, as asserting that individuals of every nation
were to be discipled and baptized, and marking out that
no nation or class were excluded from the range of the
commission. The terms, “disciple,” “baptizing,” must be
taken together, and not separately; and in the order of the
inspired declaration, and not in the reverse of that order.

2. The words of institution in the baptismal service seem
to imply that a knowledge and profession of the faith of
Christ are necessary as a prerequisite to Baptism. The
recipients of the ordinance are to be baptized “into the
name, εἰς το ὀνομα, of the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost,”—language which obviously refers to the
peculiar character the Three Persons of the Godhead
sustain, and the offices they discharge in the work of
man’s redemption. Unless Christian Baptism, then, be
a mere heathen mystery, to suffice as a sign or to work
as a charm, it necessarily implies previous knowledge
and instruction in the fundamental truths of the Gospel
system; and this, again, implies that the Church, in
administering the ordinance, has a right to require some
evidence, such as an intelligent profession of the faith, that
such knowledge has been obtained. All this points very
distinctly to a profession of faith in Christ as a necessary
prerequisite to the administration of the ordinance in the
case of candidates for Baptism.
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2.2.4 [Scripture demonstrates profession of
faith is necessary]

An examination in detail of Scripture practice, as bearing upon
the doctrine of indiscriminate Baptism as contradistinguished
from Baptism restricted to professing Christians, will sufficiently
bear out the conclusion to be drawn from the previous consider-
ations, that at least a profession of faith is necessary as a prereq-
uisite to the scriptural administration of the ordinance.

It is impossible, and indeed unnecessary, for us to enter at length
into this field of argument. Nothing but the most violent injus-
tice done to the language of Scripture by a bold and unscrupu-
lous system of interpretation can suffice to get rid of the evidence
which, in the case of the Baptism of converts mentioned in Scrip-
ture, connects the administration of the rite with a profession of
faith in Christ on the part of the person who was the recipient of
it. The association of the person’s profession, faith, repentance,
or believing, with Baptism, appears in a multitude of passages;
while not one passage or example can be quoted in favour of
the connection of Baptism with an absence of profession. “He
that believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved;” “repent every
one of you, and be baptized;” “many having believed, and been
baptized,”26—these and many other passages of a like import
connect together, as inseparable in the process by which under
the eye of the Apostles many in their days were added to the
Christian Church, the two facts of the religious profession of the
candidate, and the administration of the religious ordinance by
which formally he became a member of the Church of Christ.
In the history, although brief and incomplete, of the Baptism
of the early converts to the Christian faith, there is almost invari-
ably some statement by which is attested the distinctive Christian
profession that stands connected with the administration of the
outward rite; while in no instances are there any statements from
which it could be proved that Baptism ever stood connected with
the absence of such a profession. Connected with the Baptism
of the three thousand on the day of Pentecost, there stands the
statement, “Then they that gladly received the Word were bap-

26Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38, 41; 8:12–13, 36–38; 16:14–15, 30–34; 18:8.
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tized.” Connected with the Baptism of the people of Samaria in
consequence of the preaching of Philip, there stands the asser-
tion, “When they believed Philip preaching the things concern-
ing the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were
baptized, both men and women.” In regard to the Baptism of
the Ethiopian treasurer, we are told that, after the Gospel was
preached to him by the same evangelist, “the eunuch said, See,
here is water; what doth hinder me to be baptized? And Philip
said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he
answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.
And he commanded the chariot to stand still: and they went
down both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch, and he
baptized him.” In connection with the Baptism of Lydia, and as
preceding the administration of the rite, we have the statement:
“whose heart the Lord opened, that she attended unto the things
that were spoken of Paul.” Connected with the Baptism of the
Philippian jailer, there stands the statement: “And he rejoiced,
believing in God, with all his house.” In short, in almost every
example of Baptism which the New Testament records, there is
enough in the narrative, however scanty and compressed it be,
to bring out the fact, that in close association with the administra-
tion of the rite appears the religious profession of the recipient.
And, on the other hand, it may be safely asserted, that in no
example of Baptism recorded in the New Testament can it be
distinctly proved that no such profession was made.

What, then, is the answer given to this abundant and apparently
satisfactory evidence for a Baptism restricted to and connected
with a religious profession by the advocates of its indiscriminate
administration? The answer given by them is twofold: first, that
there are examples of bad men as well as good baptized by the
Apostles; and second, that many or most of these Baptisms were
administered so immediately in point of time after the profession
made, that there was no opportunity to test by any satisfactory
process the sincerity of it. Neither of these replies to the Scrip-
ture evidence is satisfactory. With regard to the first, or the fact
that unbelievers and hypocrites were baptized, it is enough to say
that we do not hold the Independent doctrine that a saving be-
lief is necessary to entitle a man to Church membership; but, on
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the contrary, maintain that a profession of faith is enough,27 and
that we have no security beyond themere circumstance of an out-
wardly decent life against such profession being insincere. With
regard to the second, or the fact that the profession on which
the apostolic Baptisms in many instances proceeded could have
been of no more than a few hours’ standing, and therefore not
proved by the lapse of time to be true, it is enough to say that
there may be, and in apostolic times were, circumstances apart
altogether from its duration sufficient to give credibility to the
profession.28

2.3 Infant Baptism
We have now considered the question, To whom ought Baptism
to be administered, in so far as it regards adults? The conclusion
to which we were conducted was, that the ordinance ought to be
dispensed to those alone who “profess their faith in Christ, and
their obedience to Him.” The theory of indiscriminate Baptism
we set aside as inconsistent with the nature and meaning of the
Sacrament, as destitute of any countenance from the practice of
John the Baptist, as contrary to the terms of the apostolical com-
mission, and opposed to the practice of the apostles and the New
Testament Church. There still remains for our consideration the
question as to the connection of infants with Baptism, and as to
the lawfulness or duty of administering the ordinance to them.
The subject is a delicate and a difficult one, and demands a more
than usually earnest investigation. The practice of baptizing in-
fants may be regarded at first sight as running counter to all those
views which we have already asserted in regard to the nature of
Sacraments in general, and of Baptism in particular. Add to this,
that it seems at first view directly to traverse the principles we
have so lately laid down on the question of indiscriminate Bap-
tism. The advocates of the doctrine of baptismal regeneration,
who hold that Baptism is a charm with an inherent and indepen-
dent power to confer grace in all circumstances and on all parties,

27[See above, vol. i. pp. 73–80.]
28Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. pp. 488–527, 580–585. Wardlaw,

Dissert. on Infant Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 291–346. Wilson, Infant Baptism a Scriptural
Service, Lond. 1848, pp. 338–381.
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can readily defend the practice of administering it to infants, as
efficacious in the case of unconscious children, not less than in
the case of intelligent adults. The advocates of the doctrine that
Baptism is no more than a sign, have also an obvious ground
on which they may defend the practice of infant Baptism,—the
parents’ professional badge being, not without reason or prece-
dent in other matters, affixed to the child. And once more, the
party who hold the doctrine of indiscriminate Baptism, and re-
gard themselves as authorized to dispense the rite without regard
to religious character or profession, can have no sufficient reason
for excluding infants from this comprehensive commission. But
if Baptism be the seal of a federal transaction between the party
baptized and Christ; if this be the main and characteristic feature
of the ordinance; and if a religious profession be a prerequisite to
its reception; it would appear as if there were no small difficulty
in the way of admitting to the participation of it those who, by
reason of nonage, can be no parties to the engagement in virtue
of their own act or will. The difficulty that stands in the way of
infant Baptism lies on the very surface of the question; and An-
tipædobaptists have the advantage of an argument on their side
which is both popular and plausible.

But in this case, as in all others connected with matters of posi-
tive institution in the Church of Christ, the primary and ruling
consideration in the controversy must be the express Divine ap-
pointment on the subject. In those positive, and in a sense arbi-
trary, institutions, set up by God in the worship of His Church,
mere inferential considerations drawn from reason must be of
secondary authority and subordinate force to determine their na-
ture and use, as compared with express intimations of the Divine
will. Positive observances, from their very nature, must be regu-
lated by positive institution; and it is only as secondary to such
positive institution, that we can listen to arguments drawn from
our views of the moral character or meaning of the ordinance.
Our first appeal in the case of infant Baptism must, therefore, be
to the express statements of the Word of God, and to the view of
the ordinance as a positive institution which is there presented.
We shall consider, then, in the first place, the scriptural principles
which bear upon the question of the lawfulness or duty of infant
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Baptism. Thereafter we shall examine into the objections, from
reason or Scripture, that have been brought against the practice;
and also discuss the subject of the efficacy of the ordinance in the
case of infants; and lastly, the scriptural mode of administering
it.

What, then, is the bearing of Scripture doctrine and practice on
the question of the lawfulness or unlawfulness of infant Baptism?
The following five propositions I shall endeavour to establish in
connection with this subject; and the discussion of these will very
nearly exhaust the question. First, the covenant of grace, as re-
vealed by God at different periods for the salvation of His people,
has been essentially the same in former and in later times, and
has always comprehended infants within it. Second, the Church
of God, made up of His professing people, has been essentially
the same in character in former and in later times, and has al-
ways included infants among its members. Third, the ordinance
of outward admission into the Church has, in its essential charac-
ter andmeaning, been the same in former and in later times, and
has always been administered to infants. Fourth, the principle
on which the initiatory ordinance of admission into the Church
has been administered has been the same in former and in later
times, and has always applied to the case of infants. And fifth,
the practice in regard to the administration of the initiatory rite
has been the same in former and in later times, and has always
included the case of infants. The illustration of these five propo-
sitions must, in consequence of the limits prescribed to us, be
very brief, and more in the way of giving the heads of the argu-
ment than the argument itself. But taken under consideration
even in the briefest way, they will embrace the prominent points
of the controversy in regard to infant Baptism. One or more of
them separately, if sufficiently established by an appeal to Scrip-
ture, would suffice to demonstrate that “the infants of such as
are members of the visible Church are to be baptized;”29 while
all taken together afford a very full and cumulative proof of the
lawfulness of the practice.

29Shorter Catech. qu. 95.
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2.3.1 [Covenant of grace has always included
infants]

The covenant of grace, as revealed by God at different periods
for the salvation of His people, has been essentially the same in
former and in later times, and has always comprehended infants
within it.

This proposition is, properly speaking, made up of two: first, that
the covenant was essentially the same in all ages; and second,
that within the covenant, infants were always included. Neither
of these two assertions ought to be very difficult of proof. In re-
gard to the first, it is undeniable that God has had a people on
the earth since the fall, chosen from the rest of mankind, who
called upon His name, and were themselves called by it. The
faith and hope of that chosen people, through every generation,
have been sustained by a revelation of a Saviour, who either was
to come or had come, expressed in promise and in type, in pre-
diction and in symbol before His coming, and in plainer and am-
pler narrative of actual fact after His appearance. In whatever
outward form it was revealed, this was God’s covenant—His free
promise of grace—His Gospel of glad tidings for the salvation of
His people, identical in character and in substance, one in its
announcements and its terms in every age from the first reve-
lation in Paradise down to the last in Patmos. It was one and
the same covenant of grace which was revealed to Adam in the
first promise given to him, and the first ordinance of sacrifice
appointed for him; revealed in other terms and form to Noah;
repeated to Abraham in the word of promise and type; embod-
ied in history, and prophecy, and symbolic institutions to the
Church under the Mosaic economy; and fully brought to light
under the Gospel dispensation. That the covenant of grace es-
tablished under the Gospel was not then for the first time made
known, but had been announced long before,—that although in
the latter times it was more fully revealed, it had been revealed
all along in substance, and proved to be the same at first as at
the last,—the plain statements of Scripture very expressly affirm.
The Apostle Paul tells us in the Epistle to the Galatians, that “the
Gospel was preached before unto Abraham.” And in the same
Epistle he tells us that “the covenant confirmed of God in Christ
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was given to Abraham four hundred and thirty years before the
giving of the law” of Moses,30—language fitted to mark both the
identity of the covenant of Abraham with the Gospel covenant,
and its independence of the Mosaic ceremonial institutions. If
we turn to the book of Genesis, we shall find the account of the
revelation of the covenant of grace given to Abraham, and re-
ferred to by Paul,—a covenant which, as then revealed, compre-
hended in it temporal blessings, such as the promise of Canaan
to the patriarch and his seed, but was in itself independent of
these; which preceded the law by more than four hundred years,
and was not disannulled by the giving of the law; which was
founded on the free grace and unchangeable promise of God,
and thus was not bound up with any temporary institution; and
which was the very Gospel afterwards “confirmed in Christ.”31
So clear and abundant is the evidence for the first part of our
proposition, that the covenant of grace, revealed under various
forms in former and in latter times, was in substance one and
the same.

The proof of the second part of our proposition is not less full and
satisfactory, that this covenant has always comprehended infants
within it. The infants of the parents with whom God’s covenant
was made, were not left outside that covenant. The promises
of grace were not given to the parents, to the exclusion of the
children. Infants were not left to their chance of uncovenanted
mercies, while to adults the blessings were insured by covenant.
On the contrary, that infants were comprehended within the
covenant as well as their parents, is a fact that the plainest state-
ments of Scripture demonstrate. In what sense or to what effect
infants were so included, may come to be inquired into when we
afterwards consider the efficacy of Baptism in their case, or the
seal of the covenant as regards infants. But that the covenant
made with the parents did not exclude but included their infant
children also, the plain assertions of Scripture leave no room to
doubt. In the inspired account of the various announcements
made by God of His covenant from time to time, the terms of
the announcement are almost invariably “you and your seed.” In

30Gal. 3:8, 17–18.
31Gen. 12:1–3; 13:14–17; 15:1–18; 17:1–14.
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the case of Abraham, as referred to by the Apostle Paul, this is
very expressly stated: “And God said unto Abraham, Thou shalt
keepmy covenant therefore, thou, and thy seed after thee in their
generations. This is my covenant, which ye shall keep, between
me and you, and thy seed after thee; Every man-child among
you shall be circumcised.”32 The covenant of grace, as then re-
vealed to Abraham, included infant children of eight days old;
and it has at all times been equally comprehensive and the same.
The seal of the covenant, as affixed to the child when eight days
old, was the standing evidence and memorial for two thousand
years, that infants were included in God’s federal promises.33

And in what manner is this argument from the example of Abra-
ham, in favour of the fact that infants are comprehended within
the covenant, met by the advocates of Antipædobaptist doctrines.
The ordinary reply given by the opponents of infant Baptism is
this: They affirm that there were two covenants, distinct and sep-
arate from each other, made by God with the patriarch at that
time; the one a covenant of temporal, and the other of spiritual
blessing. They assert that the “seed” mentioned in the history
of the transaction, were the natural seed of Abraham, including
adults and infants, in so far as regards the temporal covenant; and
the spiritual seed of Abraham, or adult believers alone, in so far
as regards the spiritual; and that the seal of circumcision admin-
istered to his children was the token of a temporal, and not a
spiritual blessing. And lastly, they argue that under the Gospel
the natural relationship of children to their parents, which under
a former economywarranted their admission to the sign and seal
of a temporal covenant, does not warrant their admission to the
sign and seal of a spiritual one.34

Now in regard to this attempted reply to the Scripture evidence
for infants being included in the covenant of grace as revealed to
Abraham, it is unnecessary to do more than make the following
observations.

32Gen. 17:9–10.
33Williams, Antipædobaptism Examined, Shrewsbury 1789, vol. i. pp. 172–180.
34[Carson, Baptism in its Modes and Subjects, Lond. 1844, pp. 214–231. Booth,

Pædobaptism Examined, Lond. 1829, vol. ii. pp. 55–68.]
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1st, Even although it were capable of being proved that there
were two covenants made with Abraham, and not one simply,—
a covenant of temporal blessing separated from the covenant of
grace,—and that infants were included in the one but not in the
other, this would not do away with the whole tenor of Scrip-
ture declaration in many other passages which evinces that the
covenant of grace, under whatever shape and to whatever par-
ties it was revealed, included not only the parties themselves, but
also their infant offspring. The covenant of grace, as revealed to
Abraham, and recorded in Genesis, has been very generally ap-
pealed to by the advocates of infant Baptism in demonstration
of the interest infants had in it; and it has been so appealed to
because it contains a more detailed and distinct evidence of the
fact than most other passages of Scripture. But even were the
record of the Abrahamic covenant expunged from the Bible, the
interest of infants jointly with their parents in the covenant of
grace could be satisfactorily established without it. The whole
tenor of Scripture justifies us in saying, that it was a covenant
which, at whatever time or in whatever form it was revealed to
men, embraced both them and their infant seed.

2d, There is certainly no countenance in the narrative in Gen-
esis given to the notion of two covenants, separate and distinct
from each other; in the one of which the children of Abraham,
being infants, were to have an interest, and in the other of which
the descendants of Abraham, not being infants, but adult believ-
ers, were alone comprehended. The terms employed very ex-
pressly refer to one covenant, and not to two. “Thou shalt keep
my covenant. This is my covenant, which ye shall keep, betwixt me
and you, and thy seed after thee.” Such is the language em-
phatically reiterated in the original narrative of the transaction,
marking a single covenant and not many. It is true, indeed, that
there was a twofold blessing, the temporal and the spiritual,—
the inheritance of Canaan, and the inheritance of the heavenly
Canaan,—embodied in that one covenant. But these two orders
of blessing were promised by the same covenant, and referred to
the same end. There is no mention of one covenant intended
for the natural posterity of the patriarch, and a second intended
for his spiritual posterity. The temporal blessings might, indeed,
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be enjoyed by the descendants of Abraham after the flesh, while
they had no interest in the spiritual; just in the same manner
as a man under the Gospel may enjoy the outward privileges of
a Church state without participation in the inward and saving
blessings. But there is nothing whatever in the book of Genesis
to warrant the distinction which the opponents of infant Baptism
draw between a temporal covenant made with Abraham includ-
ing infants, and a second and a spiritual one made at the same
time and excluding them.

3d, The rite of circumcision, appointed for every man-child
when eight days old, in the Abrahamic covenant as the token
of it, excludes the theory of the Antipædobaptists, that the
covenant in which infants were interested was a temporal
covenant only. The fact that circumcision was ordained in
connection with the covenant proves that it was not a mere
temporal covenant, as Antipædobaptists allege, but a spiritual
one,—the very covenant of grace which was the same through
all times and dispensations of the Church. It does so in two ways.
First, circumcision, as the token of the Abrahamic covenant, was
a sign not of temporal, but of spiritual blessings. That this is the
case is very expressly asserted by the Apostle Paul in his Epistle
to the Romans. “He is not a Jew,” says Paul, “which is one
outwardly; neither is that circumcision which is outward in the
flesh: but he is a Jew which is one inwardly: and circumcision is
that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter; whose praise
is not of men, but of God.”35 The ordinance of circumcision,
then, had a spiritual import; it was expressive of Gospel blessings.
And when it was appointed by God as the token of His covenant
with Abraham, and administered in that capacity to children,
it very plainly declared that the covenant, of which it was the
token, and into which it introduced infants, was spiritual too.
Circumcision, as the sign of the Gospel blessings, when it was
appended to the covenant, demonstrated that the covenant itself
was the covenant of grace. Second, circumcision is declared by
the Apostle Paul to be more than a sign of grace; it is asserted
to be a seal of grace. It is declared to be so, when he tells us,
in reference to this very matter of the covenant established

35Rom. 2:28–29.
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with Abraham, that “he received the sign of circumcision, a
seal of the righteousness of the faith which he had being yet
uncircumcised.”36 As the seal, then, of the covenant according
to which Abraham was justified, the ordinance plainly testified
that it was the covenant of grace; and, when administered to
infants eight days old, it no less plainly indicated that they were
interested in that covenant.37

The objections, then, brought by Antipædobaptists against the
evidence from Scripture,—more especially derived from the
covenant of grace as revealed to Abraham, but by no means
confined to that source,—to the fact that infants are interested
in that covenant, are of no great force. Our first position seems
to be fairly established by Scripture evidence, namely, that the
covenant of grace has been, under all the different forms in
which from time to time it has been revealed, identical in sub-
stance and essentially unchanged; and that it has ever included
infants within its provisions. The denial of infant Baptism
cannot very well be maintained in the face of this proposition.
If included in the provisions of the covenant of grace under the
Gospel, infants must have a right to Baptism as one of them.
They cannot be excluded from the initiatory ordinance which
signifies and seals its blessings, unless the covenant of grace
under the New Testament is different essentially both in its
extent and in its terms from what it was before. The covenant
of grace under former dispensations comprehended within its
limits the infants of parties interested in it, as well as the parties
themselves. This is undeniable. And the covenant must be
altered essentially as to its extent,—it must be a different covenant
as to the parties with whom it is made,—if so large a portion
of the members included in it formerly, as infants were, should
appear under the New Testament Church to be excluded.
Further, it must be altered essentially as to the terms of it, and as
to its free and gracious character,—it must be a different covenant
as to the conditions of it,—if by these conditions one important
class, made up of irresponsible parties such as infants, are now
cast out when they were formerly comprehended. Unless the

36Rom. 4:11.
37[Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xvi. 3–6, 13–16.]
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covenant of grace, in short, under the New Testament Church
is another covenant from what it was under the Old Testament,
infants must have a place in it now as much as then. But it
is not so altered or restricted. Neither its extent nor its terms
are altered. It is God’s covenant of grace still; and as it was
gracious enough and wide enough to comprehend within its
limits infants under a former economy, it does so still.38

There are manifold intimations in the New Testament that the
covenant of grace is not less comprehensive in latter times than in
former. At the first planting of the Christian Church the Apostle
Peter assured the Jews that there was no change in this respect
of the covenant under the Gospel economy as compared with
its comprehensiveness under the Old Testament: “For,” said he,
“the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all that are afar
off, even to as many as the Lord our God shall call.”39 To the
Philippian jailer Paul declared in the very form of the Old Testa-
ment promises: “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt
be saved, and thy house.”40 In these, and a multitude of other ex-
pressions of similar force and import, we recognise the great and
important truth, that the covenant of grace was the same under
the Gospel as under the law; that it was not limited or straitened
in latter times in comparison with former; but that in its grace
and comprehensiveness it embraces infants under the New Tes-
tament dispensation as well as under previous economies. We
conclude, then, that the covenant of grace, revealed by God at
different periods for the salvation of His people, has been essen-
tially the same in former as in latter times; and has always com-
prehended infants within it.41

2.3.2 [Church of God has always included in-
fants among its members]

My next proposition is, that the Church of God, made up of
His professing people, has been essentially the same in character

38Wilson, Infant Baptism a Script. Service, Lond. 1848, pp. 388–437.
39Acts 2:39.
40Acts 16:31.
41Williams, Antipædobapt. Exam. vol. i. pp. 234–249. Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf.

Baptism, pp. 20–89, 102–117.
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in former and in latter times, and has always included infants
among its members. This second proposition, like the first, con-
sists of two parts, each of which admits of being established sep-
arately; the first part of the statement being, that the Church of
God, under whatever outward form it has appeared, has been
identical in substance throughout every dispensation; and the
second part of it being, that it has always included infants among
its members.

The first part of the proposition, which affirms the identity of
the Church of God under all its outward forms, in Old Testa-
ment times and in New, may be readily demonstrated from two
general considerations, independent of other arguments.

1. The oneness of the covenant of grace in every age neces-
sarily implies the oneness of the Church of God in every
age. It was on the foundation of that covenant that the
Church of God was built at first, and has ever since been
maintained. It is that covenant that gives to its members
every privilege which, as belonging to the Church of God,
they possess; it defines the nature and limits the extent of
their rights; it is the title by which they hold their stand-
ing and place as members of the Church; it constitutes
the badge that distinguishes between a Church state and
character, and the absence of them. The covenant is the
charter of the Church of God in every age; and that char-
ter remaining unchanged and identical from age to age,
the Church that is built upon it must, in all its essential
features, be one and the same also,—whatever may be the
outward form it may bear, or the circumstantial and ac-
cidental changes that may be superinduced upon it. The
Church of God in the days of Abraham,—the Church in
the days of Moses,—the Church under the Gospel,—are
in all vital respects the same; one Church, founded on the
same covenant of grace, having the same essential charac-
ter, and the same chartered rights, although different in
outward things, according to the different stages and peri-
ods in the development of the Divine dispensations. The
reason of this is obvious. The charter that constituted the
society was the same in the earlier as in the later times.



2.3. INFANT BAPTISM 83

The covenant that called into existence and defined the
character of the Church was essentially identical in the
age of Abraham, and in the present age. We are not to
confound with the unchanged and unchanging covenant
of grace, on which the Church of God was and is built,
the covenant made with Israel at Sinai, and destined to
be a mere local and temporary ordinance. That subse-
quent and secondary covenant could neither disannul nor
alter the former. It superinduced, indeed, upon the for-
mer certain local and temporary ordinances; but nowise
enlarged, or contracted, or changed the original charter
of the Church’s existence and rights. The Church of Is-
rael under the former economy, and the Church of Christ
now under the Gospel, are constituted and defined as to
their character, their extent, and their membership, by the
same covenant of grace. They form the same society in
their nature, their essential privileges, and their real mem-
bers.

2. The identity of the Church of God in every age and un-
der every dispensation, might be evinced by the relation
which the Church ever bears to Christ as Mediator, and
the relation which Christ as Mediator ever bears to the
Church. Since the beginning He has been the Prophet,
Priest, and King of the Church, immediately discharging
all His offices as Mediator towards it, and sustaining it
in existence by His continual presence in the midst of it.
At different periods, indeed, He has been differently re-
lated to the Church, in so far as regards the extent of His
manifestations of Himself, and the extent of His commu-
nications of spiritual gifts and blessings. But at no period
has the Church existed, except through the same pres-
ence and power of Christ, as Mediator, that the Christian
Church now enjoys,—the same in nature, although differ-
ent in amount. The Church has ever been the Church
of Christ; and this spiritual relationship, the same and un-
altered from age to age, has caused the Church itself to
be identical as a society throughout all times in its essen-
tial character, and privileges, and membership. Such con-
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siderations as these very clearly and abundantly attest the
truth of the first part of our proposition, namely, that the
Church of God, made up of His professing people, has
been essentially the same in character in former and in
later times.

As regards the second part of the proposition, namely, that the
Church has always included infants among its members, the
proof, after what has already been said, need not demand a
lengthened illustration. If the Church of God, made up of His
professing people, be one and the same society at all times, and
under all its different dispensations, then the proof that infants
were members of it at one period must be a proof that they are
competent to be members of it at any subsequent period; unless,
indeed, some express and positive enactment can be produced,
altering the charter of the society, and excluding, as incompetent
to be admitted by the new and altered terms of the deed, those
formerly comprehended within it. If no such proof of alteration
in the charter or constitution of the society can be produced,—
if the society itself remains the same in character and terms of
admission as before,—then the proof that infants were once its
members may suffice for proof that they are still competent to
be so. We know that under the Abrahamic Church infants, as
well as their parents, were admitted to the place of members.
We have already proved that they were interested and compre-
hended in the covenant that constituted the Church in those
days. The sign and seal of the covenant marked them out at
eight days old, as embraced within it. The initiatory ordinance
of the Church, which was the formal evidence of admission to
its membership, was administered to the infants of such as were
themselves members of the Church; and with that token in their
flesh they grew up within the pale of the Church in Old Testa-
ment times. Circumcision was not part and parcel of the Sinaitic
covenant, revealed afterwards through Moses. Our Lord Him-
self testifies that the ordinance was “not of Moses, but of the
fathers.”42 It constituted the door of admission, not into the
Sinaitic Church as distinct from the Abrahamic, but into that
Church of which Abraham was a member, and of which all in

42John 7:22.
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every age are members who have like faith with Abraham. It
constituted the door of admission, in the days of Abraham, into
that very Church of which Christians are members now. And
turning to Gospel times, we have a right to say that infants are
competent to be members of the Christian Church now, unless
it can be demonstrated that the Church of God is not the same
now as in former times; that it is different in character and ex-
tent; and that those capable of admission before are, through
an express alteration in the fundamental principles of the soci-
ety, excluded now. Falling back upon our general proposition,
already demonstrated, that the Church of God, as the society of
His professing people, is one and the same in its essential nature
in every age, we are entitled to affirm that infants once compe-
tent members of it are competent members of it still.

This proof is sufficient in the absence of any statute of limitation
alleged to have been enacted in New Testament times, altering
the character of the Church of God, and restricting it to the re-
ception into its membership of adults, and adults alone. But
there are very plain intimations in the New Testament, not only
that no statute of limitation has been passed excluding infants,
but that the privilege they once undeniably enjoyed under the
Old Testament economy has been continued to them under the
New. I do not dwell again upon the very express declaration
of Peter to the Jews, when explaining to them the Gospel privi-
lege: “the promise is unto you and to your children,”—language
which, in the case of a Jewish parent, could have only one mean-
ing. I would refer to the language of our Lord Himself, when
the Jewish parents brought their little ones to Christ, and He
took them up in His arms and blessed them, accompanying the
blessing with the words: “Suffer little children to come unto me,
and forbid them not; for of such is the kingdom of heaven.”43
There can be no plausible interpretation of this passage given
which proceeds upon the idea that those very infants blessed of
Christ, and said by Him to belong to His kingdom, were actu-
ally excluded from it as its members. That they were not persons
grown up, as one party of Antipædobaptists allege, but infants,
who could by no act of their own profess their faith in Christ, is

43Matt. 19:14; Mark 10:14; Luke 18:16.
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clear from the act of Christ taking them up in His arms when
He blessed them. That the expression, “of such is the kingdom
of heaven,” means no more than that persons of the like dis-
positions with children belonged to the kingdom of heaven,44
and that those very children were actually excluded from it, as
another class of opponents of infant Baptism affirm, may be
safely denied; inasmuch as the act of Christ in blessing them,
in connection with the words He used, cannot be explained on
the supposition that they were shut out beyond the pale of His
covenant, and actually cut off from His Church. In short, the
words of our Lord, taken in conjunction with His action, very
distinctly demonstrate that the right of infants to be members of
His Church, formerly recognised under the Old Testament, was
not cancelled, but rather confirmed and continued under the
New.45 We are entitled thus far to hold as proved our second
grand proposition in all its parts, namely, that the Church of
God, made up of all His professing people, has been essentially
one in character in former and in latter times; and has always
included infants among its members.46

The two propositions, which we have already had under consid-
eration, established as we believe them to be by Scripture evi-
dence, go very far indeed, taken by themselves, to decide the
question as to the lawfulness of infant Baptism. If infants as well
as their parents have an interest in God’s covenant,—if infants as
well as their parents have a place in the Church as members,—
it were difficult to affirm that they have no right to share in the
privilege of Baptism, as the seal of the covenant, and the ordi-
nance appointed for the formal admission into the Church of its
members. An express prohibition forbidding the administration
of the ordinance to them, or an incompatibility no less distinct
between the nature of the Sacrament and their condition as in-
fants, might, indeed, force upon us the conclusion that they are
excepted. But in the absence of any such exception forced upon
us by explicit prohibition or explicit incompatibility, we seem to
be warranted in saying that the covenant state of infants and the

44[Carson, Baptism in its Mode and Subjects, Lond. 1844, pp. 199–202.]
45[Vide Calvin, in loc.]
46Williams, Antipæd. Exam. vol. i. pp. 272–321, 334–356. Wardlaw, Dissert. on

Inf. Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 117–120.
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Church state of infants, fairly demonstrated, unavoidably carry
with them the inference that infants are entitled to the adminis-
tration of Baptism as the seal of the one, and the door of formal
admission into the other. The opponents of infant Baptism feel
considerable difficulty in giving any explicit or consistent expla-
nation of the relation sustained by infants either to the covenant
or to the Church. Some of them deny absolutely that infants
have any place either in the covenant or in the visible Church
as members; while others of them hesitate about such a sweep-
ing denial in the face of the strong Scripture evidence available
to establish the fact, and rather consider infants as possessed of
an inchoate and undeveloped right to be members, and as put
under the care of the Church in order to be prepared for claim-
ing and exercising the full right afterwards. But the covenant
state and the Church state of infants, once fairly established, as
they can readily be from Scripture, and the absence of any ex-
press bar interposed by Divine authority to the contrary, seem
unquestionably to lead to a conclusion in favour of infant Bap-
tism, even were there no further evidence that could be adduced
in support of it. But there is much additional evidence at hand.
The three propositions which still remain to be discussed and il-
lustrated afford strong additional confirmation of the same con-
clusion; and, taken along with the positions already established,
furnish a complete proof of the lawfulness and duty of baptizing
infants.

2.3.3 [Outward admission into the Church
has always been administered to in-
fants]

The ordinance of outward admission into the Church has, in its
essential character and meaning, been the same in former and
in later times; and has always been administered to infants.

The main object of this third general proposition, as forming
part of the argument for infant Baptism, is to identify, as essen-
tially one and the same in their use and import and character,
the Old Testament rite of circumcision with the New Testament
rite of Baptism. If we can prove that they meant the same thing,
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and held the same place, and performed the same office in the
Church of God in former and in later times, it were difficult to
object to the conclusion that the one ought to be administered
to the same infant members of the Church as was the other. To
establish this general proposition wemaymake use of these three
steps. First, circumcision and Baptism are both to be regarded
as the appointed ordinance for the formal and public admission
of its members into the Church. Second, both circumcision and
Baptism have essentially the same meaning as the signs and seals
of the same Divine truths and the same spiritual grace. Third,
Baptism has been appointed to occupy the place and come in
the room of circumcision, which has been done away.

In the first place, then, circumcision and Baptism are both to be
regarded as the authorized ordinances for the formal admission
of members into the Church.

That circumcision was the initiatory ordinance for the Old Tes-
tament Church, an appeal to the history of its institution and
administration in ancient times will sufficiently evince. Without
it no Israelite was accounted a member of the Old Testament
Church; with it he could establish a right of membership, and a
title to its ordinances. From the days of Abraham down to the
date of the discontinuance of the ordinance in Gospel times, cir-
cumcision was the only thing that gave a right of admission to
the privileges of the Old Testament Church; and apart from cir-
cumcision no one had a right to these. There was no access to
the membership or ordinances of the ancient Church, except
through the door of circumcision. That this was the case, is
proved both from the case of infants and the case of adults. In
the case of infants, the ordinance was universally administered;
and in virtue of it alone, the circumcised infant, as it grew to
manhood, was regarded as a member of the visible Church, and
ceremonially qualified to receive its privileges without any other
initiation or admission. In the case of adults, the administration
of the rite to those who had not received it before,—as, for exam-
ple, in the instance of Gentile proselytes,—was necessary as the
door of admission into the fellowship of the Church. Without
circumcision they were not admitted. By Divine appointment,
circumcision bestowed on “the stranger, who joined himself to
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the Lord,” a right, the same as that of the Israelites themselves,
to Church privileges and to partake of the passover. “When a
stranger shall sojourn with thee, and will keep the passover to
the Lord,”—such were the terms of the enactment,—“let all his
males be circumcised, and then let him come near and keep it;
for no uncircumcised person shall eat thereof.”47 Both in the
case of infants, then, and of adults, circumcision constituted the
initiatory ordinance of admission into the ancient Church from
the days of Abraham downwards.

Against this fact, so very plainly attested in Scripture, it has been
objected on the part of the opponents of infant Baptism, that it
was not circumcision, but birth and natural descent, that gave
admission into the ancient Church; and that every one born an
Israelite became a member of the Israelitish Church. And in
confirmation of this view, the fact of the circumcision of the de-
scendants of Ishmael and Esau, without the observance giving
them a title to admission to Church membership among the Is-
raelites, is appealed to.48 The objection has not the least force in
it. The tribes that sprang from Ishmael and Esau were divinely
separated from the descendants of Abraham in the line of the
covenant; and had not, like the other children of the patriarch,
any interest in the federal promise. With these, therefore, cir-
cumcision could avail nothing to give them admission into the
Church. Although practised by them, it was not with them a
Church ordinance in connection with the covenant Church; and
could not, therefore, admit them among its members. And on
the other hand, mere birth did not give to the Israelite a right of
admission into the Church, unless when connected with circum-
cision administered and submitted to. No Israelite was born a
Church member. Unless, in addition to his birth as an Israelite,
he was also circumcised, he had no right to the privileges of the
ancient Church. So very far is it from being true, as some An-
tipædobaptists affirm, that his birth as an Israelite gave him a
right to be considered a member of the Church, without circum-
cision, that it only placed him under the certainty of a heavy
judicial sentence. To be born an Israelite, without circumcision

47Exod. 12:48.
48Carson, Baptism in its Mode and Subjects, Lond. 1844, pp. 223–227.
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being added to birth, only brought upon his head the sentence
of God: “He shall be cut off from his people.”49

There is quite as little foundation for another objection brought
by other opponents of infant Baptism against our position, when
they allege that circumcision was no more than a door of en-
trance to the Mosaic Church, and a token of admission to its
outward and ceremonial privileges; and not the initiatory ordi-
nance of the spiritual Church of God in Old Testament times.
In answer to this objection, it is enough to say, that circumci-
sion was institutedmore than four hundred years before the legal
economy was set up; and although it afterwards came to be asso-
ciated with the law ofMoses, yet it never lost its original meaning
and use as the initiatory ordinance through which members en-
tered into the Old Testament Church. It was in that character
that we are to regard it when first instituted and administered in
Abraham’s family; and although four hundred years later there
was superinduced upon the Church, to which circumcision was
the door, a number of outward and ceremonial observances, yet
it never ceased to be the initiatory rite of that Church of which
Abraham was a member, and of which believers in every age,
who have Abraham’s faith, are members also. Under the Mo-
saic law, circumcision used and owned as an outward badge or
privilege, admitted a man to an interest in an outward ceremo-
nial institute; but not the less under the Mosaic law circumcision
used and owned as a spiritual ordinance, and connected with the
faith of the recipient, admitted also to an interest in that inner
and spiritual Church, which was one and the same in the days
of Abraham, in the time of Moses, and at the present time. Cir-
cumcision, although when associated with the Mosaic economy
it was an outward badge of an outward Church, never ceased
to be what it was at the first hour of its administration to Abra-
ham himself, the ordinance of admission into the true Gospel
Church.

The argument from Scripture, then, to prove that circumcision
was the authorized ordinance for the admission of members into
the Old Testament Church, is clear and satisfactory. It is hardly

49Gen. 17:14; Exod. 4:24–26.
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necessary to prove that Baptism is the authorized ordinance
for the admission of members into the New Testament Church.
That it is so, is admitted well nigh on all hands. The terms of the
apostolic commission prove it to be so. The practice of Apostles
and apostolic men in admitting converts to the Christian
Church by Baptism, proves it to be so. The meaning of the
ordinance as the Sacrament of union to Christ, proves it to be
so. In this respect, the two ordinances occupy the same ground,
and stand at the entrance of the Church publicly to mark and
define its members; being the rites respectively belonging to the
Old Testament Church and the New, for accomplishing the
same object. To this extent, as the ordinance of admission into
the Church of God, circumcision and Baptism are identical.

In the second place, circumcision and Baptism are expressive of the
same spiritual truths, and are to be identified as signs and seals
of the same covenant blessings.

With reference to circumcision, it is important to bear in mind
that it was the sign and seal of a spiritual covenant, and not
merely, as has been alleged, of the Sinai covenant, with its out-
ward and ceremonial privileges. It was the covenant of grace as
revealed to Abraham of which circumcision was primarily the
token; and hence we have distinct evidence in Scripture that
the spiritual blessings conveyed in that covenant to the believer
were precisely the blessings which the ordinance of circumcision
represents. The two cardinal blessings given by the covenant of
grace are justification from guilt by faith in the righteousness of
Christ, and sanctification from sin by the renewal of the heart
through the work of the Holy Spirit; and these two blessings,
we have express Scripture warrant to say, circumcision was in-
tended to signify and seal. That circumcision was expressive of
justification by faith in the righteousness of Christ, we are dis-
tinctly taught by the Apostle Paul to believe, in that passage of
the Epistle to the Romans already more than once referred to:
“And Abraham,” says the Apostle, “received the sign of circum-
cision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith which he had, being
yet uncircumcised.”50 And again, that circumcision was a token

50Rom. 4:11.
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of the sanctification of the heart and renewal from sin by the
Spirit, is proved by several passages of Scripture which speak of
“the circumcision of the heart” as the true meaning of the ordi-
nance. “He is not a Jew,” says the same Apostle, “which is one
outwardly; neither is that circumcision which is outward in the
flesh: but he is a Jew which is one inwardly; and circumcision
is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter; whose
praise is not of men, but of God.”51 These passages, and others
whichmight easily be adduced, abundantly demonstrate that cir-
cumcision, as a sign and seal, represented and attested those two
spiritual blessings of the covenant of grace, which are introduc-
tory to all the rest,—the blessings of justification and sanctifica-
tion. And it is hardly necessary to add, that these are the two
very blessings mainly and emphatically represented in the ordi-
nance of Baptism under the New Testament Church. The very
words of the Baptismal service tell us, that the member formally
admitted into the Church is baptized “into the name of the Fa-
ther” through means of justification by the Son, and sanctifica-
tion through the Spirit. That is to say, the very same spiritual
blessings represented and attested of old time by circumcision,
are now represented and attested by Baptism. In this respect, as
the signs and seals of the very same covenant blessings, circum-
cision and Baptism are one and the same.52

In the third place, the oneness of circumcision and Baptism is yet
further established by the fact that Baptism has come in the room
of circumcision.

They are not only both initiatory ordinances for the admission of
members into the Church, the one under the Old, and the other
under the New Testament. They are not only appointed to be
expressions of exactly the same spiritual truths, which stand per-
manently connected with the admission of a sinner into an inter-
est in the covenant of grace. There is distinct enough evidence to
show, that when circumcision was done away with at the estab-
lishment of the Gospel Church, Baptism was appointed to stand
in its stead and fulfil its office. This appears, among other proofs,

51Rom. 2:28–29; Phil. 3:3; Col. 2:11; Deut. 30:6.
52[Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xvi. 2, 3. Edwards, Works, Lond. 1834, vol. i.

pp. 441 ff. Thomasius, Dogmatik, 3ter Th. 2te Abth. p. 12.]
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from the statement of the Apostle Paul in the Epistle to the Colos-
sians. “And ye are complete in Him,” says the Apostle, referring
to the unspeakable fulness of blessing laid up in Christ,—“and
ye are complete in Him, who is the head of all principality and
power; in whom also ye are circumcised with the circumcision
made without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the
flesh by the circumcision of Christ: buried with Him in Baptism,
wherein also ye are risen with Him.”53 Such language seems
plainly enough to imply that Baptism comes to Christians now
in the room of circumcision to believers under the former dispen-
sation; and that it is both fitted and intended to supply its place
as a sign and seal of the blessings of the covenant. The reasoning
of the Apostle appears very distinctly to intimate, that all which
circumcision could do under the former dispensation, Baptism
does now.54

Upon these grounds, then, we are warranted to say that our third
proposition is established,—namely, that the ordinance of admis-
sion into the Church has, in its essential character and meaning,
been the same in former and in latter times, and has always been
administered to infants.

2.3.4 [Initiatory ordinance of admission
into the Church has always applied to
infants]

The next general proposition which I laid down at the outset of
the discussion was this, that the principle on which the initiatory
ordinance of admission into the Church of God has been admin-

53[“Declarat etiamnum apertius modum spiritualis circumcisionis: nempe
quia, Christo consepulti, consortes sumus mortis ejus. Id nominatio nos conse-
qui per Baptismum docet: quo melius pateat nullum esse usum circumcisionis
sub regno Christi. Poterat enim alioqui objicere quispiam: Cur circumcisionem
aboles hoc prætextu, quia effectus ejus sit in Christo? An non etiam spiritu-
aliter circumcisus fuit Abraham? Atqui hoc minime obstitit quo minus signum
rei adderet. Non est igitur supervacua externa circumcisio, etiamsi interior per
Christum conferatur. Ejusmodi objectionem antipat Paulus, factâ Baptismi men-
tione. Circumcisionem, inquit, spiritualem peragit in nobis Christus, non interce-
dente veteri illo signo quod sub Mose valuit, sed Baptismo.” Calvin, in loc.]

54Wardlaw, Dissert. on Infant Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 42–66.
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istered, has been the same in former and in latter times, and has
always applied to the case of infants.

This is a proposition of much interest and importance as forming
part of the argument for infant Baptism. What was the princi-
ple on which circumcision, recognising a title to membership in
the Church under the Old Testament, was administered, and in
accordance with which parties had a right to participate in the
ordinance? This is the first question. What is the principle on
which Baptism, recognising a title to membership in the Church
under theGospel, is administered, and in accordance with which
parties have a right to participation in the ordinance? This is
the second question. These questions in our present discussion
must, of course, be restricted to the case of infants under both
economies. The case of adults does not so directly concern our
argument; and indeed in itself admits of little dispute. The per-
sonal act of the adult professing his religious faith is the ground
on which, under the Old Testament in the case of proselytes,
and under the Gospel in the case of converts, their right to be
admitted as members of the Church, and to receive its initiatory
ordinance, as the formal recognition of their admission, is obvi-
ously founded. But setting aside the case of adult proselytes or
converts, upon what principle were infants entitled to circumci-
sion in ancient times, and are infants entitled to Baptism in these
latter days? Can it be established that the principle on which the
ordinance is administered is one and the same in both cases?

1st, Upon what principle was the right of infants to circumcision
founded under the Old Testament Church?

The analogy of the proceedings of God in providence and in
grace not indistinctly points to the principle on which infants in
the ancient Church were admitted to the same ordinance and
to the membership of the same Church as their parents. By
no personal act of theirs could infants become entitled, in the
same manner as adults become entitled, to the privileges of the
Church. But there is a familiar principle of representation, illus-
trated in the case of civil society, of providence, and of God’s spir-
itual dispensations, in consequence of which infants, in certain
cases and to certain effects, are held to be one with their parents,
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and through this relationship become entitled to the privileges of
their parents. We see this representative principle in civil society,
when, in consequence of no personal act of theirs, but simply in
consequence of being accounted one with their father, infants
become members of the civil society in which their father is a
member, and their civil character and standing are the same as
his. We see the representative principle, again, in the constitu-
tion of God’s providence, when, in virtue of no deed of their
own, but because of their relationship to their father, his place
in society, his moral and intellectual character, his very bodily
constitution for good or evil, to a certain extent become theirs.
We see the representative principle, once more, in God’s spiri-
tual dispensation, where infants, in consequence of no personal
act of theirs, but in accordance with that prevailing and univer-
sal constitution of things which is found in this world, become,
in consequence of their filial relationship and the inheritance of
the same flesh and blood as their father, concluded under his sin,
and made one with him in original transgression and liability to
punishment. In all these cases the representative principle is fa-
miliar to us, and infants are seen to partake for good or evil of the
relations of their father. In most cases,—perhaps, if we were ca-
pable of understanding it, in all cases,—in which God deals with
infants so as to show His method or law of dealing, He does so
on the representative principle when He cannot deal with them
on the principle of personal action and responsibility; and He
acts with respect to them as if to a certain extent they were one
with their parents.

That God may act towards infants in a way of sovereignty, with-
out regard to their connection with their parents, may be true.
But when He deals with them, and desires at the same time to
manifest to us His rule or method of dealing, He does so on the
principle of representation; a principle revealed to us both in
His providential and spiritual economies. And such is unques-
tionably the principle according to which, in the constitution of
the Old Testament Church, infants were dealt with. God made
His covenant with infants as well as with adults; and the way in
which He did so was never in connection with any personal act
of theirs, which was impossible, but in connection with their filial



96 CHAPTER 2. THE SACRAMENT OF BAPTISM

relationship. God made His Church to include infants among
its members as well as adult believers; and this too He did not
in connection with their personal act, which was impossible, but
in connection with the act of their parents. The membership of
the father was counted to the infant; and the circumcision of the
father gave a right to the infant to be circumcised also.

There are two views somewhat different from each other, that
may be held on this point, which it is of considerable importance
to discriminate between. The right of the child to circumcision
and to the privileges of the Jewish Church, may be viewed as
depending on his immediate father; or it may be regarded as de-
pending on his remote progenitor, Abraham. In the one case,
his title to be circumcised is counted good because of his rela-
tionship to his immediate parent, who was a member of the Jew-
ish Church, and interested in the covenant. In the other case,
his title to be circumcised is counted good because of his re-
lationship to Abraham, his remote progenitor, with whom the
covenant was made, and independently of his connection with
his immediate parent, and without regard to the circumstance
of his parent being or not being a member of the Jewish Church.
The evidence of Scripture seems not indistinctly to point to the
first view as the correct one, or to the view that connects the
right of the infant directly with his immediate father’s interest
in the Church and covenant, and not the view that connects it
indirectly with Abraham’s. Dr. Halley advocates the view that
connects the infant’s right not with the parent’s, but with Abra-
ham’s interest in the covenant, making that right independent
of the parent’s connection or non-connection with the Church;
and he does so apparently with the view of founding upon it the
doctrine of indiscriminate Baptism to all infants alike, whatever
be the father’s Church state, and whether he be a member of
the Church or not.55 The two following considerations, how-
ever, seem very decisively to prove that the right of the infant to
circumcision in the Jewish Church was valid in consequence of
the Church membership of the father, and not in consequence
of his remoter connection with Abraham. First, mere connection
with Abraham did not in all cases give a right to the privileges of

55Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. pp. 535–545.
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the Jewish Church, as we see exemplified in the instance of the
descendants of Abraham in the lines of Ishmael and Esau. They
were directly connected with Abraham as their ancestor, and
yet were separated from the communion of the Jewish Church.
Second, the case of the infants of Gentile proselytes demonstrates
that not remote connection with Abraham, but immediate con-
nection with the parent, is the ground of the infant’s right to
circumcision. The infants of such Gentile proselytes as were cir-
cumcised and members of the Jewish Church, had no connec-
tion with Abraham through ordinary descent; and yet in virtue
of their father’s circumcision they had a right to be circumcised
also. These two considerations seem sufficient to prove that the
right of the infant to circumcision was not derived remotely from
Abraham, passing over his immediate parent, but came directly
from the parent. In other words, the case of circumcision under
the Old Testament presents to us a complete and perfect illus-
tration of the representative principle, and of the privileges of
the child being held to be the same as those of the parent. By
no personal act of their own did children become entitled to cir-
cumcision; but they were so entitled, in consequence of the right
of their father to the ordinance.

2d, Now, what is the principle on which infants under the New
Testament Church become entitled to Baptism? Are we war-
ranted by Scripture in identifying the principle on which Bap-
tism is administered now with the principle on which circumci-
sion was administered before? I think that we are. The identity
in meaning, and character, and use, already proved between cir-
cumcision and Baptism, would afford a strong presumption in
favour of the conclusion, even had we no further evidence for it.
The strong and close analogy between the two cases would go
very far of itself to establish it. But there is one passage of Scrip-
ture more especially, which seems of itself explicitly to announce
that the very principle of representation found under the Old
Testament in the case of parent and child, is not cancelled, but
continued under the New, andmust be held as a permanent prin-
ciple in the dealings of God with infants. The passage to which
I refer is in the First Epistle to the Corinthians, and is to the fol-
lowing effect. Speaking of the case of husband and wife, when
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one of the parties is not a Christian but an unbeliever, the Apos-
tle says: “For the unbelieving husband is sanctified (ἡγιασται) by
the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband:
else were your children unclean; but now are they holy (ἁγια).”56
The principle of representation found under the Old Testament
is the very principle introduced by the Apostle to explain the po-
sition and character of children in the case where no more than
one parent is a believer and member of the Church.57 That the
contrasted terms, “unclean” and “holy,” are to be understood in
the Old Testament sense of not set apart and set apart to the service
or fellowship of God, seems to be undoubted. And the asser-
tion of the Apostle is, that one of the parents being a believer,
although the other is not, avails, so that the infants are to be ac-
counted clean, or fit for the service of God and the fellowship
of His Church. The holiness of the one parent that is a mem-
ber of the Christian Church, communicates a relative holiness
to the infant, so that the child also is fitted to be a member of the
Church, and to be baptized. The forced and unnatural interpre-
tation put upon this passage by Antipædobaptists cannot stand
a moment’s investigation. They interpret the “cleanness” of the
infant as the legitimacy of the infant,58—a construction plainly for-
bidden by the consideration that marriages are lawful, and the
children legitimate, whether the parents be believers or unbe-
lievers. In this passage, then, we have a very express avowal of
the principle of representation, proved to obtain in the case of

561 Cor. 7:14.
57[“Insignis ergo est hic locus, et ex intimâ theologiâ ductus: docet enim

segregari piorum liberos ab aliis quâdam prærogativâ, ut sancti in Ecclesiâ
reputentur.” “Æqualis est in omnibus naturæ conditio, ut sint tam peccato quam
æternæ morti obnoxii. Quod autem hic tribuit liberis fidelium speciale privi-
legium Apostolus id fluit ex beneficio fœderis, quo superveniente deletur naturæ
maledictio, et Deo per gratiam consecrantur qui naturâ profani erant. Hinc ar-
gumentatur Paulus (Rom. 11:16) totam Abrahæ progeniem esse sanctam, quia
fœdus vitæ Deus cum illo pepigerat. ‘Si radix sancta,’ inquit, ‘ergo et rami sancti.’
Et Deus filios suos vocat omnes qui ex Israele sunt progeniti: nunc dirutâ mac-
eriâ, idem salutis fœdus quod initum fuerat cum semine Abrahæ nobis est com-
municatum. Quodsi communi generis humani sorte eximuntur fidelium liberi,
ut Domino segregentur, cur eos a signo arceamus? Si Dominus in Ecclesiam
suam eos verbo admittit, cur signum illis negabimus?”—Calvin in Nov. Test.
ed. Tholuck, vol. v. p. 335 f.]

58Booth, Pædobapt. Exam. Lond. 1829, vol. ii. p. 196. Carson, Baptism in its
Mode and Subjects, Lond. 1844, p. 208.



2.3. INFANT BAPTISM 99

circumcision under the Old Testament. The child is accounted
clean because the parent is clean; or, to translate the phrase into
ecclesiastical language, the child is entitled to Church member-
ship because the parent is a Church member.59 We recognise
at once the identity of the principle under the former economy
and the present; and we are entitled to hold as proved the fourth
of our general propositions, namely, that the principle on which
the initiatory ordinance of admission into the Church of God
has been administered, has been the same in former and in lat-
ter times, and has always applied to the case of infants.

59“The third meaning of the word ἁγιαζειν in Scripture, is ‘to consecrate,’ ‘to
regard as sacred,’ and hence ‘to reverence or to hallow.’ . . . . Any person or
thing consecrated to God, or employed in His service, is said to be sanctified.
Thus, particular days appropriated to His service, the temple, its utensils, the
sacrifices, the priests, the whole theocratical people, are called holy. Persons or
things not thus consecrated are called profane, common, or unclean. To trans-
fer any person or thing from this latter class to the former, is to sanctify him or
it (Acts 10:15; 1 Tim. 4:5). . . . . Any child, the circumstances of whose birth
secured it a place within the theocracy or commonwealth of Israel, was, accord-
ing to the constant usage of Scripture, said to be holy. In none of these cases
does the word express any subjective or inward change. A lamb consecrated as
a sacrifice, and therefore holy, did not differ in its nature from any other lamb.
The priests or people, holy in the sense of set apart to the service of God, were
in their inward state the same as other men. . . . . The children of believers are
holy in the same sense in which the Jews were holy. They are included in the
Church, and have a right to be so regarded. The child of a Jewish parent had a
right to circumcision, and to all the privileges of the theocracy. So the child of
a Christian parent has a right to Baptism and to all the privileges of the Church,
so long as he is represented by his parent; that is, until he arrives at the period
of life when he is entitled and bound to act for himself. Then his relation to the
Church depends upon his own act. The Church is the same in all ages. And
it is most instructive to observe how the writers of the New Testament quietly
take for granted that the great principles which underlie the old dispensation
are still in force under the new. The children of Jews were treated as Jews; and
the children of Christians, Paul assumes as a thing no one could dispute, are to
be treated as Christians. . . . . To be born in holiness (i.e. within the Church)
was necessary in order to the child being regarded as an Israelite. So Christian
children are not made holy by Baptism, but they are baptized because they are
holy.”—Hodge, Expos. of First Cor. Lond. 1857, pp. 115–118. [Meyer, Krit. exeget.
Handbuch über den 1ten Korintherbrief, 4te Aufl. p. 166 f. Wilson, Infant Baptism, Lond.
1848, pp. 512–517.]
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2.3.5 [Administration of the initiatory ordi-
nance always included infants.]

The practice in regard to the administration of the initiatory or-
dinance has been the same in former and in latter times, and has
always included the case of infants.

This is the fifth and last of the general propositions which I laid
down at the outset; and after what has already been established,
it requires no more than the briefest notice. Of course in regard
to the practice of theOldTestament Church the propositionmay
be regarded as proved; the circumcision of the infant eight days
old being the standing proof of the practice of the Church in
former times. With regard to the practice of the Church under
the Gospel, there are two preliminary remarks which it is impor-
tant to carry along with us. First, the uniform practice of the
ancient Church down to the epoch of the Gospel, taken in con-
nection with the total silence of Scripture as to any change of
practice when the Jewish passed into the Christian Church, is
itself very nearly conclusive as to the practice of the early Chris-
tians in regard to infant Baptism. Second, there is not a single
instance among all the Baptisms recorded in Scripture in which
we find a person, who had grown up a Christian and without
Baptism, receiving the ordinance when he became an adult. We
have many examples of adult Baptism in Scripture, but none of
adults who for years had been Christians before they received
the ordinance.60

Carrying these remarks along with us, nothing more is necessary,
in regard to the practice of the Primitive Church in the matter of
infant Baptism, than to refer to the frequent and almost constant
mention of the Baptism of “households” and “families,” in which
it is morally certain that there must have been infant members.
“I baptized the household of Stephanas.” “He was baptized, and
all his, straightway.” “She was baptized, and her household,”61
etc. Such expressions as these, interpreted in the light of the
previous undoubted practice of the Jewish Church, can admit

60Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 130–132. Wilson, ut supra,
pp. 500–503.

611 Cor. 1:16; Acts 2:38–39; 17:15–33.
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of only one meaning. Infants are not mentioned specifically as
baptized along with the parents, because it is taken for granted
that everybody understood that they were. Had they been point-
edly and separately mentioned in such cases, it would very fairly
and reasonably have given rise to the suspicion or inference that
infant Baptism was in principle an entire novelty, that it was a
new thing for the Church to have infant members. The notices
of household and family Baptisms, that occur in the New Tes-
tament so repeatedly, cannot be explained on the theory of the
Antipædobaptists, that the family or household were adults. In
the case of Lydia, for example, it is said: “She was baptized, and
her household.”62 If, according to the theory of the opponents
of infant Baptism, the household of Lydia consisted of adults,
who separately and personally were converted like herself, and
on a personal profession of faith like hers were separately bap-
tized, it is very difficult to understand why their conversion and
Baptism were not, like hers, separately mentioned, or on what
principle they are all merged under her single name. Upon the
theory of infant Baptism, on the contrary, it is easy to under-
stand how infants, with no personal profession of faith, and no
conversion like her own, were merged under her name as “her
household.” Under the circumstances of the Apostolic Church,
the repeated mention of household or family Baptism is of itself
decisive evidence of the practice by which infants were baptized.
We are justified in saying that our fifth and last proposition, like
the former, is sufficiently established, namely, that the practice
in regard to the administration of the initiatory ordinance of the
Church has been the same in former and in latter times, and has
always included the case of infants.63

62Acts 16:15.
63Williams, Antipæd. Exam. Shrewsb. 1789, vol. i. pp. 199–232. Wilson,

Inf. Baptism, Lond. 1848, pp. 517–523. Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism,
3d ed. pp. 102–130. [Apollonii, Consideratio, Lond. 1644, pp. 99–105. Hoorn-
beek, Epistola de Independentismo, Lugdun. Batav. 1660, pp. 313–350. Owen,
Works, Goold’s ed., vol. xvi. pp. 258–268. Gillespie, Miscell. Quest. chap. xvii.]
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2.4 Objections to Infant Baptism
We have been occupied of late with the consideration of the gen-
eral principles laid down in Scripture, upon which the lawful-
ness and duty of the Baptism of infants may be argued. I have
endeavoured to establish and explain five general propositions,
from any of which singly, but more especially from all taken to-
gether, may be drawn a proof in favour of infant Baptism. In
doing this I adopted, as upon the whole the best, the plan of fol-
lowing the natural order of the argument, without caring to turn
aside at every step to answer the objections which Antipædobap-
tists have urged against it, except when these lay directly in the
line of my own illustration of it. In the right understanding of
the argument itself, there is contained an answer to these objec-
tions, so that they may be considered as in a good degree met
by anticipation. But still, as the subject is an important one, and
as it may better help to develop the principles of the argument,
I shall now proceed to consider some of the most common and
plausible of the objections brought by Antipædobaptists against
the relevancy or conclusiveness of our reasonings.

That in the case of infants baptized, there are difficulties con-
nected with their condition as infants, which it may be hard to
solve, it would be useless to deny. But that those difficulties, in
one form or other, are peculiar to infant Baptism, and nowhere
else to be met with, may reasonably be questioned. Above all,
that those difficulties should be permitted to overbear the very
strong and cumulative evidence from Scripture in favour of the
doctrine and practice, it is not the part of truth or wisdom to
assert. And yet I believe that it is mainly those difficulties which
have led many to scruple to accept as valid or conclusive the
Scripture evidence for infant Baptism. In what sense, or to what
effect, infants are interested in the ordinance of Baptism, or ben-
efited by it; what explanation is to be given of the use and efficacy
of the Sacrament in their case; in what manner we are to recon-
cile infant participation in the sign and seal of the covenant of
grace with the absence of intelligence and responsibility in in-
fants: these are difficulties which have had more to do in bring-
ing about that state of mind which has led many to declare infant
Baptism to be unscriptural, than the force of Scripture argument
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against it. I believe that these difficulties which have influenced
so many against the practice of infant Baptism, and which at
first sight appear to be peculiar to it, are not really peculiar to
it. In one shape or other, and to a greater or less extent, these
difficulties are to be encountered in the case of adult Baptism as
much as in the case of infant; and, indeed, are common to the su-
pernatural grace or virtue connected with all Divine ordinances.
Such difficulties may appear more palpably and prominently in
their association with infant Baptism, and by many have been
regarded as connected with it alone; but in reality they will be
found in greater or less measure present, wherever we admit that
the work of the Spirit of God in His own ordinances is present,
making them the means or instruments of supernatural grace.

This matter will come on for consideration at a subsequent stage,
when I proceed to deal with the question of the efficacy of Bap-
tism in the case of infants. I advert to it at present for the purpose
of indicating my conviction that the source of not a few of the ob-
jections to infant Baptism is to be found, not in the Scripture evi-
dence against it, but rather in those difficulties which are thought
to embarrass the theory or explanation of its efficacy. It is plain
that, in the first instance, our duty is to examine and weigh the
Scripture evidence on the subject, and to be guided in our be-
lief and practice by its force and conclusiveness. It is only in the
second instance that it is lawful for us to inquire as to what ex-
planation is to be given of the difficulties which stand connected
with the Scripture ordinance. Objections drawn from the mere
difficulty of framing a theological theory of the Sacrament, in its
application to infants, are not for one instant to be allowed to
contradict Scripture evidence, where it is clear and conclusive
on the subject. That such evidence we have in support of infant
Baptism, the heads of argument already given may be enough
to evince. Postponing, then, for after consideration, the ques-
tion of the efficacy of the ordinance in the case of infants, and
the difficulties alleged to be connected with that point, because
that question ought not to be allowed to interfere with the Scrip-
ture evidence to be weighed and examined in the first place, I
now go on to consider some of the common and most plausible
objections to that evidence as it has been already laid down.
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The objections generally urged against the Scripture argument
for infant Baptism, may be ranged under two heads: those which
deny the relevancy of a large portion of our reasoning; and those
which controvert the conclusiveness of it. There are two general
objections which I shall examine, as commonly urged against
the relevancy of the argument; and there are two objections also
which I shall notice, directed against the conclusiveness of our
reasoning. Under these heads we shall probably be able to dis-
cuss all that is of much weight or plausibility in the objections of
Antipædobaptists.

2.4.1 [Abrahamic covenant is irrelevant un-
der the Gospel economy]

Under the head of objections to the relevancy of our reasoning
in favour of infant Baptism, I remark in the first place, that not
a few object to our argument as one based upon, as they allege,
an outward and ceremonial dispensation that was to be done
away, and which has no place under the Gospel. They regard
our reasoning from the Abrahamic covenant as irrelevant to our
duty or practice under the Gospel economy; and hold that, in
transplanting the custom of affixing to infants the outward seal of
the covenant from the ancient to the present dispensation, we are
borrowing the carnal ordinances of a bygone time, and giving
them, without warrant and unlawfully, a place in the spiritual
Church of Christ.64

Now in reference to this objection, it is at once admitted, that
the argument for infant Baptism rests partly, although not by
any means exclusively, upon a consideration of the Abrahamic
covenant and Church. But it rests upon nothing peculiar to that
Church, or that has been done away with. It is not unfrequently
demanded of the advocates of infant Baptism, why they so often
begin their argument in favour of a New Testament ordinance,
such as Baptism, from the days of Abraham and from the nature
of the covenant made with him. The answer to such a question
is very plain. We not unfrequently begin with the Abrahamic

64Booth, Pædobapt. Exam. Lond. 1829, vol. ii. p. 140. Carson, Baptism in its
Mode and Subjects, Lond. 1844, pp. 214, 233.
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covenant in the argument for infant Baptism, because with Abra-
ham the Gospel Church was first formally established, and en-
dowedwith that ordinance which we believe to be in its character
and use identical with Baptism. No doubt the Church of God
had existed from the days of the first promise made to Adam of
a Saviour, and of the first believer in that promise; and down-
ward to the present time, under all its different forms, a Church
has existed in this world. But with Abraham, and not before,
began that outward provision in the Church for the admission
of infants by means of an initiatory rite which was to signify and
seal their interest in the covenant of grace; and therefore, in seek-
ing to ascertain the meaning and nature and use of that initiatory
rite, whether you view it under the form of circumcision in other
days, or of Baptism now, it is both natural and lawful to go back
to its origin and first institution the better to understand it. Cir-
cumcision was, in short, the Baptism of the Church of God in
former days; and in arguing in respect to its use and administra-
tion, it is both justifiable and reasonable to inquire into its origin,
and into the terms on which it was originally enforced. Nor is
there the slightest ground for alleging that in doing this we are
guilty of transplanting anOld Testament, carnal, and temporary
practice into the New Testament and spiritual Church without
warrant, and against the meaning and nature of Gospel ordi-
nances. It is granted, that there is a vast and unspeakable differ-
ence between the spirituality of the Gospel dispensation and the
outward and ceremonial nature of the Jewish economy. But it is
carefully to be remarked,—and if marked, would prevent much
confusion in the argument,—that although in popular and com-
mon language we are wont to speak of the Jewish and Christian
Churches as if they were two separate and contrasted Churches,
and not one Church under two dispensations, yet strictly speak-
ing the expression is not correct, and has led to much confusion
both of thought and argument on this question as well as on oth-
ers. There were two dispensations, the Jewish and the Christian;
a carnal and outward dispensation, and a spiritual and more
inward one. But it was the same Church of God under both,
identical in character and essence, and all that is fundamental to
a Church; although in the one case, under the Mosaic dispensa-
tion, it was the Church encircled by and subsisting in a carnal
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and outward economy, and in the other case, under the Gospel
dispensation, it was the same Church encircled by and subsisting
in a less outward and more spiritual economy. What belonged
to the mere dispensation within which the Church of God was
at any time encircled might be done away; what belonged to the
Church itself was not to be done away.65

There are two brief considerations that will be sufficient to re-
move the objection to the relevancy of our argument for infant
Baptism, from the alleged fact that it is built upon the practice
of a former and temporary dispensation.

1. As already indicated, the objection is founded on the
fallacy that the Old Testament Church and the New Tes-
tament Church were not one but different Churches; the
one being carnal and the other spiritual,—the one being
outward and ceremonial, as contrasted with the other,
which is not so. It is hardly necessary to repeat what has
already been largely established, that the Church of God
has been one and the same in all ages, whether it is made
up of “the household of Abraham” whom the patriarch
circumcised, or “the household of Stephanas” whom
Paul baptized; whether it numbers as its members Jews
as in the days of Moses, or Gentiles as in our own. The
outward dispensation superinduced upon the Church
was changed from time to time; but the Church itself
remained the same. Circumcision did not belong to the
dispensation; it belonged to the Church. The initiatory
ordinance by which infants were admitted as its members,
was appointed more than four hundred years before the
Jewish dispensation, and was administered before as well
as during the period of the ceremonial economy. That
economy, with its legal observances and symbolic ritual,
might have been removed, as indeed it was removed, at
the introduction of the Gospel dispensation; and yet, had
God not intended to introduce Baptism in the place of cir-
cumcision in these latter times, circumcision might have
still remained in force as the initiatory rite of His Church,

65Wilson, Infant Baptism, Lond. 1848, pp. 384–387.
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in virtue of the place which it had in the Abrahamic
covenant. Circumcision was independent either of the
introduction or abolition of the law of Moses; and would
have continued the standing ordinance for admission into
the Church of God, as the seal of the covenant of grace,
had not Baptism been expressly appointed as a substitute
for it.66

2. The objection to our reasoning, that it is founded on the
practice of a bygone and temporary dispensation, arises
partly out of a misapprehension in regard to the typical
nature of the ordinance. Under the general and compre-
hensive formula that all types are now merged in their
antitypes, and that all that was symbolic in other days is
abolished in the New Testament Church, Antipædobap-
tists have argued in support of the conclusion that circum-
cision belonged to a temporary economy, which can be
no precedent under the Gospel. Now circumcision may,
it is frankly admitted, have served the purpose of a type of
Christian sanctification under the ancient economy; and
as a type, it had place no longer than until the antitype
was realized. But it cannot be denied that it served an-
other purpose also. It cannot be denied that it was insti-
tuted and used as a sacramental ordinance in the Church
of God, altogether apart from its typical character as ex-
pressive of Christian regeneration; that it was, in short, a
sign and seal of the covenant of grace. And in this charac-
ter, which it unquestionably sustained, over and above its
typical one, we cannot regard it as part and parcel of the
Mosaic institute; nor is there any ground for alleging that,

66Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 96–102. [“In asserendâ fœderis
differentiâ,” says Calvin, arguing against the Anabaptists of his day, “quam bar-
barâ audaciâ Scripturam dissipant et corrumpunt! neque uno in loco, sed ita ut
nihil salvum aut integrum relinquant. Judæos enim adeo carnales nobis depin-
gunt ut pecudum similiores sint quam hominum. Quibuscum scilicet percussum
fœdus ultra temporariam vitam non procedat, quibus datæ promissiones in bo-
nis præsentibus ac corporeis subsidant. Quod dogma si obtineat, quid restat nisi
gentem Judaicam fuisse ad tempus Dei beneficio saturatum (non secus ac por-
corum gregem in harâ saginant) ut æterno demum exitio periret? Simul enim
ac circumcisionem eique annexas promissiones citamus, circumcisionem literale
signum promissiones ejus carnales fuisse respondent.”—Inst. lib. iv. cap. xvi. 10.]
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in appealing to the authority of circumcision in favour of
infant Baptism, we are appealing to a carnal dispensation
as a precedent for the practice of the Gospel Church.

2.4.2 [Not applicable to a spiritual Church]
But under the head of objections to the relevancy of our reason-
ing for infant Baptism, I remark, in the second place, that not a
few object to our argument, because, as they allege, it is applica-
ble to an outward, but not applicable to a spiritual, Church. This
second objection is no more than a modification of the preced-
ing one. It is allied to the fallacy that circumcision was the badge
of a temporary and typical dispensation, opposed to the spirit of
the Gospel, and not to be represented under the Gospel by any
parallel or identical ordinance, equally binding, and equally ad-
ministered to infants.

In many cases, the source of the feeling which regards infant
Baptism as akin to an outward but unsuited to the character of
a spiritual Church, is to be found in the denial of the Scripture
distinction, so important to be kept in mind, between the visi-
ble and invisible Church. When the character of the Church
as a visible corporate society is ignored or denied,—when the
Church on earth is identified with the invisible Church made
up of true believers alone,—when the title to membership in the
Church here below is restricted to a saving faith in Christ and
regeneration by His Spirit, and none but those possessed of sav-
ing faith are considered to have a right to entrance,—when such
views as to the nature of the Church and its membership are
held, it is not unnatural, but the reverse, that infants should be
regarded as not members of the Church, and that infant Baptism
should be accounted a misapplication of the ordinance. And
hence, historically, it is a fact of great significance and interest,
that among Independents, who deny the distinction between the
visible and invisible Church, mainly, if not entirely, have been
found also that religious party who deny infant Baptism; while
among Presbyterians, whose principles lead them to mark dis-
tinctly and maintain strongly the difference between the visible
and invisible Church, few or no deniers of the lawfulness of in-
fant Baptism have been found. I feel myself exempted from the
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necessity of falling back upon the question of the grounds on
which the important distinction between the visible and invisi-
ble Church of Christ rests, inasmuch as these have been fully
argued at a previous stage in our discussions.67 It is enough for
me to remind you that the Church of Christ, as exhibited in this
world, has, as we have already established, a visible and corpo-
rate character, and is possessed of certain outward privileges and
certain outward ordinances, by which it is known in the eyes of
men, as well as an inward and spiritual character, by which it is
known in the eyes of God; that the tares grow side by side with
the wheat in the enclosure of the Christian Church; and that
even the external provision of ordinances and Sacraments, ad-
ministered, although they may be, in numberless instances, to
merely nominal Christians, is not to be undervalued or set aside,
but rather esteemed a gift of God to His Church exceedingly
great and precious. The ordinance of Baptism, administered to
infants as well as to adults, forms part of the outward provision
of ordinance which God has made for the visible Church. And
it is an unscriptural theory, which, by denying the existence of
such a Church, and assuming one purely and exclusively spir-
itual, would bear with an unfriendly influence on the doctrine
and practice of infant Baptism.

But passing from the objections to the relevancy of our argument
in favour of infant Baptism, I go on to consider some of the more
common objections to the conclusiveness of our reasonings.

1st, Under the head of the objections to the conclusiveness of
the reasoning in favour of infant Baptism, I remark, in the first
place, that it has been objected against infant Baptism that there
is no express or explicit command in the New Testament to ad-
minister the ordinance to infants.68

It is readily admitted that Baptism is a positive institution; and
that in regard to the nature and use of positive institutions in
the Church of Christ we must be guided solely by the commu-
nications of the Word of God in regard to them. But that the

67[See above, vol. i. pp. 6–11, 29–40, 73–80.]
68Booth, Pædobapt. Exam. Lond. 1829, vol. i. pp. 19–23, 303–367. Catech.

Racov. De Baptismo, qu. 2.
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objection to infant Baptism from the absence of a positive and ar-
ticulate formula, enjoining the administration of the Sacrament
to infants, is of no real force, can be readily evinced.

First, the absence in Scripture of an express formula enjoining
any duty, is no proof that the duty is not required; and the ab-
sence of any express formula imposing the duty of infant Bap-
tism in particular, is no argument against the practice, but the
reverse. Looking at the proposition as a general one applicable
to all cases, it is evidently both unwarrantable and perilous to lay
down as a canon of Scripture interpretation, that whenever there
is no express and explicit injunction, in so many words, requir-
ing a duty to be performed, there the deed is unlawful, or at least
not commanded. It is unwarrantable; because we have no right
to limit God as to the form in which He may be pleased to make
known to us His will, if, in one form or other, it is made known.
It is perilous as regards ourselves; because there can be no more
dangerous position than to assume the attitude of refusing to re-
gard the will of God intimated to us, because it is not intimated
in the manner which we may consider the plainest and the best.
Whatever is laid upon us in Scripture, whether it be in the way of
direct and explicit commandment, or in the way of indirect but
necessary inference from what is commanded, is equally binding
and of Divine obligation.69

But the absence of any express formula enforcing the Baptism
of infants in Scripture is more especially and emphatically to be
regarded as no argument against the practice, but rather an argu-
ment on its side. A positive formula for infant Baptism, parallel
to that which was given to the Apostles, to preach the Gospel,
and to baptize all nations, would have looked very much as if in-
fant Baptism was a novelty in the Church, unknown in principle
and substance before. To preach the Gospel to the Gentiles, to
baptize theGentiles, were duties unknown to the exclusiveness of
the Jewish Church; and hence a new and express formula enjoin-
ing them was necessary at the outset of the new economy. Had
the admission of infants as members been equally unknown to

69Cumming, Grounds of present Differences among the London Ministers, Part i. On
the Authority of Scripture Consequences in Matters of Faith, Lond. 1720. [See also Ap-
pend. F.]
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the Church, there would have been a no less urgent necessity for
an express and explicit command in regard to it. But infants had
been accounted and treated as members of the Church of God
for well nigh four thousand years; and at the era of the Gospel
dispensation there was no need for the proclamation of any new
law in regard to their admission. Any such new law formally en-
joining it might well have given rise to the idea that the practice
had never been heard of before; that it was as much a new thing
in the Church as seeking to proselytize and baptize the Gentile
nations was. All that was necessary was a positive intimation that
the outward manner of admitting infants into the Church was
to be different under the Gospel from what it was before,—that
the ordinance of Baptism was to be used instead of circumcision;
and such an intimation is very expressly given both in the way of
precept and example in the New Testament. Anything beyond
this in the shape of an express formula to admit infants into the
Church would reasonably have led to the belief that they had
been excluded before.

Second, in reply to the objection to infant Baptism taken from the
absence of any explicit injunction of the practice, it may be re-
marked that exactly the same objection may be brought against
other Christian duties, which notwithstanding are generally or
universally acknowledged to be duties, because, in the absence of
an express command, the authority of Scripture imposing them
can be certainly learned by “good and necessary inference.” For
example, the duty of females to commemorate the Lord’s death
at His table, and the duty of keeping the Sabbath under the
Gospel, are not, it has often been remarked, expressly enjoined
by any separate formula in the New Testament Scriptures. The
duty of females to join in the Lord’s Supper is only to be gath-
ered inferentially by a process of reasoning not more direct than
that which establishes the lawfulness and duty of infant Baptism.
In like manner, the duty of keeping the first day of the week holy
unto the Lord can claim no express or separate injunction in the
New Testament any more than the practice of infant Baptism
can.

There is a marked resemblance, indeed, between the sanctifica-
tion of the first day of the week and the practice of baptizing
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infants, in regard both to what is enjoined and what is left to be
inferred in respect of each, in the New Testament. The sancti-
fication of one day in seven was not a new appointment in the
Christian Church, but rested on the practice and authority of
the more ancient dispensation of God; and hence there is no
re-enactment in the New Testament of the general Sabbath law.
But the change in the circumstance of the time when the Sabbath
was to be kept, was a new appointment under the Gospel; and
hence, by explicit examples of an authoritative kind, the change
of the day is intimated and fixed in the New Testament. Ex-
actly parallel to this, the admission of infants as members of the
Church was no new appointment in the Church of God at the
introduction of the Gospel dispensation; and hence it was left
very much to rest for its authority on the previous law and prac-
tice of the Church, without any re-enactment of what was bind-
ing before. But the change in the form of admitting infants into
the Church,—the change from circumcision to Baptism,—was
a new appointment; and hence, by explicit command and exam-
ple in the New Testament, we have authority for the change.70

Third, in reply to the objection against infant Baptism, drawn
from the absence of any separate authority for the practice, it
might be enough to challenge the Antipædobaptist upon his own
principles to prove his own practice to be scriptural; and show
an explicit precept or explicit precedent for baptizing the child
of a Church member not along with the parent in his infancy,
but afterwards when the child has grown to manhood. The in-
spired history of the Christian Church contained in the Acts of
the Apostles embraces a period of more than twice the number
of years required to allow the infants of a baptized convert them-
selves to grow up to the years of discretion, when theymight have
been accounted able to make a personal profession of their faith,
as their parents had done before; and yet there is neither precept
nor example in Scripture giving express authority for baptizing
the children of Christian parents, after they had grown up to
years of maturity, apart from the case of adult converts, which
forms common ground to both parties in this controversy. Tried

70Williams, Antipæd. Exam. Shrewsb. 1789, vol. i. pp. 70–96, vol. ii. 193–200.
Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism, 3d ed. pp. 109–117, 127–134.
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by their own principles, the practice of Antipædobaptists would
be found wanting in Scripture authority.

2d, Under the head of objections to the conclusiveness of our rea-
soning for infant Baptism, I remark further, that it is commonly
or universally objected by Antipædobaptists against the practice
of infant Baptism, that faith, or at least a profession of faith, in
Christ, is positively demanded as a prerequisite to Baptism in all
cases; and that as infants cannot have such faith, or make such
a profession, they cannot be admitted to the ordinance.71 Of
the fact asserted in this objection, namely, that a profession of
faith is required, both by the scriptural commission given to the
Apostles to baptize, and by the apostolic examples in this matter,
on the part of the person to be baptized in all ordinary cases,
there is no room for doubt. We have already had occasion to
illustrate and assert the fact against the doctrine and practice of
indiscriminate Baptism. But the fact there asserted is too narrow
a foundation to build an objection on against infant Baptism.

In the first place, the demand of Scripture for faith or a profes-
sion of faith, as a prerequisite for Baptism, is a demand that has
respect to adults, and is not addressed to infants; and not being
addressed to infants, it cannot be regarded as laying down the
conditions or terms on which infants are to be made partakers of
the ordinance. It is quite plain that those passages of Scripture
in which a profession of faith is connected with Baptism, like the
Scriptures at large, are intended for adults and not for infants,—
for the common and general case of men in the full possession of
their intellectual and moral powers, and not for the exceptional
case of infants not in full possession of those powers. That this is
the case, the single consideration that the Bible is God’s message
to men and not to infants, is enough to prove; unless it could be
shown, which it cannot, that in those passages, not men but in-
fants are specifically referred to. The passages usually quoted
by Antipædobaptists in support of their objection, are the com-
mission to the Apostles, as recorded in Mark, and the saying of
Philip to the Ethiopian eunuch, recorded in the Acts of the Apos-
tles. The apostolic commission in Mark is to this effect: “Go ye

71Carson, Baptism in its Mode and Subjects, Lond. 1844, pp. 169, 253–261.
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into all the world, and preach the Gospel to every creature. He
that believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved; he that believeth
not shall be condemned.”72 It is abundantly obvious that this lan-
guage applies primarily to the ordinary case of adults, and not to
the exceptional case of infants; and while the order—first belief,
and then Baptism—refers to adults, it cannot apply to infants, to
whom the Gospel cannot be preached, and who cannot be ex-
pected to believe it. Are infants, then, in virtue of this passage, to
be excluded from Baptism, because in consequence of their in-
fancy they are excluded from believing? Certainly not; for by the
very same argument they would be excluded also from salvation.
The order of the passage is, first, belief; second, Baptism; third,
salvation. And if, on the strength of this passage, infants, as An-
tipædobaptists assert, are to be excluded from Baptism because
they are excluded from believing, they must, in like manner, be
excluded from salvation too.

The saying of Philip addressed to the Ethiopian eunuch, is quite
as little available for the Antipædobaptist objection. “If,” said
Philip, addressing the man upon whose understanding and
heart there had dawned, through the evangelist’s preaching, a
saving knowledge of Christ,—“if thou believest with all thine
heart, thou mayest be baptized.”73 The language was addressed
to an adult in the full possession of all his powers of mind, and
laid down for him the order of faith as preceding Baptism. But
Philip never applied the same language, nor laid down the same
order, in the extraordinary case of infants, whose salvation must
be according to a different order and a different method. The
announcements of Scripture which imply the necessity of faith
or a profession of faith in order to Baptism, are framed upon
the principle of adult Baptism, not upon the exceptional case of
infant Baptism.

In the second place, the objection of Antipædobaptists,
grounded on the impossibility of infants complying with the
conditions on which Baptism ought to be administered, may
be proved to be fallacious by a consideration of the case of
circumcised infants. That infants were circumcised, and had

72Mark 16:16.
73Acts 8:37.
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a title to be so, will not by any party be denied. And yet
circumcision involved in it the very same profession of faith, in
all its essential respects, that Baptism now does. Substantially,
it is the same ordinance as Baptism. It expressed the same
truths. It implied on the part of the worthy recipient essentially
the same spiritual qualifications. That this was the case is
very expressly asserted by the Apostle Paul in his Epistle to
the Galatians. “Every man,” says he, “that is circumcised is a
debtor to do the whole law.”74 In other words, circumcision in
the case of the person circumcised involved a profession of his
obligation to keep God’s law, very much in the same manner
as Baptism involves such a profession now. And yet infants,
incapable of making such a profession, were circumcised. And
exactly on the same principle, infants incapable now of making
such a profession are to be baptized.

In the third place, the objection of Antipædobaptists may be
proved to be groundless by a consideration of the case of infants
saved. The very same difficulty, if difficulty it can be called, al-
leged to stand in the way of the doctrine of infant Baptism, ap-
plies with undiminished force to the case of infant salvation. “He
that believeth shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be con-
demned.”75 Such is the simple and unchangeable formula that
declares in Scripture the order and connection of faith and salva-
tion. It is a formula adopted and intended to apply to the case of
adults, responsible for their belief; and it makes the salvation of
their souls to be suspended on the existence of their faith. Inter-
preted in the same manner, and applied in the same unlimited
extent to infants, it would close against them the door of the king-
dom of heaven, and exclude the possibility of their salvation; for
they are incapable, by reason of their infancy, of that faith which
stands connected with the justification of the sinner before God.
Shall we, in virtue of the Antipædobaptist canon of criticism, pro-
ceed to reverse the Saviour’s words, and turn His blessing into
a curse, and say in regard to infants, that of such is not the king-
dom of heaven? Or shall we not, on the contrary, reject a canon

74Gal. 5:3.
75Mark 16:16; John 3:36.
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of interpretation that would lead to such results, and rather say
that infants are subjects both of Baptism and salvation?76

2.5 The Efficacy of Infant Baptism
The efficacy of Baptism in the case of adults may be understood
from what has been already said of the nature of the Sacraments
in general. Baptism, like the Lord’s Supper, is a sign and seal of a
federal engagement between the receiver and Christ. It presup-
poses the existence of justifying and saving grace in the person
baptized; and it seals or attests that grace to the soul, in this man-
ner becoming the means of further grace.

There is a meaning in the fact that the person receiving the
Sacrament has a part to perform in the ordinance,—that in the
Lord’s Supper he personally takes and partakes of the elements
of bread and wine, and that in Baptism he personally submits
himself to and receives the sprinkling of water. In both Sacra-
ments there is a personal act on the part of the participator,
which has its spiritual meaning, which cannot and ought not
to be overlooked in the transaction. That act forms the link
that connects the receiver of the ordinance with the ordinance
itself; and the spiritual faith embodied in the act forms the link
which connects his soul with the covenant blessings which the or-
dinance represents. The Sacrament is a seal, then, of more than
the covenant generally; it is a seal of the covenant in its appro-
priation by the believer to himself personally in the ordinance.

There are some theologians indeed who in their explanation of
the Sacraments make them seals of the covenant in general, and
not seals of the believer’s own personal interest in the covenant.
They make the Sacraments attestations vouching for God’s
promises of grace at large, but not vouching for those promises
as appropriated by the believer and realized in the experience of
the worthy receiver of the Sacrament. This explanation of the
Sacraments, however, is, I think, much too narrow and limited.

76Williams, Antipæd. Exam. Shrewsb. 1789, vol. i. pp. 214–224, 303–311.
Wilson, Inf. Baptism, Lond. 1848, pp. 415–498. Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism,
3d ed. 186–188.
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It overlooks the personal act of the receiver in the Sacrament,
and the spiritual meaning of that act. It disowns or neglects as
not essential to the ordinance, the part which the participator
has to perform, when in the case of the Lord’s Supper he
personally takes of the bread and wine, or when in the case
of Baptism he personally presents himself to be sprinkled with
water in the name of the Trinity. There is a spiritual meaning
in these personal acts not to be overlooked in our explanation
of the Sacraments, and essential to a right understanding of
them. These personal acts constitute the part performed by the
believer in the covenant transaction between him and Christ
in the ordinance, and are necessary to make up the covenant.
And the Sacrament, as a seal, is applicable to that part of
the covenant transaction by which the believer appropriated
the blessing to himself, not less than to that other part of the
covenant transaction by which Christ exhibits or makes offer
of the promise of grace to the believer. In other words, the
Sacrament is not merely a seal of the covenant offered, or
exhibited, or declared in general, but a seal of the covenant
appropriated by the believer in particular, and, through means
of his own spiritual act in the ordinance as well as Christ’s,
received in his personal experience.

In the case of Baptism administered to a believing adult, his
own personal part in the ordinance, when he presents himself
to the sprinkling of water, is the sign of that spiritual act of his
through which the blessings of justification and regeneration,
represented in the Sacrament, have previously become his;
and Baptism is to him a seal not merely of these blessings as
exhibited and promised in the covenant generally, but of these
blessings realized and enjoyed by himself. Through the channel
of his faith, and by means of the Spirit in the ordinance, Baptism
becomes a seal in his justification and regeneration, and so a
means of grace and spiritual blessing to his soul.77

Such is the efficacy of Baptism administered to an adult believer.
What is the virtue or efficacy of the ordinance when adminis-
tered to infants incapable of faith, although not incapable of be-

77Turrettin, Op. tom. iii. loc. xix. qu. xix.
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ing made partakers in the grace which the Spirit confers? In
entering on the consideration of this delicate and difficult sub-
ject, it is necessary, in order to clear our way to it, to lay down
one or two preliminary propositions of much importance in the
discussion.

First, The proper and true type of Baptism, as a Sacrament in the
Church of Christ, is the Baptism of adults, and not the Baptism
of infants. In consequence of the altered circumstances of the
Christian Church at present, as compared with the era when
Baptism was first appointed, we are apt to overlook this truth.
The growth and prevalence of the visible Church, and the com-
parative fewness of the instances of adult conversion to an out-
ward profession of Christianity amongst us, have led to the Bap-
tism of infants being almost the only Baptism with which we are
familiar. The very opposite of this was witnessed in the Church
of Christ at first. And the true type of Baptism, from examining
which we are to gather our notions of its nature and efficacy, is
to be found in the adult Baptisms of the early days of Christian-
ity, and not in the only Baptism commonly practised now in the
professing Church, the Baptism of infants. It is of very great im-
portance, in dealing with the question of the nature and efficacy
of Baptism, to remember this. Both among the enemies and the
friends of infant Baptism the neglect of this distinction has been
the occasion of numberless errors in regard to the import and
effects of the Sacrament. Men have judged of the nature and
efficacy of Baptism from the type of the ordinance, as exhibited
in the case of baptized adults. They have reversed the legitimate
order of the argument, and argued from the case of infants to
that of adults, and not from the case of adults to that of infants.
It is abundantly obvious that adult Baptism is the rule, and in-
fant Baptism the exceptional case; and we must take our idea of
the ordinance in its nature and effects not from the exception,
but from the rule. The ordinance of Baptism is no more to be
judged of from its ministration to children, than is the ordinance
of preaching to be judged of from its ministration to children.
The Sacrament in its complete features and perfect character is
to be witnessed in the case of those subjects of it whosemoral and
intellectual nature has been fully developed and is entire, and
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not in the case of those subjects of it whose moral and intellec-
tual being is no more than rudimental and in embryo. Infants
are subjects of Baptism in so far as, and no farther than their
spiritual and intellectual nature permits of it. And it is an error,
abundant illustration of which could be given from the writings
both of the advocates and opponents of infant Baptism, to make
Baptism applicable in the same sense and to the same extent to
infants and to adults, and to form our notions and frame our
theory of the Sacrament from its character as exhibited in the
case of infants. It is very plain, and very important to remem-
ber, that the only true and complete type of Baptism is found in
the instance of those subjects of it who are capable both of faith
and repentance, not in the instance of those subjects of it who
are not capable of either. The Bible model of Baptism is adult
Baptism, and not infant.

Second, The virtue of infant Baptism, whatever that may be, is
not more mysterious than the virtue ascribed to adult Baptism,
although it may have the appearance of being so. It is a very
common idea, that the difficulty in framing an explanation of
the efficacy of Baptism in the case of infants, is peculiar to the
ordinance in its administration to them, and does not attach to
it in its administration to adults. I believe that this is not the case.
There may be greater difficulty in gathering from the statements
of Scripture what the virtue of Baptism really is in its applica-
tion to infants, than in ascertaining what it is in its application to
adults. But to explain the supernatural virtue itself is just as diffi-
cult in the one case as in the other, and simply from this reason,
that it is supernatural. Up to a certain point it is easy enough
to explain the efficacy of adult Baptism, but beyond that fixed
point it is impossible to explain it. That point is where the natu-
ral efficacy of the ordinance passes into the supernatural efficacy.
There is a certain natural influence which Baptism, as expressive
of certain spiritual truths, and through means of these truths, is
fitted to exert upon the adult, because he is a moral and intel-
ligent being, with his faculties developed and complete. And
this natural influence of Baptism, through means of the truths
expressed by it, cannot be exerted upon the infant, because, al-
though he is a moral and intelligent being, his faculties are not
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developed or complete. As a sign of spiritual truths understood
by the adult, and not understood by the infant, Baptism has a cer-
tain natural effect on the one and not on the other, which it is not
difficult to explain. But this effect is moral or natural, and not,
properly speaking, the sacramental efficacy that is peculiar to the
ordinance. The sacramental efficacy peculiar to the ordinance
is not natural, but supernatural,—an efficacy not belonging to
it from its moral character, but belonging to it in consequence
of the presence and power of the Spirit of God in the ordinance.
This distinctive efficacy of Baptism as a Sacrament, we cannot
understand or explain, either in the case of adults or the case of
infants. It is a supernatural effect of a gracious kind, wrought by
the Spirit of God in connection with the ordinance; and because
it is supernatural, it is not more and not less a mystery in the case
of infants than in the case of adults.

The supernatural efficacy connected with Baptism, and owing to
the presence of the Spirit of God with the ordinance, is an effi-
cacy competent to infants as much as to adults. Even upon their
unconscious natures the Spirit is free to work His work of grace,
not less than upon the natures of adults whose understandings
and hearts are consciously consenting to the work. The work of
regeneration by the Holy Ghost is a work which it is as easy for
Him to accomplish upon the infant of days as upon the man of
mature age,—upon the child who enjoys but the rudiments of his
moral and intellectual life, as upon the adult whose moral and
intellectual powers are co-operating in and consenting to the gra-
cious change. But broadly marked although the regeneration of
the infant and the regeneration of the adult be, by the absence
in the one instance, and the presence in the other, of a capacity
moral and intellectual for faith and repentance, yet it is never to
be lost sight of or forgotten that the work is the work of the Spirit
of God, and not to be explained on any natural principle either
in the former case or in the latter. The presence of his complete
and perfect intellectual and moral powers in the case of the bap-
tized adult, and the exercise of those powers in connection with
the truths represented and signified in the Sacrament, afford no
adequate explanation of the sacramental grace or efficacy con-
nected with the ordinance in consequence of the power of the
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Spirit in it. At this point we have got beyond the limits of the nat-
ural, and into the region of the supernatural; and it is not more
and not less supernatural in the case of infants than in the case
of adults. Sacramental grace, properly so called, is a mystery of
which there is no explanation, except that it is the grace of the
Spirit of God. Admit that this grace is conveyed in any given case
through the channel of Baptism to the believing adult, and you
admit a mystery, which the presence and active exercise of his
moral and intellectual powers do not in the least explain. Admit
that this grace is conveyed in any given case through the channel
of Baptism to the infant incapable of believing, and you admit a
mystery too, but one not more mysterious than the former, and
not more difficult to explain, from the absence or incapacity of
his moral and intellectual faculties. In one word, the efficacy of
infant Baptism, whatever that may be shown from Scripture to
be, is not more mysterious than the sacramental virtue ascribed
to adult Baptism.

Bearing in mind these preliminary remarks, what, I ask, are the
effects of Baptism in so far as regards infants baptized? I do not
pause at present in order to examine into the nature and benefit
of the ordinance in so far as regards parents, who, in the exercise
of a parent’s right to represent their unconscious children, claim
the administration of the ordinance for their offspring. In acting
as the substitute for the infant, who cannot act for itself, in the
solemn federal transaction between it and Christ,—in becoming
a party in its name to the covenant made between the baptized
infant and its Saviour through the ordinance,—the parent comes
under a very great and solemn obligation on behalf of the child,
thus pledged and given to the Redeemer through the parent’s
deed and not its own. But passing by this, let us confine our at-
tention to the case of the infant, and proceed to inquire what are
the benefits and efficacy of Baptism to the infant participators
in the ordinance? In the case of adults, we know that Baptism
is fitted and designed not to confer faith, but rather to confirm
it,—not to originate grace, but to increase it,—not to effect that
inward change of regeneration by which we are numbered with
the children of God, or that outward change of justification by
which we are accepted of Him, but to seal these blessings before
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bestowed. With adults, Baptism is not regeneration or justifica-
tion, but the seal of both to the regenerated and justified man.
And in the case of infants, the Sacrament cannot be regarded
as accomplishing without their faith, what in the case of adults with
their faith, it fails to accomplish. In other words, infant Baptism
is not infant regeneration or justification, any more than in the
instance of adults. The Baptism with water to a child is not the
same thing as the birth by the Spirit. It is not a supernatural
charm. It is not a magic spell to confer the washing of regenera-
tion and the renewal of the Holy Ghost. Sacraments in the case
of infants, as in the case of adults, have no mysterious and super-
natural power of their own to impart, by the bare administration
of them, spiritual life. Let us endeavour to understand what are
the effects of Baptism in the case of infants.

2.5.1 [Gives to them an interest in the
Church]

Baptism, in the case of all infants baptized, gives to them an in-
terest in the Church of Christ, as its members.

Circumcision gave to infants in other days a place in the ancient
Church as its members; and they grew up within its pale en-
titled to all its outward privileges and rights, needing no other
admission in after life. And what circumcision did during the
time when it was in force, that Baptism does now in regard to
infants baptized. It constitutes the door of admission into that
visible Church of God on earth of which the parent himself is a
member; and the baptized one grows up within the pale of its
distinctive communion, needing no other admission, marked off
at least outwardly from a world that has no interest in God, and
having a right to the enjoyment of privileges which, as an out-
ward provision for His own in this earth, God has given to them
and not to the world. And this of itself is no small privilege, out-
ward and temporal though it be, and not inward and spiritual.
That outward provision of the means of grace, which has been
given to the visible Church in this world for its establishment and
benefit, is always represented in Scripture as a gift of Christ to
His people, not to be undervalued or despised because it comes
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short, in those who enjoy it, of a saving blessing, but rather to be
accounted exceeding great and precious. It is a gift of Christ to
His Churchwhich is of suchworth andmoment that the giving of
it is spoken of in theWord of God as one of the great purposes for
which the Saviour ascended up on high. “WhenHe ascended up
on high,” says the Apostle Paul in his Epistle to the Ephesians,—
“when He ascended up on high, He led captivity captive, and
gave gifts unto men. And He gave some, apostles; and some,
prophets; and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and teach-
ers; for the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry,
for the edifying of the body of Christ.”78 That outward provision
of ordinances and means of grace for the visible Church, the be-
stowment of which is thus represented as one of the grand objects
for which Christ left this world and ascended to the Father, must
be to that Church of no ordinary importance and value. It is a
right to this provision of outward ordinances and means of grace
which the baptized infant receives, when by his Baptism he be-
comes formally a member of the visible Church; and growing up
in the use and enjoyment of them, the benefit to him, although
short of a saving benefit, is beyond all price. Baptism as the sign
of membership and the passport to the infant into the sanctuary
of the visible Church, does not bestow the saving blessing, but
brings him in after life into contact with the blessing; it does not
constitute him a member of the kingdom of heaven, but it brings
him to the very door, and bids him there knock and it shall be
opened unto him.

2.5.2 [Right of property in the covenant of
grace]

Baptism, in the case of all infants baptized, gives them a right
of property in the covenant of grace; which may in after life, by
means of their personal faith, be supplemented by a right of pos-
session.

In regard to this matter, I would have recourse again to a dis-
tinction, which in other discussions we have found it necessary
to adopt, and which has more than once helped us to clear our

78Eph. 4:9, 11–12.
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way to a right understanding of the question in debate. A man
may have a right of property in an estate, and yet a stranger may
be in possession of it; and he may require to add to his right of
property a right of possession, acquired by making good the for-
mer in a court of law, before the stranger is extruded, and he
himself introduced into the enjoyment of the inheritance. Now,
to apply this distinction to the case in hand, a right of property in
the blessings of the covenant of grace is conferred by the gift and
promise of God, made over to every man who hears the Gospel
message addressed to him. “And this is the record, that God has
given to us eternal life, and this life is in His Son.”79 This right of
property in the blessings of the covenant of grace, belonging to
every man, is written down in these words. The charter which
every man has, bearing in it inscribed his right of property to
these blessings, is the revealed Word of God. This is the first and
superior title. But in itself it is incomplete, and inadequate to
put him into the personal possession of his heritage. It requires
to be supplemented by another title, before he can actually en-
joy the salvation so made over to him by right of property, and
certified by God’s word and promise. To his right of property
there must be added a right of possession; and this latter is ob-
tained by means of his own personal act of faith, appropriating
to himself the salvation before made over to him. The Word
of God addressed to him, giving him a right of property in the
blessings of the covenant, and his faith receiving that Word, giv-
ing him a right of possession, complete the full and perfect title to
the blessing; and both together admit him to the enjoyment of it.
There are many, who have the right of property in the covenant
of grace, who never complete their title by seeking for themselves
a right of possession in it. The Word of God giving the one, is
not supplemented by the faith in that Word which would confer
the other; and hence they are never put in actual possession of
the salvation of which they are invited to partake.

Now, what the Word of God addressed to the intelligent and re-
sponsible adult is, that Baptism is when administered to the un-
conscious and irresponsible infant. The word of God’s promise,
giving a right of property in His covenant to all who hear it, can-

791 John 5:11.
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not penetrate the silent ear, nor reach the unconscious spirit of
the little child. That word cannot convey to its mind the glad
tidings of its covenant right to God’s grace. But is it therefore
denied that right, which adults have by the hearing of the ear
and the perception of the understanding, in connection with the
word of promise addressed to them? Not so. If the outward
word that speaks the promise of God cannot pierce to its dor-
mant spirit,—sleeping in the germ of its moral and intellectual
being,—the outward sign, that represents the promises of God,
can be impressed upon it, giving to the unconscious infant, as
the word gives to the intelligent adult, a right of property in the
blessing of the covenant. And that is much. The infant, sprinkled
with the water of that Baptism which is a sign of the covenant,
has—even as the adult addressed with the word of the covenant
has—a right of property in the blessings which the covenant con-
tains; and in after life he may, by his own personal act, sup-
plement his right of property by a right of possession obtained
through faith. When the period of infancy is passed and he is a
child no longer, he bears about with him, in virtue of his Bap-
tism, a right of property in the promise of his God; and laying
his hand upon that right, and pleading it with God in faith, he
may add to it the right of possession, and so enter into the full
enjoyment of the salvation that he requires for his soul. The writ-
ten or preached Word cannot speak to the mute and insensible
infant, as it speaks to the hearing ear and understanding mind
of the adult, making over to him in conscious possession a right
of property in the blessings of the everlasting covenant. But the
little one is not thereby shut out from all interest in the covenant.
The outward sign suited to his state of infancy, the outward mark
impressed upon his outward person, when the significant Word
were in vain addressed to his ear, have been given by God in
gracious condescension to supply to him the want of that Word
heard and understood. By the act of Baptism, suited and appro-
priate to his wholly sensitive condition of being and life, his name
is put into the covenant with his God. And after years may wit-
ness the infant,—then an infant no more,—reading in faith his
name there, and with the charter of his right in his hand making
good his right, not of property merely, but of personal possession
in all the blessings which are written in it.
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Baptism, then, in the case of all baptized infants, gives them a
right of property in the covenant of grace; which may in after life,
by means of their personal faith, be supplemented by a right of
possession, so that they shall enter into the full enjoyment of all
the blessings of the covenant. The benefits of Baptism in the case
of infants are not fully experienced by them until in after years
they add to Baptism their personal faith, thereby really making
out a complete title, not only to the property, but also to the pos-
session of salvation. In this respect there is an obvious distinction
between the Baptism of infants and the Baptism of adults. In-
fants are not capable of faith and repentance; and Baptism can
be to infants no seal of the blessings which these stand connected
with, at the time of its administration. But it may become a seal
of such blessings afterwards, when the child has grown to years of
intelligence, and has superinduced upon his Baptism a personal
act of faith, and thereby become possessed of the salvation which
he had not before. In such a case, he can look back upon his
Baptism with water, administered in the days of his unconscious
infancy; and through the faith that he has subsequently received,
that Baptism which his ownmemory cannot recall, and to which
his own consciousness at the time was a stranger, becomes to him
a seal of his now found salvation. In adults it is otherwise; and
the difference is appropriate to their condition as adults. Bap-
tism to the believing adult is a seal at the moment of his interest
in the covenant of grace; a sensible attestation of the blessings
of justification and regeneration, of which at the time he is in
possession, through the exercise of his faith contemporaneously
with his Baptism. In the case of the adult, Baptism is a present seal
in connection with the faith which he presently has. In the case
of the infant, it is a prospective seal in connection with the faith
which he has not at the moment, but which he may have after-
wards. The full enjoyment of the benefits of the ordinance the
adult experiences at the moment of its administration, in virtue
of the faith which at the moment makes him a partaker in the
blessings of the covenant. The full enjoyment of the benefits of
the ordinance the infant cannot experience at the moment of
its administration, in virtue of his incapacity of faith; but it may
be experienced afterwards, when, in consequence of his newly
formed faith in Christ, he too is made partaker of the covenant,
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and can look back in believing confidence on his former Bap-
tism as a seal. “The efficacy of Baptism,” says the Confession of
Faith, “is not tied to that moment of time wherein it is admin-
istered; yet notwithstanding, by the right use of this ordinance,
the grace promised is not only offered, but really exhibited and
conferred by the Holy Ghost, to such (whether of age or infants)
as that grace belongeth unto, according to the counsel of God’s
own will in His appointed time.”80

2.5.3 [Ordinarily connected with regenera-
tion of those regenerated in infancy]

There seems to be reason for inferring that, in the case of infants
regenerated in infancy, Baptism is ordinarily connected with that
regeneration.

To all infants without exception, Baptism, as we have already as-
serted, gives an interest in the Church of Christ as its members.
To all infants without exception, Baptism, as we have also al-
ready asserted, gives a right of property in the covenant of grace,
which may, by their personal faith in after life, be completed by a
right of possession, so that they shall enter on the full enjoyment
of all the blessings sealed to them by their previous Baptism. And
beyond these two positions, in so far as infants are concerned, it
is perhaps hazardous to go, in the absence of any very explicit
Scripture evidence; and certainly, in going further, it were the
reverse of wisdom to dogmatize. But I think that there is some
reason to add to these positions the third one, which I have just
announced, namely, that in the case of infants regenerated in
infancy, Baptism is ordinarily connected with such regeneration.
I would limit myself to the case of baptized infants regenerated
in infancy,—a class of course to be distinguished broadly from
baptized infants who never at any time in their lives experience
a saving change; and also to be distinguished from baptized in-

80Conf. chap. xxviii. 6. Williams, Antipæd. Exam. vol. i. pp. 208–214, 220–
224. Goode, Doct. of the Church of Engl. as to the Effects of Baptism in the case of Infants,
2d ed. pp. 9–26, 143–162, etc. [Goode, Vind. of Defence of the XXXIX Articles, etc.,
in reply to the Bishop of Exeter, 2d ed. pp. 19–21. Letter to the Bishop of Exeter,
Lond. 1850, pp. 11, 23–44, 72–78. Review of Sir H. J. Fust’s Judgment in the Gorham
Case, Lond. 1850, pp. 23–31, 34.]
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fants who experience that change, not in infancy, but in maturer
years. There are these three cases, plainly to be distinguished
from one another. There are, first, those infants baptized with
an outward Baptism who never at any period come to know a
saving change of state or nature. To such Baptism may be an
ordinance giving them a place in the visible Church, and giv-
ing them also a right of property in the covenant of grace, never
completed by a right of possession, and therefore given to them
in vain; but it can be nothing more. There are, secondly, those
infants baptized with water in infancy, but not regenerated in
infancy by the Spirit of God, whose saving change of state and
nature is experienced by them in after life. To such Baptism is an
ordinance giving them a place in the visible Church, and giving
them also a right of property in the covenant, at the moment of
its administration; and in after years, when born again by the
Spirit through faith, Baptism becomes to them, in addition, the
seal, as it had previously been the sign, of the covenant,—their
right of property having been completed by the right of posses-
sion, and the Sacrament, although long past, having become in
consequence a present grace to their souls. But there are, thirdly,
those infants baptized with water in infancy and also regenerated
in infancy; and with regard to them I think there is reason to be-
lieve that this Baptism with water stands connected ordinarily
with the Baptism of the Spirit.

That many an infant is sanctified and called by God even from
its mother’s womb, and undergoes, while yet incapable of faith
or repentance, that blessed change of nature which is wrought
by the Spirit of God, there can be no reason to doubt. There
are multitudes born into this world who die ere their infancy is
past,—who open their unconscious eyes upon the light only to
shut them again ere they have gazed their fill,—and who, in the
brief moment of their earthly being, know nothing of life save
the sorrow which marks both its beginning and its close. And
with regard to such infants dying in infancy, there is a blessed
hope, which the Scriptures give us to entertain, that they are not
lost but saved,—that they suffer, and sorrow, and die here from
their interest in Adam’s sin, but that, not knowing sin by their
own personal act or thought, they are redeemed through their
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interest in Christ’s righteousness.81 But saved though infants dy-
ing in infancy may be, yet there is no exemption, even in their
case, from the universal law of God’s spiritual dispensation to-
wards men, that “except a man be born again, he cannot see the
kingdom of God.” Within the brief hour of an infant’s life, and
ere the unconscious babe passes through the avenue of death
into the Divine presence, must that mighty change of regenera-
tion be undergone, which none but the Spirit of God can work;
and among the rudiments of its intellectual and moral life, sleep-
ing in the germ, there must be planted the seed of that higher
life, which in heaven is destined to expand and endure through
all eternity. And where, in the brief history of the young life and
early death of these baptized little ones, shall we say that this
mysterious work is wrought? At what moment, rather than an-
other, is this regeneration by the Spirit accomplished? We dare
not limit the free Spirit of God. The beginning of the life that
comes fromHimmay be contemporaneous with the commence-
ment of natural life in the infant, or it may be contemporaneous
with its close. The Spirit of God is free to do His own work at
His own time. But in the appointment of an ordinance to signify
and represent that very work,—in the command to administer
that ordinance as a sign to the little infant during the brief hour
of its earthly life and ere it passes into eternity, there does seem
to me some ground to believe that in such a case, of infants re-
generated in infancy, the sign is meant to be connected with the
thing signified,—that the moment of its Baptism is the appointed
moment of its regeneration too,—and that, ordinarily, its birth
by water and its birth by the Spirit of God are bound in one. It
is Baptism which gives the baptized infant a right of property
in the blessings of the covenant of grace; and when the infant
is placed,—not from its own fault,—in such circumstances as to
bar the possibility of its completing its title to those blessings by
seeking through its personal faith a right of possession in them
also, then it is consistent with the analogy of God’s appointments

81[Du kamst, du giengst mit leiser Spur,
Ein flücht’ger Gast im Erdenland;

Woher? Wohin? wir wissen nur:
Aus Gottes Hand in Gottes Hand.

—Uhland, Auf den Tod eines Kindes.]
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in other departments of His Church, that in such extraordinary
cases the absence of a right of possession should not exclude from
the blessings, but that the right of property alone should avail to
secure them; or in other words, that in the case of infants regen-
erated and dying in infancy, their Baptism should coincide with
their regeneration.82

I do not wish to speak dogmatically on such a question as this,
when Scripture has given us so little light to enable us to read
the truth with certainty. But in the particular case of infants
regenerated in infancy, there does seem to be some reason to
believe, that the washing with water in virtue of God’s own ap-
pointment stands ordinarily connected with the renewing of na-
ture by God’s own Spirit. In the instance of believing adults,
regeneration is linked inseparably with the Word believed. In con-
nection with the Word,—although the Spirit of God is free to
work without it,—He does His mysterious work of regeneration
upon the adult’s nature. But that Word cannot profit the little in-
fant who is to die ere his eyes can look upon it. The Spirit of God
cannot, therefore, do His gracious work of spiritual renewal and
cleansing on the unconscious babe in connection with the Word
believed. But there is another ordinance adapted to the infant
nature, which needs to be regenerated ere it passes into another
state of being. There is another ordinance, not the Word, which
we are commanded to administer to the babe, incapable of re-
ceiving or profiting by the Word. There is the Baptism with wa-
ter, expressive of that very regeneration which, before the little
one shall pass from us to eternity, its unconscious nature must

82[“Quos electione suâ dignatus est Dominus, si, accepto regenerationis signo,
præsenti vitâ ante demigrent quam adoleverint, eos virtute sui Spiritûs nobis
incomprehensâ renovat, quo modo expedire solus Ipse providet.” “Quoniam
autem valde absurdum fore putant si infantibus tribuatur ulla cognitio Dei, quos
boni et mali intelligentiâ Moses (Deut. 1:39) privat: respondeant quæso mihi,
quid periculi sit si aliquamEjus gratiæ partem nunc accipere dicantur cujus plenâ
largitate paulo post perfruentur? Nam si vitæ plenitudo perfectâ Dei cognitione
constat, quum eorum nonnulli, quos primâ statim infantiâ hinc mors abripit, in
vitam æternam transeant, ad contemplandam certe Dei faciem præsentissimam
recipiuntur. Quos ergo pleno lucis Suæ fulgore illustraturus est Dominus, cur
non iis quoque in præsens, si ita libuerit, exigua scintilla irradiaret: præsertim si
non ante exuit ipsos ignorantiâ quam eripit ex carnis ergastulo?”—Calvin, Inst.
lib. iv. cap. xvi. 19, 21. Turrettin, Op. loc. xix. qu. xx. 15–20. Witsius, Miscell.
Sacr. tom. ii. Exercit. xix. 1.]
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undergo. And when the infant carries with it to the tomb the
sign of the covenant, administered in faith, shall we not say that
with the sign, and mysteriously linked to it, there was also the
thing that was signified; and that in such a case of a dying babe
regenerated in infancy, the laver of Baptism was the laver of re-
generation too? In the sign of the covenant thus administered to
the child, and linked, as we believe, in such a case to a new and
spiritual life, there is a ground of hope and consolation to a be-
reaved but Christian parent beyond all price. There is a joy at its
birth, which none but a mother can feel, when it is said unto her
that a man-child is born into the world; and there is a bitter sor-
row at its early death, which none but a mother can know, when
she is called upon to resign the little one whom she brought forth
in sorrow, and to give it to the dust in sorrow deeper still. And
when a Christian mother has been called upon thus to weep at
the open grave of many of her infants, ere it close in peace upon
herself, it is an unspeakable consolation for her to know, that
the little one, whom she took from off her bosom to lay in the
tomb, was indeed signed with the sign of a Christian Baptism;
and that in its case the Baptism with water and the Baptism with
the Spirit were bound up in one.

• Oh when a mother meets on high

• The babe she lost in infancy,

• Hath she not then for pains and fears,

– The day of woe, the watchful night,

• For all her sorrows, all her tears,

– An over-payment of delight?83

2.6 The Modes of Baptism
Before passing altogether from the subject of Baptism, it may
be desirable briefly to consider the mode or modes in which

83Southey, Curse of Kehama.
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the ordinance may lawfully be administered. It may seem, in-
deed, at first sight, a question of no great importance whether
we baptize by sprinkling or by immersion,—the former being
the method adopted by almost all Protestant Churches and by
Western Christendom generally, the latter prevailing to a great
extent in the early centuries, and still practised largely in the East.
The almost unanimous opinion of orthodox theologians has al-
ways been, that Baptism in the name of the Trinity was equally
valid in whichever of the two ways referred to it was adminis-
tered. The position, however, taken up in our own day by many
of the advocates of Baptism by immersion has given to the ques-
tion an importance not properly belonging to it.84 The Evangel-
ical Baptists in America, for example,—a numerous and ener-
getic denomination,—deny the validity of Baptism by sprinkling,
and declare that all persons thus baptized are living in open sin,
should not be regarded as members of the Church of Christ, nor
be admitted to the Lord’s table. Further, they aver that the En-
glish authorized version of the Scriptures is false and unfaithful
on the subject of Baptism,—purposely so, many of them add.
They have issued accordingly a translation of their own with the

84[“How abundant and copious in the faculty of lying and inventing of errors
the spirit of Anabaptism was of old,—how much superior in an extremely malig-
nant fruitfulness he hath been to any evil spirit that ever appeared in theChristian
Church before him,—we have, I hope, demonstrated in our first two chapters
(which contain a formidable catalogue of the errors and heresies prompted by the
said spirit). That the younger Anabaptists who now trouble the Church of Eng-
land are nothing inferior to their fathers in the art of erring, being sure, wherever
they are ashamed of any one of their predecessors’ tenets, to give us two much
worse in the place thereof, we have endeavoured to make appear in our third
and fourth chapters. Among the new inventions of the late Anabaptists, there is
none which with greater animosity they set on foot than the necessity of dipping
over head and ears—than the nullity of affusion and sprinkling in the adminis-
tration of Baptism. Among the old Anabaptists, or these over sea to this day, so
far as I can learn, by their writs, or any relation that has yet come to my ears,
the question of dipping and sprinkling came never upon the table. . . . The
question about the necessity of dipping seems to be taken up only the other year
by the Anabaptists in England, as a point which alone, as they conceive, is able
to carry their desire of exterminating infant Baptism; for they know that parents
upon no consideration will be content to hazard the life of their tender infants
by plunging them over head and ears in a cold river. Let us, therefore, consider
if this sparkle of new light have any derivation from the lamp of the Sanctuary,
or the Sun of righteousness,—if it be according to scriptural truth, or any good
reason.”—Baillie, Anabaptism, Lond. 1647, p. 163.]
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requisite changes, and consider,—to use the words of a resolu-
tion of the Baptist American and Foreign Bible Society,—“That
the nations of the earth must now look to the Baptist denomina-
tion alone for faithful translations of the Word of God.”85

Our translators, in point of fact, seeing that they had to frame
their version of the Bible in the very heat of a controversy about
Baptism, strove carefully to stand neutral on the subject. They
simply gave the Greek word an English dress; instead of βαπτιζω
and βαπτισμα, they wrote “baptize” and “baptism,” thereby de-
ciding nothing either way.

The real question at issue has been very clearly stated by Presi-
dent Beecher, to whose valuable work on the Mode of Baptism
I would refer you for an exceedingly able and exhaustive discus-
sion of this whole subject. “The case,” he says, “is this: Christ
has enjoined the performance of a duty in the command to bap-
tize. What is the duty enjoined? or, in other words, What does
the word ‘baptize,’ in which the command is given, mean? One of
two things must be true: Either it is, as to mode, generic, denoting
merely the production of an effect (as purity), so that the com-
mand may be fulfilled in many ways; or it is so specific, denoting
a definite mode, that it can be fulfilled in but one. To illustrate by
an analogous case, Christ said: ‘Go, teach all nations.’ Here the
word go is so generic as to include all modes of going which any
one may choose to adopt. If a man walks, or runs, or rides, or
sails, he equally fulfils the command. On the other hand, some
king or ruler, for particular reasons, might command motion by
a word entirely specific, as, for example, that certain mourners
should walk in a funeral procession. Now it is plain that such
a command could not be fulfilled by riding or by running, for,
though these are modes of going, they are not modes of walk-
ing, and the command is not to go in general, but specifically to
walk. . . . So likewise, when Christ said, ‘baptize,’ He either used
a word which had a generic sense, denoting the production of
an effect, in any mode, such as ‘purify,’ ‘cleanse;’ or a specific
sense, denoting a particular mode, such as ‘immerse,’ ‘sprinkle,’
‘pour.’ ”86

85Beecher, Baptism with ref. to its Import andModes, New York 1849, pp. 117–120.
86Beecher, p. 3.
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Now the scriptural meaning of the term βαπτιζω, I believe there
is abundant evidence to show, is generic and not specific; it de-
notes the production of an effect which can be brought about
equally well in more ways than one. The adherents of Baptist
views, on the other hand, consider that the word is so specific
in its signification as to fix down the lawful performance of the
duty enjoined to one method only; they hold that “in Baptism
the mode is the ordinance; and if the mode is altered, the ordi-
nance is abolished.”87

Theword βαπτω, fromwhich βαπτιζω is derived, was longmain-
tained by Dr. Gale and other advocates of the Baptist theory to
have one meaning, and only one, alike in classic, Hellenistic, and
ecclesiastical Greek. It meant, they held, to immerse or dip; and
it never meant anything else. This view, however, was with good
reason abandoned by Dr. Carson, probably the ablest defender
of the Baptist theory in our own days. It is now very generally
admitted by our opponents on this question that βαπτω has at
least two meanings; first, to immerse, and second, to dye or colour.
The same is true of the Latin “tingo,” and various similar words
in other languages. It will not therefore be thought improbable
that the derivative βαπτιζω should also have a primary and a
secondary meaning. In point of fact, we find that, especially in
later Greek, while often denoting to immerse or overwhelm, it
means also, in many cases, to wash, sprinkle, cleanse.88 It is nat-
ural, however, to suppose that when transferred from common
to ecclesiastical use, and applied in Scripture to a religious ordi-
nance which is confessed by all parties to symbolize regeneration
or spiritual purification, the meaning of the word might undergo
some change. The question therefore comes to be, What is the
usus loquendi of the New Testament as regards the term βαπτιζω?
Looking, then, to all the passages in which the word occurs, it
becomes plain, I think, that the only meaning which will carry us
consistently through all of them is that of purification or cleans-
ing. It is perfectly clear that whatever signification of the word
we adopt, we must adhere to it throughout. It is quite true that
βαπτιζω may have, and has, more meanings than one in ordi-

87Prim. Church Magazine, Oct. 1844, quoted by Wilson, Inf. Bapt. p. 4.
88Beecher, 40–47, 158–176, 185–202, etc.



2.6. THE MODES OF BAPTISM 135

nary Greek; but that is when it is applied to different things, and
used under different circumstances. It can have but one mean-
ing when used with respect to one definite appointment or rite,
and under the same circumstances. This test can be easily ap-
plied to the various interpretations of the word in question. Take,
for example, the first passage in the New Testament in which the
term baptize occurs, the third chapter of Matthew, and substi-
tute for it first the rendering which I have adopted, and then that
of our Baptist brethren. It is not difficult, I think, to see which
of the two best suits the whole scope of the passage: “Then went
out unto John Jerusalem, and all Judæa, and all the region round
about Jordan, and were purified (immersed, or plunged) of him
in Jordan, confessing their sins. But when he saw many of the
Pharisees and Sadducees come to his purification (immersion,
or plunging), he said, . . . I indeed purify (immerse or plunge)
you with water unto repentance: but He that cometh after me is
mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: He shall
purify (immerse or plunge) you with the Holy Ghost, and with
fire. . . . Then cometh Jesus from Galilee to Jordan unto John,
to be purified (immersed or plunged) of him. But John forbade
Him, saying, I have need to be purified (immersed or plunged) of
Thee, and comest Thou to me? And Jesus answering said unto
him, Suffer it to be so now: for thus it becometh us to fulfil all
righteousness.”89

That such a transition of meaning should have taken place in
the case of the word βαπτιζω, appears very natural when we
consider the historical circumstances connected with it. It is re-
peatedly used in the Septuagint, and in the works of Jewish writ-
ers who employed the Hellenistic or Alexandrian dialect, to de-
note the ceremonial immersions, washings, and sprinklings with
water, blood, or ashes, common among the Jews. These “divers
baptisms,” as the Apostle Paul calls them,90 were all practised for
the sake of purification, legal or ceremonial. The two ideas, of
“baptizing” and of “purifying,” were therefore constantly associ-
ated in the minds of the Jewish people; and nothing seems more
natural than that in the course of time the one should pass into

89Matt. 3:5–15.
90Heb. 9:10, διαφοροι βαπτισμοι.
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the other, and the words come to be used as synonymous. To
recur to the history of the kindred word already alluded to: Men
dipped objects in liquid in order to impart colour to them; and
βαπτω came to signify “to dye.” The Jews immersed, or washed,
or sprinkled, in order to attain purity; and so βαπτιζω came to
mean “to purify.” In Jewish ecclesiastical language, considerably
before our Lord’s time, βαπτιζω seems to have dropped all refer-
ence to mode, and to have become a general term for purifying,
practically equivalent to καθαριζω. A remarkable confirmation
of this may be found in the third chapter of John. We are there
told that a dispute had arisen between the disciples of John the
Baptist and a Jew (as the true reading seems to be; not Jews as
in the A. V.) “about purifying” (περι καθαρισμου). Now this dis-
pute, as is shown by the context, was simply about the respective
Baptisms of John and of Christ. The followers of the former were
jealous on their master’s behalf of the seemingly rival claims of
our Lord, which had apparently been urged against them by this
Jew. “They came unto John, and said, Rabbi, He that was with
thee beyond Jordan, to whom thou barest witness, behold, the
same baptizeth, and all men come unto Him.”91 The “question
about purifying” was just a “question about baptizing;” and the
Evangelist uses the words interchangeably, just because in the ec-
clesiastical language of his day the two meant the same thing.92

The evidence by which the position which I have laid down on
this subject can be still further established and strengthened, is
of a cumulative sort, and for the details of it I must refer you to
such works as that by Dr. Beecher, already referred to.93 With
respect to the apostolic practice in this matter, I am disposed to
agree with the author last named, that “it is not possible decisively
to prove the mode used by the Apostles; for if going to rivers, go-
ing down to the water and up from it, etc., create a presumption
in favour of immersion; so does the Baptism of three thousand
on the day of Pentecost in a city where water was scarce, and of
the jailor (and his household) in a prison, create a presumption
in favour of sprinkling. And if a possibility of immersion can be

91John 3:23–26.
92Beecher, pp. 22–25, 213 ff.
93Ibid. pp. 211–224, etc.
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shown in the latter cases, so can a possibility of sprinkling or pour-
ing be shown in the former. The command being to purify, and
the facts being as stated, the decided probability is, that either
sprinkling, pouring, or immersion, was allowed, and Christian
liberty was everywhere enjoyed. A tendency to formalism led to
a misinterpretation of Paul in Rom. 6:3–4, and Col. 2:12; and
this gave the ascendency to immersion, which increased (in the
postapostolic Church) until it became general, though it was not
insisted on as absolutely essential on philological grounds.”94

In conclusion, I remark, that many take up what appears to me
a wrong ground on this question, in seeking first to prove that
the word βαπτιζω, in the whole wide field in which it occurs,
sometimes means to immerse, sometimes to wash, sometimes to
sprinkle or pour; and then drawing from that the inference that
we may lawfully baptize in any of these ways. It may be perfectly
true that in profane literature the word has several meanings, but
it by no means follows from that fact that, when used ecclesiasti-
cally, and applied definitely to one thing, it has more meanings
than one. As employed to denote a definite religious rite, the
term Baptismmust have but one definite signification. And what-
ever we hold that to be, we must adhere to it throughout, and in
all cases in which the word occurs. The true meaning of Baptism
in the New Testament I believe to be purification or cleansing.
That purification may be effected either by sprinkling or by im-
mersion, according to the dictates of Christian expediency. The
command to baptize is a generic command, which may be car-
ried out in either way with equal lawfulness.95

94Ibid. p. 114.
95Beecher, Baptism with reference to its Import andModes, NewYork 1849. Williams,

Antipæd. Exam. vol. ii. pp. 2–189. Wardlaw, Dissert. on Inf. Baptism,
3d ed. pp. 163–182. Wilson, Inf. Baptism, pp. 9–186. With respect to the evi-
dence of the Fathers as to the matter of fact of infants being baptized in the early
Church in postapostolic times, I may refer to Wall’s History of Inf. Baptism, 3d ed.,
Lond. 1720, a very complete and reliable work; Williams, vol. ii. pp. 200–228.
Neander was the first theologian of any eminence to maintain, though not very
confidently, that infant Baptism was a novelty of the third century. (Hist. Torrey’s
Transl., Edin. 1847, vol. i. pp. 424–429; Planting of the Christian Church, Ryland’s
Transl., Edin. 1842, vol. i. pp. 189–194.) He has been followed in this to some
extent by Gieseler, by Hagenbach, and others in Germany; and by some English
Churchmen. What Neander chiefly builds upon to establish his view of the mat-
ter is the well-known statement of Tertullian, which has been usually held, and,
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I think, with good reason, to prove the very contrary. Tertullian,—speaking, be
it observed, of the practice of the Church at the end of the second century and
the very beginning of the third,—advises that with respect to several classes Bap-
tism should be deferred: so of unmarried persons and widows; so in particular
of infants. He urges this, not on the ground of its being unscriptural or a novelty,
but on the ground of reason and expediency. “It would be more useful to delay.”
(Cunctatio Baptismi utilior est.) “Why does that innocent age hasten to the re-
mission of sins? Men act more prudently in worldly matters. Why should the
Divine heritage be intrusted to those to whom we would not commit the keeping
of their earthly goods?” etc.—De Baptismo, cap. 18. It is surely very plain that
we have here just a specimen of that tendency to exaggerated and unscriptural
views of the Sacraments which so soon and so fatally prevailed in the Christian
Church. When Baptism came to be regarded as a magic charm to wash away
guilt whenever it was applied, the idea was a very natural one that the wisest
course was to reserve it as long as possible. Hence the frequency of deathbed
Baptisms, as in the case of Constantine; and hence Tertullian’s argument, that
children in “the guiltless age” of infancy had less need of the ordinance than in
after years.



Chapter 3

The Sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper

3.1 Nature of the Ordinance
Christ, as Head of His Church, has dealt out to it with a guarded
hand merely outward and visible rites. In the provision which
He has made for it there is enough in the way of outward and
sensible ordinances for creatures made up of flesh as well as spirit
to repose upon for the strengthening and confirmation of their
faith; and yet not enough to convert their religion from a spiritual
to a bodily service, and to transmute their faith into sight. There
are but two ordinances, properly speaking, that link the Spirit
with the flesh in the Christian Church; and lend the aid of a seen
and sensible confirmation to an unseen and saving faith. There
is one ordinance adapted to, and, it may be, specially designed
for the case of infants, whose moral and intellectual life, still in
the germ, lies hidden in a merely sensitive nature; and Baptism
administered to the unconscious babe, whose ear cannot hear
the word of salvation, becomes a visible and sensible token and
seal impressed upon its flesh, of its interest in the covenant of its
God. There is a second ordinance in a similar manner adapted
for adults, in which an outward and sensible seal gives witness to
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their inward and unseen faith; and the Lord’s Supper, preaching
Christ by sign as well as word, is a fleshly witness, speaking to the
flesh as well as to the spirit of the believer, of the blessings of the
covenant of grace. There are these two, but no more than these
two, outward and visible ordinances in the Church of Christ, like
material buttresses, to strengthen and confirm a spiritual and
immaterial faith,—the guarded and sparing acknowledgments
of the fleshly nature, as well as the spiritual, which in the person
of the Christian has shared in the sin, and shared also in the
salvation from sin, which he knows.

We cannot doubt that a religion with these two, and neithermore
nor less than these two, outward rites is divinely proportioned
and adapted to the need and benefit of our twofold nature, made
up as it is of the fleshly and the spiritual, and both partners in the
redemption, as they were formerly partners in the ruin, that be-
long to us. More than this in the way of the outward and sensible
in the religion of Christ would have ministered all too strongly to
the carnal and sensuous propensities of our nature, and would
have tended towards a systemwhich would have been “meat and
drink,” and not “righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy
Ghost.” Less than this in the way of outward and sensible or-
dinance would have left no room in the provision made in the
Church for the adequate acknowledgment of our fleshly nature;
and denied to our spiritual faith the benefit and support which
it derives from some visible witness and confirmation of what it
surely believes. Again, Baptism, as commonly administered to
entrants into the Church, takes infeftment, so to speak, of our
flesh when we enter into covenant with Christ, that not even the
lower part of our being may be left without the attestation that
He has redeemed it. The Lord’s Supper, as administered from
time to time to those who have been admitted into the Church
before, renews this infeftment at intervals, and attests that the
covenant by which we are Christ’s still holds good both for the
body and spirit which He has ransomed to Himself. The Sacra-
ment of union to and the Sacrament of communion with Christ,
tell that our very dust is precious inHis sight, and has shared with
the spirit in His glorious redemption. Other ordinances address
themselves to the intellectual and moral nature exclusively, and
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speak of the care of Christ and the provision He has made for
the growth and advancement of the spirit in all spiritual strength
and life. The two ordinances of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper,
at different periods of our natural existence, and commonly in
infancy and age, address themselves to both our outward and in-
ward nature; and speak to us the testimony that both body and
soul are cared for and redeemed by Christ, and that both in body
and in soul we are His.

In formerly dealing with the case of Baptism as a sacramental
ordinance, I endeavoured to ascertain its nature by an appeal to
those marks or characteristics, in their application to Baptism,
which we have found to define a Sacrament generally. Let us
endeavour, by the same process, to make out the true nature and
import of the Lord’s Supper as a sacramental ordinance.

3.1.1 [Divine institute appointed by Christ
for His Church]

The first mark or characteristic of a Sacrament which we laid
down is, that it be a Divine institute appointed by Christ for His
Church. There is no religious party, whatever be their opinions
in regard to the meaning of the ordinance, who do not hold the
Divine appointment of the Lord’s Supper as a permanent insti-
tution in the Christian Church, with the single exception of the
Quakers. According to their view, the Lord’s Supper, like Bap-
tism, is to be regarded as a Jewish ordinance, and the practice
of it in early times as an accommodation to Jewish prejudices
and customs, but an ordinance really opposed in its nature to
the spirituality of the Gospel dispensation, and not intended for
continuance in the Gospel Church.

Now, in reference to this averment by the Quakers, it cannot be
denied that, in the case of the Lord’s Supper, as in the case of
Baptism formerly noticed, our Lord adopted a Jewish practice or
observance, and consecrated it as an ordinance in the Christian
Church. The parts and ritual of the Supper are evidently derived
from the observances connected with the passover as practised
among the Jews. The Christian ordinance seems to be grafted
upon the Jewish. We know from the Jewish accounts that we have
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of the passover service, that the master of the family or priest
took unleavened bread, and broke it, and gave thanks to God, in
much the same manner as we find it recorded of our Lord at the
institution of the Supper. We know also from the same quarter,
that there was one particular cup called “the cup of blessing,” or
of “thanksgiving,” used at the paschal feast, of which the guests
partook; and this was followed by the singing of psalms. These
usages, connected with the Jewish passover, Christ adopted and
accommodated to the ritual of that ordinance which we regard
as the commemoration of His own death,—very much in the
same manner as the washing with water employed in the Jewish
baptisms or purifications was adopted and accommodated by
Him to the other Sacrament which He established in the Chris-
tian Church.1 All this must be conceded to the Quaker theory
in regard to the origin of the Christian Sacrament of the Supper.
But all this, so far from making the ordinance a Jewish one, or
justifying the explanation given byQuakers of the apostolic prac-
tice of administering it, as a mere accommodation to Jewish cus-
toms or feelings, is very evidently calculated to demonstrate the
reverse. The adoption of some parts of the paschal feast without
the rest,—the eating bread and drinking wine as at the passover
by Christians, without the slaying of the paschal lamb,—the ob-
servance of the practice at other times than once a year on the re-
turn of the anniversary of its first institution,—must, so far from
being an accommodation or concession to Jewish feeling or prej-
udice on the part of the Apostles and first Christians, have been
in reality a usage most repugnant to all the habits and preposses-
sions of the Israelites. The withdrawment of the outward ritual
of the paschal service from the object of its original institution,
and its destination to the purposes of a feast in commemoration
of an event by which that service was abolished, were the very cir-
cumstances, above all others, calculated to make the ordinance
not acceptable, but revolting, to Jewish feeling.

There is no truth, therefore, but the reverse, in the Quaker as-
sumption, that the temporary continuance of the Lord’s Supper
in the Christian Church is to be accounted for on the theory of a

1[Waterland, Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist, Cambridge 1737, pp. 58–
71.]
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concession to prejudices on the part of the Jewish converts. Add
to this, that both in the statements of Scripture, and in the prac-
tice of apostolic men as recorded in Scripture, there is abundant
evidence to prove that the Lord’s Supper was no temporary ordi-
nance, destined to pass away with the first merging of the Jewish
into the Christian Church; but, on the contrary, was intended
to be an abiding appointment for the use of its members. The
command of our Lord to the disciples at the moment of the in-
stitution of the ordinance, spoke of its standing and permanent
observance: “This do in remembrance of me.”2 The connection
intimated by the Apostle Paul, in his account of the Supper, be-
tween the keeping of it and the second coming of Christ, evinces
his opinion of the perpetual duration of the ordinance: “As of-
ten as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show forth
the Lord’s death till He come.”3 The practice in the primitive
Church, while under inspired direction in regard to the Lord’s
Supper, taken in connection with the absence of the faintest indi-
cation that it was meant for no more than a temporary purpose,
is decisive evidence of the same conclusion. In short, the nature
of the ordinance, as a memorial of Christ until that memorial
shall be no more required on earth, in consequence of His sec-
ond appearing,—the command to Jew and Gentile alike to keep
the feast,—the universal practice of the Church under apostolic
guidance,—and the absence of any statement express or implied
in regard to the temporary character of the ordinance,—very
clearly and abundantly demonstrate that the Supper of our Lord
was a Divine and permanent appointment for the Church.4

3.1.2 [Outward sign of spiritual truths]
The next mark laid down by us as characteristic of sacramental
ordinances, was, that they be sensible and outward signs of spir-
itual truths; and this mark applies to the ordinance of the Lord’s
Supper.

Simple and obvious although the idea be, that in the Lord’s
Supper we are commemorating, by appropriate and sensible im-

2Luke 22:19.
31 Cor. 11:26
4Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. pp. 66–74, 86–92.
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ages and actions, the grand spiritual truths characteristic of the
Gospel, yet it is the omission or denial of this that has been the
primary cause of numberless errors in regard to the nature of the
ordinance. The Lord’s Supper is not merely a commemoration; it
is much more. But the fundamental idea which must be carried
along with us in all our explanations of its nature and meaning
is, that it is in the first instance a commemoration of the great
truths connected with the death of Christ, as the sacrifice for the
sins of His people. Nothing is easier, indeed, than to confound
the sign with the thing signified; and nothing is more common
in theological argument in reference to this matter. The nature
and necessities of language lead us to attribute to the type what
is only actually and literally true of the thing imaged or repre-
sented by the type; and in the frequent or common identification
of the one with the other, we may be led not unnaturally to one
or other extreme,—that of sinking the sign in the thing signified,
or that of sinking the thing signified in the sign. The result is,
either that we make the Sacrament to be nothing more than a
sign, with no spiritual reality; or that we make it a mysterious
spiritual reality, without being a sign at all. The identifying of
the sign with the supernatural grace, and making them one and
the same thing, must either lead to the Socinian notion that the
Sacraments are nothing but symbols,—thereby evacuating the
ordinance of all sacramental grace; or must lead to the Romanist
or semi-Romanist notion that they are charms embodying and
conveying spiritual grace, without regard to the spiritual mean-
ing realized and appropriated by the believer in the ordinance.
Hence the necessity and importance of bringing out distinctly,
and laying down broadly, the character which Sacraments pos-
sess as signs of spiritual truths.

In regard to the Lord’s Supper, nothing can be more distinct
or conclusive than the commemorative character which is im-
pressed upon the original institution of the ordinance by our
Lord. With regard to the bread, the commandment was: “Take,
eat: this is my body broken for you: this do in remembrance
of me.” With regard to the second element in the ordinance—
the cup—the appointment was no less explicit: “This is the New
Testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in re-
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membrance of me.”5 And in entire accordance with these dec-
larations of our Lord as to the grand object of the Supper as
commemorative, we have the further statement by the Apostle
Paul, received by immediate revelation, as to the nature of the
institution: “For as often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup,
ye do show forth the Lord’s death till He come.” In addition
to all this, which very clearly exhibits the Sacrament of the Sup-
per as in its first and most obvious character commemorative,
we have the natural significance or pictorial meaning of the el-
ements and actions in the ordinance. A rite may be in its sole
or primary character commemorative in consequence of arbi-
trary appointment, although it may have nothing in itself natu-
rally representative of the event commemorated. But this is not
the case with the ordinance of the Communion Table. Over
and above its positive institution in remembrance of the death
and crucifixion of our Lord, there is a pictorial significance in
the actions and elements of the Sacrament, fitted to keep con-
stantly in view the grand and essential idea of the rite, as a rite
of commemoration. The broken bread representing the broken
and crucified body,—the wine poured out, the shed blood,—the
eating and drinking of them, the participation in Christ’s bless-
ings to nourish the soul and make it glad,—the “one bread” and
“one cup,” the communion of Christ with His people, and of
them with each other,6—all these are no dumb or dark signs,
but speaking and expressive of what it is intended to commem-
orate. This obvious characteristic of a sacramental ordinance,
then, is most clearly seen in the Lord’s Supper, that it is an out-
ward and sensible sign of an inward and spiritual truth. It is
the primary idea of the institution, never to be forgotten with-
out infinite damage done to our understanding of its meaning,
that, both naturally and by express Divine appointment, it is a
symbolical and commemorative observance.7

That the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is an outward and sen-
sible sign expressive of the grand and central truths connected
with His death and sacrifice, is professedly held by all parties

5Luke 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:22–26.
61 Cor. 10:17.
7[Waterland, Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist, pp. 71–112.]
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who hold that it is a Christian ordinance at all, and consider it
to be binding upon Christians. And yet, notwithstanding of this
professed and apparent unanimity upon the point, there is one
religious denomination whose principles amount to a denial of
this simple truth; and who virtually and really make the Lord’s
Supper to be not a sign, and not a commemorative ordinance at
all,—thereby denying to it the proper character of a Sacrament.
I allude to the Church of Rome. I do not mean to enter upon
a consideration of the doctrine of that Church with regard to
the Lord’s Supper at present—for I intend to take up that sub-
ject afterwards,—but it may be not unsuitable or unimportant,
meanwhile, to remark, that many of the errors of the Church of
Rome in regard to this Sacrament are to be traced back to the
neglect or denial of the simple but fundamental truth, that in
its primary and essential character the Lord’s Supper is a com-
memorative ordinance,—a remembrance of a sacrifice, and not
a sacrifice itself,—a memorial of the great atonement and of-
fering up of Christ on the Cross, and not a repetition of that
atonement. By the doctrine of transubstantiation held by the
Church of Rome, the elements of bread and wine are asserted
to be changed into the actual body and blood of Christ, the Son
of God; so that the use of these elements in the Sacrament is not
to represent, but to repeat or continue the offering once made
for sinners upon the Cross. The sign is identified with the thing
signified; the symbol, instead of remaining a symbol, becomes
one and the same with what was symbolized; the image and the
reality are not two separate and independent things, but are con-
founded together. This is the unavoidable consequence of the
doctrine of transubstantiation held in regard to the communion
elements. The bread in the ordinance ceases to be the sensible
sign of the Lord’s body, and actually becomes that body; the
wine in the cup ceases to be the representation symbolically of
the blood of the Lord, and is transmuted into that very blood.
There is no separating idea which continues to divide the sym-
bol from the reality represented. The two are lost in one. The
grand and fundamental characteristic of a Sacrament—that it is
the outward and sensible sign of an inward and spiritual truth—
is utterly forgotten or denied; and the consequence is the subver-
sion of every idea essential to a Sacrament. While professedly,
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in some sort of way not easily understood, the Church of Rome
holds that the Lord’s Supper is a commemorative Sacrament,8
it in reality does away with the fundamental characteristic of a
Sacrament as a sensible sign of spiritual truth.9

3.1.3 [Seal of a federal transaction between
the believer and Christ]

The third mark laid down by us as characteristic of sacramental
ordinances, is, that they are the seals of a federal transaction be-
tween the believer and Christ through means of the ordinance;
and this mark is applicable to the Lord’s Supper.

There are not a few who rest contented with the position already
laid down in regard to the Lord’s Supper, and restrict themselves
to the view which makes it a sensible sign of spiritual truth. At
the date of the Reformation the subject of the Lord’s Supper was
very keenly canvassed amongst the Protestant Churches; and the
Sacramentarian controversy, or the dispute as to the true mean-
ing and nature of the Lord’s Supper, went further than any other
to divide the opinions of the early Reformers.10 While Luther
held views approximating to those of the Church of Rome on
this subject, although denying the doctrine of transubstantiation,
there was another party among the first Reformers, especially in
Switzerland, headed by Zwingli, who advocated principles differ-
ing very widely from those of Luther. Zwingli, the chief founder
of the Protestant Churches in Switzerland, and the predecessor
of Calvin in the Swiss Reformation, is not uncommonly regarded
as the originator of those views of the Lord’s Supper which rep-
resent it as a symbolical action commemorative of the death of
Christ, and as nothing more than this. There seems to be good
ground to question this opinion, and to doubt whether Zwingli
ever really meant to deny that the Lord’s Supper is a seal, as
well as a sign of spiritual grace,—the outward voucher as well
as representation of a spiritual and federal transaction between
the believer and Christ through means of the ordinance. Under

8Concil. Trident. Canones et Decreta, Sess. xiii. cap. ii. Sess. xxii. cap. i.
9[Bruce, Sermons on the Sacraments, Wodrow Soc. ed. p. 84 f.]

10Beveridge, Pref. to vol. ii. of Calvin’s Tracts, Edin. 1849, pp. xviii.–xxx.
[Hospinian, Historia Sacramentaria, Tiguri 1602, Pars ii. pp. 5–18, etc.]
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the strong reaction then felt from the views of the Lord’s Supper
entertained by the Church of Rome, which virtually set aside
and denied the symbolical character of the ordinance, and su-
perseded the outward sign by the thing signified, Zwingli and
others felt that the true source of the doctrine of transubstantia-
tion was the denial of the primary character of the ordinance as
a commemorative sign, and the making the symbol give place
to the reality symbolized under it. In other words, Zwingli and
his associates in Switzerland held that the root of the evil lay
in denying that the bread and wine in the Lord’s Supper were
signs, and constituting them the thing signified,—the very body
and blood of the Lord. And in bringing out this principle as
against the dogma of transubstantiation, they were led in their
argument to speak somewhat unguardedly, as if, while Scripture
represented the Sacrament as symbolical, it did not represent it
as anything more than symbolical. Notwithstanding the violent
controversy which the opinions of Zwingli and his followers ex-
cited, and the opposition they encountered from Luther and oth-
ers of the German section of the Reformation, it is very doubtful
indeed whether their opinion really excluded or denied the idea
of a seal of a federal transaction, as well as a sign, as really be-
longing to the character of the Lord’s Supper.11 However this
may be, it was reserved for the successor of Zwingli, as the leader
in the Swiss Reformation, to bring out from Scripture, and to es-
tablish on its true foundation, the proper notion of the Lord’s
Supper as more generally entertained by Protestant Churches
since his time; and it is not the least of the many debts due by
the Church to the illustrious Calvin, that we owe to him the first
full and accurate development and decided maintenance of the
true doctrine of the ordinance, as neither a sign alone, nor yet
the thing signified alone,—as neither an empty symbol, nor yet
the transubstantiated body and blood of Christ,—but as a sign
and, at the same time, a seal of spiritual and covenant blessings,
made over in the ordinance to the believer. The doctrine of the
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper as a sign or symbol, and noth-
ing more, has become the characteristic system of the Socinian
party. More recently still, it has become the theory of not a few

11Cunningham, Works, vol. i. pp. 225–231. [Nitzsch, prot. Beant. Hamburg
1835, pp. 162–166.]
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of the Independent body in England, as represented by Dr. Hal-
ley.12

That the Lord’s Supper, in addition to being a sign, is also a
seal of a federal transaction, in which the believer through the
ordinance makes himself over to Christ, and Christ makes Him-
self over with His blessings to the believer, may be satisfactorily
evinced from a brief review of the statements of Scripture on the
subject. There are four different occasions on which the Lord’s
Supper is more especially referred to in Scripture; and from the
statements made in regard to it on these occasions, it may be con-
clusively proved that much more is attributed to the ordinance
than merely the character of a sign.

1st, There is the description given of the nature and meaning of
the ordinance in connection with the history of its institution, as
given by the different evangelists, and educed from a comparison
of them, which seems not indistinctly to intimate that the Lord’s
Supper is more than a commemorative sign. In the words of
the institution, our Lord calls the cup “the New Testament or
covenant in His blood,”13—language which can be interpreted,
and apparently requires to be interpreted, so as to assert a more
intimate connection than any between a symbol and the thing
signified, between the cup drunk in the Supper and the covenant
of grace which secures the blessings represented. Add to this,
that our Lord asserts the bread to be His body, and the wine
to be His blood,14 in such terms as certainly imply that the one
was a sign of the other, but apparently imply more than this,—
the words seeming to intimate a sacredness in the symbols more
than could belong to mere outward signs, and unavoidably sug-
gesting a more intimate relationship between the elements of the
ordinance and the spiritual blessings represented,—even such a
connection as that which would make the use of the one by the

12Catech. Racov. de Prophet. Jesu Christi Mun. cap. iii. Hoadly, Plain Account of
the Nature and End of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, 2d ed. pp. 24, 58, 164–177.
Halley, The Sacraments, Lond. 1844, vol. i. pp. 94–110; vol. ii. pp. 63 f. 227–239.

13Matt. 26:28; Luke 22:20.
14Matt. 26:26, 28; Mark 14:22–24; Luke 22:19 f.
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worthy receiver stand connected with the actual enjoyment spir-
itually of the other.15

2d, There is a separate account of the institution of the Lord’s
Supper given by the Apostle Paul in the 11th chapter of 1st
Corinthians, in which the intimacy and sacredness of the con-
nection between the symbols of the ordinance and the blessings
represented are still more strongly brought out. The “eating and
drinking unworthily” is represented as the sin of being “guilty of
the body and blood of the Lord;” a second time it is spoken of by
the apostle as the guilt on the part of the unworthy participator of
“eating and drinking judgment to himself,”—the reason assigned
for the heinousness of the offence being, that he “has not discerned
the Lord’s body;” and, as a precaution against the danger of
such transgression, a man is commanded to “examine himself ”
before he partake of the Supper.16 It seems impossible, with any
show of reason, to assert that the “discernment” (διακρισις) here
spoken of is the mere power of interpreting the signs as represen-
tative of Christ’s death; or that the “guilt” incurred is nothing
more than the danger of abusing certain outward symbols; or
that the “examination” enjoined is no more than an inquiry into
one’s knowledge of the meaning of the commemorative rite. All
these expressions evidently point to a spiritual discernment and
participation by the believer, not of the sign, but of the bless-
ing signified; and to a spiritual and awful sin, not of misusing
and profaning outward symbols, but of misusing and profaning
Christ actually present in them.17

3d, There is a brief but most emphatic reference to the Lord’s
Supper in the 10th chapter of 1st Corinthians, which can be in-
terpreted upon no principle which limits the meaning of the or-
dinance to a mere sign, but which very plainly asserts a federal
transaction between the believer and Christ in the ordinance,
and the communication through the ordinance of spiritual bless-
ings. “I speak as to wise men,” says the apostle; “judge ye what I

15[Cf. Calvin in loc.]
161 Cor. 11:27–29.
17Hodge, Expos. of 1st Cor. Lond. 1857, pp. 214–236. [Calvin, In Nov. Test.

ed. Tholuck, vol. v. pp. 379–381, 397–406. Meyer, krit. exeget. Handbuch über den
erst. Korintherbrief, 4te Aufl. pp. 267–280.]
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say. The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion
of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the
communion of the body of Christ?”18 The κοινωνια—the com-
munion, or participation, or interchange, or mutual fellowship
of the blood of Christ and the body of Christ—cannot possibly
be understood of the mere signs of the body and blood, without
a very violent experiment practised on the language of the apos-
tle. And if “the fellowship” does not refer to the outward sym-
bol, it can only refer to the spiritual blessings represented in the
ordinance,—to Christ Himself present after a spiritual manner
in the Sacrament, and giving Himself to the believer, while the
believer gives himself to Christ, so as to establish a true κοινωνια,
or fellowship, or communion between them. It is hardly possible
with any plausibility to interpret the language of the apostle in
any other way than as expressive of a federal transaction between
the believer and Christ in the ordinance.19

4th, There is a lengthened discourse in the 6th chapter of the
Gospel by John, in which our Lord indeed makes no express
reference to the Supper by name, but which it is hardly possible, I
think, to avoid applying in its spiritual meaning to the ordinance.
In that discourse our Saviour declares Himself to the Jews to be
“the bread of life which came down from heaven;” He tells them
that “except they eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son
of man, they have no life in them;” He asserts that “His flesh
is meat indeed, and His blood drink indeed;” and He affirms
that “He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth
in me, and I in him.”20 Whether this discourse refers directly
and expressly to the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper or not, it
is quite plain that it affords, by the parallelism of the language
employed to that used in connection with the ordinance, a key to
interpret the sacramental phraseology applied to the Supper. It
very plainly points to a spiritual eating and drinking of the flesh
and blood of the Son of God, and a spiritual participation, far
beyond a mere fellowship in an outward and empty symbol.21

181 Cor. 10:15–16.
19Hodge, Expos. of 1st Cor. pp. 185–195. [Meyer, ut supra, pp. 237–243.]
20John 6:32–63.
21Goode, Nature of Christ’s Presence in the Eucharist, Lond. 1856, vol. i. pp. 91–

120.
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On such grounds as these, we hold that the theory which ex-
plains the Sacrament of the Supper to be no more than a com-
memorative sign comes very far short of the Scripture represen-
tations of the ordinance; and that nothing but the idea of a seal
of a federal transaction between the believer and Christ in the
Sacrament will come up to the full import of the observance.22

3.1.4 [Means of grace]
The fourth and last mark laid down by us as characteristic of a
sacramental ordinance, is, that it is a means of grace; and this
mark also applies to the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper.

After what has been said, it is not necessary to do more than lay
down this position. As the sign and seal of a federal transaction
between the believer and Christ, it is plain that it must be the
means of grace to his soul. It presupposes, indeed, the existence
of saving grace on the part of the participator in the ordinance;
it is a seal to him of the covenant actually and previously realized
and appropriated by him; but, as a seal, it is fitted to add to the
grace previously enjoyed, and to impart yet higher and further
blessing.23 What is the manner in which this grace is imparted;
how the Sacrament of the Supper becomes a living virtue in the
heart of the participator; what is the efficacy of the ordinance,—
these are questions the consideration of which opens up to us
those further discussions to which we have next to address our-
selves. While we believe that the Sacrament of the Supper is an

22[Gillespie, Aaron’s Rod Blossoming, B. iii. ch. xii. xiii.; CXI. Propositions, 15–
19; Miscell. Quest. ch. xviii. Rutherford, Due Right of Presbyteries, Lond. 1644,
pp. 525 ff. Willison, Works, Hetherington’s ed. pp. 466–488, 518–522, 578–586.
Waterland, Review of the Doct. of the Euch. pp. 197–214, 424–466.]

23Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xvii.; Short Treatise on the Lord’s Supper, 1540, Con-
sensus Tigurinus, 1554, with the Exposition of it. Second Def. of the Orthod. Faith
concerning the Sacr. against Westphal. 1556. Last Admon. against Westphal. True Partak-
ing of the Flesh and Blood of Christ in the Holy Supper, in Calvin’s Tracts, Edin. 1849,
vol. ii. pp. 164–579. Turrettin, Op. tom. iii. loc. xix. qu. xxi. xxii. Compare
with these works Dr. Hodge’s very masterly discussion of the “Doctrine of the
Reformed Church on the Lord’s Supper,” Princeton Essays and Reviews, New York
1857, pp. 342–392. Goode, Nat. of Christ’s Pres. in the Euch. vol. i. pp. 56–129, etc.
[Owen, Works, Goold’s ed. vol. viii. pp. 560–564. Bruce, Serm. on the Sacr. Wodr.
Soc. ed. pp. 34–80. Edwards, Qualifications for Communion, P. ii. sec. ix. and
obj. iii.–xx.; Works*, Lond. 1834, pp. 458 ff. 464–478.]
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eminent and effectual means of grace, as a seal of the covenant
transaction represented in the ordinance, and through the faith
of the participator, Romanists and semi-Romanists attribute to
the ordinance a character and an efficacy which we believe that
Scripture does not sanction, but, on the contrary, disowns. To
the unscriptural views of the Supper held by the Church of Rome
we shall now turn our attention.

3.2 Transubstantiation
Both the Lord’s Supper and Baptism are Divine appointments of
perpetual authority in the Christian Church. Both are outward
and sensible signs, expressive of spiritual truths; both are seals of
a federal transaction between Christ and the believer in the ordi-
nance; and both, while they presuppose the existence of grace on
the part of the receiver, are at the same time the means, by the
Spirit, and through the believer’s faith, of adding to that grace,
and imparting a fresh spiritual blessing. And thus, parallel as
the Sacraments of the Christian Church are in their nature and
efficacy, they are alike also in the misapprehensions to which
they have been exposed. Baptism has been misrepresented as
an ordinance possessed in itself of an independent and supernat-
ural virtue, apart from the spiritual state or disposition of the
participator, so that, ex opere operato, it infallibly communicates
saving grace to the soul. And, in like manner, the Sacrament of
the Lord’s Supper has been misrepresented as an ordinance em-
bodying in itself a spiritual power, and efficacious of itself to im-
part saving grace. The full-grown and legitimate development
of these views in regard to the Lord’s Supper is to be found in
the principles of the Church of Rome, and in the doctrine which
she propounds under the name of transubstantiation.

The Romish system of belief and instruction in regard to the or-
dinance of the Supper is briefly this. At the original institution
of the ordinance, it is believed by the Church of Rome that our
Lord, by an exertion of His almighty power, changed miracu-
lously the bread and wine into His body and blood, His human
soul andHis Divine Godhead; that this supernatural change was
effected in connection with the words of institution uttered by
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Him: “This is my body; this is my blood;” that in giving the ap-
pearance of ordinary elements into the hands of His Apostles,
He actually gave Himself, including both His humanity and His
Divinity; and that they really received and ate His flesh, and
drank His blood, with all their accompanying blessings to their
souls. And what was thus done in a supernatural manner by
Christ Himself at the first institution of the ordinance, is repeated
in a manner no less supernatural every time the Lord’s Supper is
administered by a priest of Rome with a good intention.24 The
priest stands in the place of Christ, with an office and power
similar to Christ’s, in every case in which he dispenses the Sup-
per; the words of institution repeated by the lips of the priest are
accompanied or followed by the same supernatural change as
took place at first; the substance of the bread and wine used in
the ordinance is annihilated, while the properties of bread and
wine remain. In place of the substance of the natural elements,
the substance of Christ in His human and Divine nature is truly
present, although under all the outward attributes of bread and
wine; and those who receive what the priest has thus miracu-
lously transubstantiated are actual partakers of whole Christ, un-
der the appearance of the ordinary sacramental elements.

Under this fearful and blasphemous system there are properly
two grand and fundamental errors from which the rest flow; and

24[In what is called the “Scotch Communion Office” the words of “Invoca-
tion” are: “We most humbly beseech Thee, merciful Father, to bless and sanc-
tify with Thy Word and Holy Spirit these Thy gifts and creatures of bread and
wine, that they may become the body and blood of Thy most dearly beloved Son.”
The corresponding words in the Romish missal are: “that they may become to us
the body and blood of Thy most dearly beloved Son” (ut nobis corpus et san-
guis fiant dilectissimi Filii Tui). The words of the Scotch Office, therefore—as
has often been pointed out—seem to make an even more unqualified assertion
of transubstantiation than those of the Romish service,—the subjective element,
which may be thought to be introduced by the “nobis,” being in the former case
entirely thrown out. By the 21st canon of the Scotch Episcopal Church, it is
enacted “that the Scotch Communion Office continue to be held of primary au-
thority in this Church.” Compare some of the recent utterances of English High
Churchmen: “We are teaching men to believe that God is to be worshipped under the
form of bread; and they are learning the lesson from us, which they have refused
to learn from the Roman teachers who have been among us for the last three
hundred years,” etc. Essays on the Re-union of Christendom, edited by Rev. F. G. Lee
(Secretary to the A. P. U. C.); with Preface by Dr. Pusey, 1867, pp. 179 f.]
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which it is important to mark and deal with separately, although
they are intimately connected, and form part of the same revolt-
ing theory of the Sacrament. There is, first of all, that super-
natural change alleged to be wrought upon the elements by the
authority of the priest in uttering the words of institution,—the
transubstantiation properly so called,—by which the bread and
wine become not a sign or symbol, but the actual substance of
the crucified Saviour; and there is, secondly, and in consequence
of such transubstantiation, the making of the elements not the
signs of Christ’s sacrifice, but the reality of it,—the bread and
wine having become Christ Himself, and the priest having, in
so transubstantiating them, actually made the sacrifice of the
Cross once more, and offered it to God. These two doctrines
of real transubstantiation, and a real sacrifice in the ordinance
of the Supper, are both avowed as fundamental in the theory
of the Church of Rome; and from these two doctrines all the
others connected with the subject are derived. First, From the
doctrine of the transubstantiation of the elements into the ac-
tual humanity and Divinity of the Lord Jesus Christ, there very
obviously, and perhaps not unnaturally, follows that other doc-
trine, which declares that the elements are proper objects for the
worship of Christians; and hence we have the elevation and ado-
ration of the Host in connection with the Romanist doctrine of
the Supper.25 Second, From the doctrine that the elements, tran-
substantiated into a crucified Saviour, become a real sacrifice,
and a true repetition or continuation of the offering made upon
the Cross, there very obviously and naturally follows that other
doctrine, which teaches that the ordinance procures for the par-
ticipator in it atonement and forgiveness of sin; and hence we
have the saving grace infallibly communicated by the Sacrament
wherever there is a priest to dispense it, or a soul to be saved by
the participation of it. We shall consider, then, the doctrine of
the Church of Rome in connection with the Supper, under the

25[An interesting fact regarding John Knox’s influence in effecting the change
of doctrine as to transubstantiation and adoration of the elements in the English
Prayer Book of 1552, as contrasted with that of 1549, is brought out by Laing in
his ed. of Knox’s Works, vol. iii. pp. 79 f. The Scottish Reformer, however, coun-
selled the abandonment of kneeling at the Communion altogether, instead of a
mere disavowal of the Popish interpretation of the attitude, p. 279. Cf. Proctor,
Hist. of Book of Com. Prayer, pp. 30 ff.]
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twofold aspect of the real transubstantiation alleged to pass upon
the elements, and the real sacrifice alleged to be offered in the
ordinance. These two points form the grand and essential fea-
tures of the Romanist theory of this Sacrament; and, separately
discussed, will enable us to review all that is of chief importance
connected with it.

The doctrine of transubstantiation is thus laid down in the
Canons of the Council of Trent: “If any shall deny that in the
Sacrament of the most holy Eucharist there is contained truly,
really, and substantially the body and blood, together with the
soul and Divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, and so whole Christ,
but shall say that He is only in it in sign, or figure, or virtue, let
him be accursed.” “If any shall say that in the Holy Sacrament
of the Eucharist there remains the substance of bread and wine,
together with the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, and
shall deny that wonderful and singular conversion of the whole
substance of the bread into the body, and of the whole sub-
stance of the wine into the blood, while only the appearances
(species) of bread and wine remain—which conversion the
Catholic Church most aptly styles transubstantiation,—let him
be accursed.” “If any shall say that Christ, as exhibited in the
Eucharist, is only spiritually eaten, and not also sacramentally
and really, let him be accursed.”26

This monstrous and audacious perversion of the doctrine of
Scripture by the Church of Rome is founded upon and defended
by an appeal to the literal meaning of the words of Scripture in
speaking of the ordinance, in contradistinction to the figurative
meaning of them. It is on this literal sense of the Scripture
language that the only argument of Romanists in support of
their system is built; and, over and above an appeal to the bare
literalities of the expressions employed, there is not the shadow
of a reason that can be alleged in defence of it. “It is impossible
for me,” says Cardinal Wiseman in his Lectures on the Principal
Doctrines and Practices of the Catholic Church,—“it is impossible for
me, by any commentary or paraphrase that I can make, to

26Concilii Trident. Canones et Decreta, Sess. xiii. can. i. ii. viii. [Compare Lateran,
iv. can. i.; Creed of Pius IV. Super form. jurament. Percival, The Roman Schism, Lond.
1836, pp. 132 f. xlviii.]
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render our Saviour’s words more explicit, or reduce them to a
form more completely expressing the Catholic doctrine than
they do themselves: ‘This is my body; this is my blood.’ The
Catholic doctrine teaches that it was Christ’s body, that it was
Christ’s blood. It would consequently appear as though all we
had here to do were simply and exclusively to rest at once on
these words, and leave to others to show reason why we should
depart from the literal interpretation which we give them.”27
Since Romanists, then, take up their position in defence of
transubstantiation on the literal construction of the words
employed in reference to the ordinance, and on that alone, what
is material or essential to the argument is brought within a very
narrow compass indeed. That argument may be, and indeed
often is, encumbered with much irrelevant matter. But the
main and only essential point to be discussed is simply this: Are
we bound to interpret the Scripture phraseology employed in
connection with the Lord’s Supper in a literal sense, as affirming
that the true body and blood of Christ are given in the ordi-
nance; or, do the very terms of that phraseology, and the nature
of the thing spoken of, compel us to adopt not a literal, but a
figurative interpretation? This is evidently the status quœstionis
between the Romanists and their adversaries in reference to

27Wiseman. Lect. on the prin. Doct. and Pract. of the Cath. Church, Lond. 1847,
vol. ii. p. 174. Reply to Turton, Lond 1839, p. 125. [The position of the ad-
vocates of consubstantiation since the days of the Conference of Marburg, has
been in this respect precisely identical with the Romanist one. “Das Subject,”
says Thomasius in reference to the words of institution, “ist natürliches Brod
und Wein, das Prädikat aber der natürliche, substantielle Leib, das natürliche,
wesenhafte Blut des Herrn, der Leib in dem er leibhaftig vor ihnen sitzt, das Blut
welches das Leben dieses seines Leibes ist, und das er zu vergiessen im Begriff
steht. . . . . Die Einsetzungsworte sagen nichts davon, dass Brod und Wein Ze-
ichen oder Unterpfänder des Leibes und Blutes Christi seien, sie gestatten auch
nicht den Begriff beider umzusetzen in den der Lebenshingabe und Blutvergies-
sung, und eben so wenig ihn aufzulösen in den des Personlebens des Erlösers,
oder des Christus cum omnibus suis bonis, sie sagen endlich auch nichts von einerman-
ducatio spiritualis; das Alles sind willkürliche Ausdeutungen oder Eintragungen;
sondern einfach und bestimmt bezeichnen sie als die res, die im heiligen Mahle
mitegetheilt und empfangen wird, den Leib und das Blut, und zwar den wesen-
haften, stofflichen, natürlichen Leib und das leibliche Blut des Herrn, womit
selbstverständlich der münliche Genuss mitausgesagt ist.”—Dogmatik, 3ter Th.
2te Abth. Erlangen 1861, pp. 58, 60. Cf. Form. Concord. vii. 2–40, in Hase, Lib.
Symb. pp. 597–604.]
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the debate about transubstantiation. Romanists never pretend
to bring any argument in aid of their theory of the Supper,
except the argument of the literal meaning of the sacramental
words. This disposed of, there is no other in the least available
to defend their position. Is it, then, possible to adopt a literal
interpretation of the words which Scripture employs to describe
the sacramental elements? Is it competent to adopt a figurative
interpretation? Is it necessary to adopt a figurative interpretation?
These three questions, fairly answered, will embrace the whole
controversy necessary to the discussion of the Romanist dogma
of transubstantiation.

3.2.1 [Impossible to adopt a literal interpre-
tation of the sacramental phraseology]

It is impossible to adopt a literal interpretation of the sacramen-
tal phraseology; and this is evinced by Romanists themselves, in
their own departure from it in the very matter under discussion.

The principle of a strictly literal interpretation of the sacramental
language of Scripture is the only principle which furnishes a sin-
gle plea in favour of the dogma of transubstantiation; and yet the
necessities of the language employed compel Romanists to sur-
render that principle in its application to the very case in which
they demand that we shall observe it. The advocate of transub-
stantiation, by his own practice in the very matter in hand, nul-
lifies his own solitary argument. He demands from us a literal
rendering of the Scripture language; and yet in the very same
passage of Scripture he is himself forced to adopt a non-literal.
Take the words of Luke as he records the first institution of the
Supper, and we see at once that in these the Romanist is forced
again and again to abandon a literal, and have recourse to a figu-
rative interpretation. “And He took the cup,” says the evangelist,
describing our Lord’s action, “and gave thanks, and said, Take
this, and divide it among yourselves.” According to the strictly
literal method of interpretation advocated and demanded by the
Romanist, it was the cup, and not the wine in the cup, that was to
be taken and shared by the disciples; and the Romanist is obliged
to adopt the non-literal rendering in this case to suit his views



3.2. TRANSUBSTANTIATION 159

of what occurred. Again, we find the inspired historian saying,
in reference to what our Lord did, “Likewise also the cup after
supper, saying, This cup is the New Testament in my blood,”—
language which once more demands that the Romanist shall sur-
render his literal, and have recourse to a non-literal interpreta-
tion, so that he may not identify the vessel in which the wine was
contained with the New Covenant, nor transubstantiate the cup
into a covenant, but make the one merely a sign or symbol of the
other by a figurative use of the language. Once more, the Ro-
manist departs from his principle of a literal interpretation, when
the evangelist tells us that Christ spoke of His blood “which is
shed for you.”28 At the moment of the utterance of these words,
the shedding of His blood was a future event, to happen some
hours afterwards, and not a present one, as the words literally
rendered would assert; and, accordingly, the Romanist has no
scruple in interpreting it in a non-literal sense, as indeed he is
forced to do by the very necessity of the language. Or, take the
words of the Apostle Paul in his account of the ordinance of the
Supper, which he had, separately from the evangelists, himself
received of the Lord. Here, again, we have the same use of terms
which no literal interpretation will enable even the Romanist to
explain. The apostle, like the evangelist, tells us that the words
of our Lord were expressly, “This cup is the New Testament in
my blood,”—language which, interpreted upon the principle of
strict literality, would identify the vessel containing the wine with
the Divine covenant, and which requires, therefore, even in the
opinion of the Romanist, to be understood figuratively.29 And,
further still, the apostle, after the giving of thanks by our Lord, still
speaks of the elements, not in language which denotes their tran-
substantiation, but in terms which plainly declare that they were
bread and wine still. “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink
this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till He come.”30 In this case
no literal rendering of these words will be sufficient to reconcile
them with the dogma of transubstantiation; and even in support-
ing that dogma, the Romanist is compelled in this passage to fall

28Luke 22:17–20.
29Wiseman, Lectures on the Real Presence, Lond. 1836, pp. 170 f.Reply to Dr. Turton,

etc. Lond. 1839, pp. 239 f. 262.
301 Cor. 11:25–26.
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back upon an interpretation not literal. We are warranted, then,
by the practice of Romanists themselves, in the very case of the
sacramental language employed in Scripture, to say that it is not
possible to adhere to, or consistently to carry out, a strictly literal
interpretation.31

3.2.2 A figurative interpretation of the sacra-
mental language is perfectly competent
and possible.

It cannot be denied—and we have no occasion or wish to deny
it—that, as a general canon of interpretation, it is true that the
literal rendering of any statement made by a writer ought, in the
first instance, to be tried and to be adopted, if it be in accordance
with the use of words and the import and object of the statement.
But the necessities and use of language justify and demand a fig-
urative interpretation of terms, rather than a literal, in manifold
instances; and those instances in which words are to be rendered
not literally, but figuratively, must plainly be determined by the
nature, connection, and object of the words. Now, in reference
to the use of the sacramental language found in the Bible, it has
often been argued, and has never yet been fairly met by the ad-
vocates of a literal meaning, that many similar passages are to
be found in Scripture in which the same words admit of, and

31Turton, Rom. Cath. Doct. of the Eucharist Considered, Camb. 1837, pp. 323–
326. [“Twa things are necessaire and maun concur to the nature and consti-
tution of a Sacrament, to wit, there maun be a word, and there maun be an ele-
ment concurrand—(referring to Augustin’s ‘accedit verbum ad elementum et fit
Sacramentum,’ in Joann. Tract. lxxx. 3);—there is not a sect but they grant this.
. . . . We by the ‘word,’ as I have said, understand the hail institution of Christ
Jesus,—quhatsoever He said, quhatsoever He did, or commanded to be done,—
without eiking, without pairing, without alteration of the meaning or sense of
the word. Quhat understandis the Papists by the ‘word?’ They preach not the
institution of Christ, nor takis not the hail institution as He left it; but instead
thereof they select and pykis out of His institution four or five words, and they
make the hail vertu of the institution to stand in the four or five words; and it
maid nocht gif they contented them with thae words, because they are the words
of the institution, but they eike to these words, they paire frae the words, and al-
teris the meaning of these same words quhilk they keep as they please.”—Bruce,
Serm. on the Sacr. Wodrow Soc. ed. p. 74. Stillingfleet, Doct. and Pract. of the Church
of Rome, Cunningham’s ed. pp. 59–61. 70 f. Goode, Nat. of Christ’s Pres. in the Euch.
vol. i. pp. 66, 71–80.]
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indeed require, not a literal, but a figurative interpretation, by
the confession of all parties; and the conclusion is drawn from
this, and fairly drawn, that the terms used in regard to the ordi-
nance of the Supper may be figurative too. The occurrence of
such texts, demanding, as all parties allow, a figurative or non-
literal rendering, is valid and relevant evidence in regard to the
nature of Scripture language, and proves at least this, that the
words employed in reference to the Supper may admit of a figu-
rative rendering also. This citation of parallel language does not
in itself, indeed, demonstrate that the sacramental terms must be
figurative; but it unquestionably proves that they may be figura-
tive. Cardinal Wiseman, in his discussion of the doctrine of tran-
substantiation, gives a list of some texts bearing on the question,
which have been referred to by Protestants as evidence in their
favour, to the effect that the language, “This is my body,” “this
is my blood,” may be understood, not literally, but figuratively.
They are to the following effect:

“The seven good kine are seven years.”
“The ten horns are ten kings.”
“The field is the world.”
“And that rock was Christ.”
“For these are the two covenants.”
“The seven stars are the angels of the seven churches.”
“I am the door.”
“I am the true vine.”
“This is my covenant between me and you.”
“It is the Lord’s passover.”32

In these instances, and many similar ones, it is admitted by all
parties, Romanists as well as Protestants, that the verb to bemust
be understood in its non-literal signification, and cannot by any
possibility be understood literally. From the nature of the as-
sertion made, from the context, and from the manner in which
the terms are made use of, there is no possibility of denying that
these texts are to be understood not literally, but figuratively; and
they seem, therefore, by this parallelism to the words employed
in connection with the Supper, to prove all that they were ever

32Gen. 41:26–27; Dan. 7:24; Matt. 13:38–39; 1 Cor. 10:4; Gal. 4:24;
Rev. 1:20; John 10:7; 15:1; Gen. 17:10; Exod. 12:11.
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quoted to prove, namely, that the expressions, “This is my body,”
“this is my blood,” may be understood in a figurative sense too.
Such texts are not quoted to demonstrate that the sacramental
phraseology of Scripture must be figurative; they are only quoted
to prove that there is nothing in the nature of Scripture language,
judging by its use in similar cases, to prevent us, if the nature of
the statement and the context should require it, from interpret-
ing the language concerning the Supper in a non-literal or fig-
urative sense also. The multitude of texts closely analogous in
form to the phrases, “This is my body,” “this is my blood,” and
which, as all parties allow, must be understood figuratively, may
not indeed, taken singly, necessitate a non-literal rendering in
the latter case also; but they, at the very least, authorize it, should
the import and connection of the passage make the demand, if
they do not go a step further, and of themselves recommend a
figurative interpretation.

Now, how is it that Cardinal Wiseman in his Lectures deals with
these passages, and disposes of the argument drawn from them?
He bestows a vast deal of minute criticism upon them, in order
to show that these passages must, either from the meaning of the
statement made in each, or the sense of the context, or the ex-
press assertion of the sacred writer, be accounted figurative and
symbolical; and that, therefore, the verb to be in each of these
cases must be reckoned equivalent to the verb to signify. And hav-
ing done this, he considers he has done enough to prove that the
cases referred to are not parallel to the sacramental language,
“This is my body,” “this is my blood.” Now, it is enough, in
reference to such an argument, to say that we willingly adopt
his explanation of these passages, accounting them, as he does,
to be figurative, and reckoning, as he does, the verb to be, when
employed in such texts, as equivalent to the verb to signify. And
it is for this very reason that we quote them as a justification of
our assertion, that the same verb, when employed in reference
to the Lord’s Supper, may be equivalent there also to the verb
to signify. If these texts did not admit of a figurative interpreta-
tion, and if the verb to be did not in them appear equivalent to
the verb to signify, we should not have quoted them, because they
would not have served our purpose. The reasoning of the Car-
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dinal is certainly a singular specimen of an attempt at logical
argument. I shall give it in his own words: “Suppose,” says he in
his Lectures, “suppose I wish to illustrate one of these passages by
another, I should say this text, ‘The seven kine are seven years,’
is parallel with ‘The field is the world,’ and both of them with
the phrase, ‘These are the two covenants;’ and I can illustrate
them by one another. And why? Because in every one of them
the same thing exists; that is to say, in every one of these passages
there is the interpretation of an allegorical teaching,—a vision in
the one, a parable in the second, and an allegory in the third. I
do not put them into one class because they all contain the verb
to be, but because they all contain the same thing. They speak of
something mystical and typical,—the interpretation of a dream,
an allegory, and a parable. Therefore, having ascertained that
in one of these the verb to be means to represent, I conclude that
it has the same sense in the others; and I frame a general rule,
that wherever such symbolical teaching occurs, these verbs are
synonymous. When, therefore, you tell me that ‘this is my body’
may mean ‘this represents my body,’ because in those passages
the same word occurs with this sense, I must, in like manner, as-
certain not only that the word to be is common to the text, but
that the same thing is to be found in it as in them; in other words,
that in the forms of institution there was given the explanation of
some symbol, such as the interpretation of a vision, a parable, or
a prophecy . . . Until you have done this, you have no right to
consider them all as parallel, or to interpret it by them.”33

The objection here urged by Cardinal Wiseman seems to
amount to this, that we have quoted passages which, by the
nature of the statement they contain, or by the context, or
by the direct assertion of the writer, are plainly demonstrated
to be figurative, while the sacramental expressions, “This is
my body,” “this is my blood,” are not so demonstrated to
be figurative. The answer is obvious. We do not quote such
texts to prove that the terms of the sacramental institution
must be understood figuratively, but to prove that they may be
understood figuratively; to demonstrate that there is no bar
in the shape of Scripture usage in the way to prevent us from

33Wiseman, vol. ii. p. 186.
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interpreting them figuratively, if it is necessary. We are prepared
to prove, by the very same means as the Cardinal employs,—by
the nature of the statement itself, by the context, and such
like considerations,—that the sacramental terms are figurative,
just as Cardinal Wiseman proves that the words, “This cup is
the New Testament,” are to be understood figuratively, or as
these other terms, “The seven kine are seven years,” must be
interpreted figuratively. The very nature of the statement itself
proves it to be a statement to be understood, not in a literal, but
a figurative sense. We interpret the expression, “The seven kine
are seven years,” in a figurative sense, not because these words
occur in the interpretation of a dream,—for both the dream
and the interpretation may be embodied in words, literal, and
not figurative,—but because the very nature of the proposition
and the sense of the context necessitate it, it being impossible
that the seven kine can be literally seven years. Again, we
interpret, and so does Cardinal Wiseman, the expression, “This
cup is the New Testament,” not literally, but figuratively, for a
similar reason,—that the very nature of the proposition, and the
sense of the context, demand a non-literal rendering; and in like
manner we interpret the expression, “This is my body,” “this
is my blood,” not literally, but figuratively, for the very same
reason, because the very nature of the proposition, and the
sense of the context, necessitate such an interpretation.34 The
citation of other passages of Scripture in which the verb to be is
used for the verb to represent or signify, is had recourse to in the
argument simply to prove that the usage of Scripture language
does not forbid, but countenances such a kind of interpretation.

34[“Diess τουτο,” says Meyer, commenting on 1 Cor. 11:24, “kann gar nichts
anderes heissen als; diess gebrochene Brod da, und damit ist εστι als die Copula des
symbolischen Seins zu fassen geboten.” So too, Martensen, representing though
he does the High Church Lutheran doctrine of the Sacraments: “Gegen diese
Verwandlungslehre, welche die natürlichen Elemente zu einem leeren Schein
verflüchtigt und dem Reiche der Natur zu nahe tritt um das der Gnade zu ver-
herrlichen, protestirt die ganze evangelische Kirche, und behauptet die natür-
liche Selbstständigkeit der sinnlichen Zeichen. ‘Brot ist Brot, undWein ist Wein,’
ist nur Sinnbild vom Leibe und Blute Christi. In diesem Sinne als Verwerfung
der Transsubstantiation bekennt sich die ganze evangelische Kirche zu Zwingli’s
‘diess bedeutet.’”—Dogmatik, 4te Aufl. p. 376.]
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And the numerous texts already referred to are both relevant
and sufficient to accomplish that object.35

3.2.3 [A figurative interpretation is neces-
sary]

A figurative interpretation of the sacramental language, “This is
my body,” “this is my blood,” is not only possible and competent,
but necessary.

In no other way can we ever discriminate between figurative and
literal terms, whether scriptural or non-scriptural, whether used
by inspired or uninspired men, than by a reference to the nature
of the proposition which the language embodies, to the sense of
the context, and to the object of the speaker or writer; unless in
those exceptional cases in which he directly tells us that he is to
be understood in the one way or in the other. Very seldom in-
deed, in regard to language not meant to deceive, is it difficult
to understand, from a consideration of these points, whether it
is to be interpreted figuratively or not. In the case of the Lord’s
Supper, the words employed in reference to the elements could
have presented to the disciples who heard them no difficulty at
all. The ordinance was grafted upon the passover, with the figu-
rative language and actions of which the Apostles, as Jews, were
abundantly familiar; and this circumstance alone must have fa-
miliarized their minds with, and prepared them for the figura-
tive meaning of the words and elements in the Supper. Above
all, the nature of the proposition, “This is my body,” “this is my
blood,” interpreted by the commentary of our Lord, “This do
in remembrance of me,” and understood in the light of His ac-
companying actions and words, renders it nearly impossible that
they could believe that a miracle had been wrought on the bread
and wine, and that the body and blood, soul and Divinity of the
Lord Jesus Christ, then present to their eyes, could be at the same
instant contained under the appearance of the morsel of bread
and the mouthful of wine that they ate and drank. Nothing but
the “strong delusion that believes a lie” can lead any man who
reads and understands the simple narrative of Scripture, to deny

35Turton, Rom. Cath. Doct. of the Euch. Considered, pp. 259–288.
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that the interpretation of the sacramental phraseology employed
must be figurative, and not literal.36

There are two attempts commonly made by Romanists to
explain away the impossibility of the Apostles,—or indeed any
other man not wholly blinded by spiritual delusion,—believing
in the literal interpretation of the sacramental words that refer
to the Supper.

1st, The power of Christ to work a miracle, like that which
is alleged to have been wrought in the case of the bread and
wine, is asserted; and it is averred that the Apostles could not
doubt the supernatural ability of their Lord and Master, so
often in other days exerted before their eyes. “What,” asks
Dr. Wiseman, “is possible or impossible to God? What is
contradictory to His power? Who shall venture to define it
further than what may be the obvious, the first, and simplest
principle of contradiction,—the existence and simultaneous
non-existence of a thing? But who will pretend to say that any
ordinary mind would be able to measure this perplexed subject,
and to reason thus: ‘The Almighty may indeed, for instance,
change water into wine, but He cannot change bread into a
body?’ Who that looks on these two propositions with the eye
of an uneducated man, could say that in his mind there was a
broad distinction between them, that while he saw one effected
by the power of a Being believed by him to be omnipotent,
he still held the other to be of a class so widely different as to
venture to pronounce it absolutely impossible?. . . . Now, such
as I have described were the minds of the Apostles,—those of
illiterate, uncultivated men. They had been accustomed to see
Christ perform the most extraordinary works. They had seen
Him walking on the water, His body consequently deprived
for a time of the usual properties of matter,—of that gravity
which, according to the laws of nature, should have caused it
to sink. They had seen Him, by His simple word, command
the elements and raise the dead to life, etc. Can we, then,
believe that with such minds as these, and with such evidences,
the Apostles were likely to have words addressed to them by

36Turton, ut supra, pp. 289–308.
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our Saviour, which they were to interpret rightly, only by the
reasoning of our opponents,—that is, on the ground of what He
asserted being philosophically impossible?”37

It is hardly necessary to reply to such an argument as this. In
the first place, the miracles with which the Apostles were familiar
had no analogy whatsoever to the stupendous wonder of transub-
stantiation. Those miracles were appeals to the senses in proof
of truths not seen; and they were tested by the senses, as things
to be judged of by them all. The so-called miracle of transub-
stantiation is no appeal to the senses, but the reverse,—a thing
not to be tested by the exercise of any one of them, if it were
possible, and a thing denied by any one of them, because im-
possible.38 If it were a possible thing, it would subvert the very
principle on which our perceptions are made to us by God the
primary source of our beliefs, and the foundation of truth to us;
and it would cause the very instincts which His hand has laid
deep within our inmost being to be to us a lie. The conversion
of water into wine at that marriage supper in Cana of Galilee
of old was a wonder seen by the eye, and in agreement with the
evidence of the senses, because the properties, first of the wa-
ter, and afterwards of the wine, were seen and judged of by all.
The conversion of the bread into the body of the Lord, while yet
the properties of bread remain, is a wonder that contradicts the
evidence of our senses, and involves an impossibility.

In the second place, even Cardinal Wiseman himself admits that
there are impossibilities in the nature of things, not competent
even for Almighty power to accomplish. Such an impossibility,
according to his own statement, is the “existence and simulta-
neous non-existence of a thing;” and side by side with this one
limitation, which, upon the authority of Dr. Wiseman, is to be
put even upon the power of God, we may put another limita-
tion, and that upon higher authority than his: “God cannot deny
Himself.”39 In that revelation which He has given to us in our in-
stinctive and primary perceptions of sensible things, and in that

37Wiseman, Lectures, vol. ii. pp. 205 f. [Thomasius,Dogmatik, 3ter Th. 2te Abth.
p. 61 f.]

38[Compare Tillotson’s famous sermon on the subject.]
392 Tim. 2:13.
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other revelation which He has given to us in His Word, God,
who is the Truth, cannot contradict Himself.40

2d, An attempt is made by Romanists to identify, as one and
the same in principle, the dogma of transubstantiation and what
are called the mysteries of revelation. “What,” says Cardinal
Wiseman, “becomes of the Trinity? What becomes of the incar-
nation of our Saviour? What of His birth from a virgin? And,
in short, what of every mystery of the Christian religion?”41 It
will be time enough to answer such questions as these when it is
proved that such mysteries contradict our rational nature, in the
samemanner as the dogma of transubstantiation contradicts our
perceptive nature. Such mysteries as those referred to are above
our reason, but not against it. They are beyond the powers of our
rational nature fully to understand, but not contradictory to our
rational nature so as to be inconsistent with it. The argument
in defence of transubstantiation, drawn from such a source, is
but one example out of many that could be quoted, of the com-

40[“Now quhen the Papists are dung out of this fortress (the impossibility of
a figurative interpretation), they flee as unhappily to a second, to wit, that God,
by His omnipotency, may make the body of Christ baith to be in heaven and in
the bread, baith at ae time; ergo, say they, it is so. Gif I denied their consequent,
they would be weil fashed to prove it; but the question stands not here, quhether
God may do it or not, but the question stands quhether God will it or not, or may
will it or not. And we say, reverently, His majesty may not will it; for suppose it
be true that He may monie things quhether He will or not, yet it is as true that
there are monie things that He may not will: of the quhilk sort this is; and thir
are reduced to twa sorts. First, He may not will these things that are contrare to
His nature, as to be changeable, to decay, and sic others. . . . Secondly, God may
not will some things by reason of a presupponed condition, as sic things quhereof
He has concluded their coutrair of before: of the quhilk sort is this, quhilk is now
controverted. For seeing that God has concluded that all human bodies suld
consist of organical parts, and therefore to be comprehended and circumscrived
within ae and the awin proper place, and also seeing He has appointed Christ
Jesus to have the like body, and that not for ane time, but eternallie, in respect of
this determined will, I say, God may not will the contrair now, either to abolish
this body quhilk He has appointed to be eternal, either yet to make it at ae time,
in respect of ae thing, a body and not a body, quantified and not quantified,
finite and infinite, local and not local. For to will thir things quhilk are plain
contradicent in themselves He may not, na mair nor it is possible to Him to will
a lie.” See the remarks which follow on the nature of the miraculous, embodying
very much Bishop Butler’s view of the question as given in his Analogy.—Bruce,
Serm. on the Sacr. p. 86 f.]

41Wiseman, Lectures, vol. ii. p. 209.
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mon tactics of Romish controversialists, who are but too often
prepared to hand over to the unbeliever the most sacred truths
which the Scripture has recorded, rather than not make out a
plea for their own superstitions.42

3.3 The Doctrine of the “Real Pres-
ence” and the Priestly Theory

With the dogma of transubstantiation, as held by the Church of
Rome, stands very closely connected the question as to the man-
ner in which Christ is present in the ordinance of the Supper.
The doctrine of the “real presence” of Christ in the Sacrament
has, more almost than any other in theology, been made the
subject of prolonged and bitter controversy. By the Church of
Rome, as we have seen, the real presence of Christ is explained
to be the true and actual existence of the body and blood, the
soul and Divinity of the Saviour, under the sensible appearances
of bread and wine; so that in the elements Christ is as much
present after a bodily sort, in consequence of their transubstanti-
ation, as He ever was present to His disciples of old in the days of
His flesh. By the Lutheran Church, the real presence of Christ
in the ordinance is maintained, not upon the principle of such a
change in the substance of the elements into Christ’s body and
blood as contradicts the testimony of our senses, but, rather upon
the supposition that the bread and wine remaining the same, the
real body and blood of Christ are nevertheless united to them in
some mysterious manner, so as to be actually present with them,
and actually received along with them, when they are partaken
of by the communicant. By our own Church, as well as by many

42Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xvii. 12–23. Turrettin, Op. loc. xix. qu. xxvii. Jewel,
A Replie unto M. Hardinge’s Answeare, Lond. 1565, Art. v.–xii. pp. 316–477. Cosin,
Hist. of Popish Transubstantiation, Lond. 1676. Faber, Christ’s Discourse at Capernaum
fatal to the Doct. of Transubst. Lond. 1840. Goode, Nat. of Christ’s Pres. in the Euch.
Lond. 1856, vol. i. pp. 130–224. [Stillingfleet, Doct. and Pract. of the Church of
Rome, Edin. 1837, pp. 55–77. See especially the full references to the literature
of this subject given by Dr. Cunningham in his notes to the above work. Essay
on Transubstantiation in the Princeton Essays, 1st Series, Edin. 1856, pp. 366–385.
Bruce, Serm. on the Sacr. Wodrow Soc. ed. pp. 74–96. Reuss, Histoire de la Theologie
Chrétienne au Siècle Apostolique, 3me ed. Strasbourg 1864, tom. i. pp. 244–246,
tom. ii. 191 f.]
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other Protestant communions, the real presence of Christ in the
Sacrament is asserted on the ground that He is not in a bodily
manner present in the substance of the elements, nor yet in a
bodily manner mysteriously present with the elements, but only
spiritually present to the faith of him who receives the ordinance
in faith.43

The influence of the fierce and frequent controversies waged in
connection with the nature and efficacy of the Lord’s Supper
shortly after the date of the Reformation, and the disposition on
the part of Luther, and the Churches affected by his influence,
to depart as little as possible from the established phraseology of
the ancient Church on the subject of the Sacrament, served to
introduce, or to continue in theological discussions, a language
somewhat exaggerated, and occasionally almost unintelligible,
in regard to this question. Such, undoubtedly, was the phrase
“consubstantiation,” used by some of the Lutherans to express
the mysterious corporeal presence of Christ, not in, but with, or
under, or somehow in connection with the elements; and such also
was the phrase “impanation,” employed by others to elucidate,
or rather to obscure, the doctrine of themanner in whichChrist’s
bodily presence is connected with the sacramental bread. And
I cannot help thinking that, under the power of very much the
same influences, the term “real presence” has not unfrequently
been employed and explained, even by orthodox divines, in such
a way as to give a somewhat exaggerated and mysterious aspect
to the connection subsisting between Christ and the Sacrament.
That phrase has occasionally been employed in association with
such language as to leave the impression that Christ was present

43[“In defending the monstrous doctrine of transubstantiation, Papists com-
monly begin with proving the real presence of Christ in the Sacrament, which no
Protestant Church ever denied,—the dispute being, not as to the reality, but the
mode of the presence of Christ; Papists holding that He is present in a corporal
and carnal manner to the senses of all communicants, and Protestants, that He is
present in a spiritual manner to the faith of worthy receivers. Having established
the real presence, they then either assert, as Dr. Milner does, that Protestants do
not hold it, and of course are in error upon this point; or acknowledging, as
Bossuet does, that they do hold it, try to show that this requires them, in con-
sistency, to admit the Popish doctrine of transubstantiation. The latter is the
course commonly adopted by Popish controversialists.”—Cunningham, Notes on
Stillingfleet’s Doct. and Pract. of the Church of Rome, p. 69.]
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in the Supper, not spiritually to the faith of the believer, and not
corporeally to the senses of the communicant, but in some indef-
inite manner between the two, and after a sort mysterious and
peculiar to the Sacrament of the Supper. Such language seems
to have no warrant in the Word of God.

The Scriptures give us no ground to assert that Christ is present
in the Sacrament of the Supper in a manner different from that
in which He is present in the Sacrament of Baptism. I do not
speak at present of the extent of the blessing or of the grace which
He may impart in the one or the other Sacrament by His pres-
ence; I speak only of themanner ofHis presence. There is nothing,
I think, in Scripture to warrant us in affirming that the manner of
Christ’s presence in the Supper is in itself unique or peculiar, or
indeed in any respect different from the manner of His presence
in Baptism, or any other of His own ordinances. In all of these
He is present, after a spiritual manner, to the faith of the partic-
ipator in the ordinance, and in no other way.44 The blessings

44“Romanists, Lutherans, and Reformed,” says Dr. Hodge, in commenting
on 1 Cor. 10:16, “all agree that a participation of the cup is a participation of
the blood of Christ; and that a participation of the bread is a participation of
the body of Christ. But when it is asked, what is the nature of this participation,
the answers given are radically different. The Reformed answer negatively, that
it is ‘not after a corporal or carnal manner;’ that is, it is not by the mouth, or
as ordinary food is received. Affirmatively they answer, that it is ‘by faith,’ and
therefore by the soul. This of course determines the nature of the thing partaken
of, or the sense in which the body and blood of Christ are received. If the recep-
tion is not by the mouth, but by faith, then the thing received is not the material
body and blood, but the body and blood as a sacrifice, i.e. their sacrificial virtue.
Hence all Reformed Churches teach (and even the rubrics of the Church of Eng-
land) that the body and blood of Christ are received elsewhere than at the Lord’s
Table, and without the reception of the bread and wine, which in the Sacrament
are their symbols and the organs of communication, as elsewhere the Word is
that organ. Another point, no less clear as to the Reformed doctrine, is, that
since the body and blood of Christ are received by faith, they are not received
by unbelievers.” [It is remarkable, as the same author has pointed out in his
Essays, p. 350, that the Anglican Confessions, the Articles of 1552 and 1562, are
decidedly more Zwinglian in tone and expression with regard to the Lord’s Sup-
per than the standards of any other of the Reformed, as distinguished from the
Lutheran Churches. This comes out unmistakeably on contrasting the articles
with the other Calvinistic confessions, among which they stand in Niemeyer’s
collection. In whatever way it is to be accounted for, the fact is at least a curious
one, especially considering the numerous High Church expositions, to which the
formularies in question have been subjected.]
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which that presence may impart may be different in different or-
dinances, and may be more or less in one than in another. But
there is nothing in the Word of God which would lead us to say
that the real presence of Christ in any of His ordinances, whether
sacramental or not, is anything else than Christ present, through
his Spirit and power, to the faith of the believer. Such promises
as these—“Lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the
world;” “Where two or three are met together in my name, there
am I in themidst of you;” “Behold, I stand at the door and knock:
if any man hear my voice, and open the door, I will come in to
him, and will sup with him, and he with me;”45 and such like—
plainly give us ground to affirm that Christ, through His Spirit,
is present in His ordinances to the faith of the believer, impart-
ing spiritual blessing and grace. But there is nothing that would
lead us to make a difference or distinction between the presence
of Christ in the Supper and the presence of Christ in His other
ordinances, in so far as the manner of that presence is concerned.
The efficacy of the Saviour’s presencemay be different in the way
of impartingmore or less of saving grace, according to the nature
of the ordinance, and the degree of the believer’s faith. But the
manner of that presence is the same, being realized through the
Spirit of Christ, and to the faith of the believer. The Sacramen-
tarian controversy has tended in no small measure to introduce
into the language of theology, in connection with the “real pres-
ence,” an ambiguity of thought and statement, not confined to
Romanist, or even semi-Romanist divines.46

45Matt. 18:20; 18:20; Rev. 3:20.
46“Archdeacon Denison,” observes Dean Goode, in his very able and valuable

work on the Nature of Christ’s Presence in the Eucharist, “supposes that, by calling the
presence he holds a spiritual presence, he distinguishes it from the presence im-
plied both by the doctrine of transubstantiation and consubstantiation. But they
who hold these doctrines maintain as much as he does, that the presence is a spir-
itual presence; meaning that Christ’s body is really present in the form of a spirit
(see pp. 593 f.) This interpretation of the phrase Archdeacon Denison adopts,
and seems in fact acquainted with no other. He has thus turned the spiritual eating
of Christ’s flesh, which our divines maintain, meaning an act of the soul, into the
bodily eating of Christ’s flesh, present in the form of a spirit, and thus involved himself
in all the absurdities pointed out by all our divines, who have treated dogmati-
cally on the point, as attending such a notion. The controversy might perhaps
be almost wholly summed up in one brief question: Is the reception of the true
body and blood of Christ an act of the body or of the soul, of the mouth, or of
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But, passing from that part of the Popish theory of the Supper
which refers to the alleged change produced on the elements by
transubstantiation, and to the manner of Christ’s presence in
the ordinance, I go on to consider the other part of the Popish
theory of the Supper which refers to the office of the minister-
ing priest in the Sacrament, or his power to offer the body and
blood of Christ, actually present, as a true sacrifice for sin. The
first grand error in the Popish doctrine of the Lord’s Supper is
the monstrous figment of the transubstantiation of the elements;
the second, intimately connected with the first, and perhaps yet
more extensive and mischievous as an error in its practical bear-
ings, is the doctrine of the power of the Church, in the ordinance
of bread and wine, to offer a true and efficacious propitiation to
God, both for the living and the dead. The sacrifice of the mass
is founded upon, and very closely connected with, the dogma
of transubstantiation,—in some sort following as an inference
from the assumption that the priest stands in Christ’s stead at
the Communion Table, and, by a supernatural power not infe-
rior to Christ’s, changes, by the utterance of the words of insti-
tution, the elements of bread and wine into the actual body and
blood, soul and Divinity, which were once the sacrifice offered
up for this world upon the Cross. In the performance of this

faith? On one side, those who hold the doctrine of the presence of that body and
blood in, with, or under the forms of the elements, maintain that the reception is
an act of the body, the soul of the believer feeding upon them by faith, after that
reception. On the other side it is maintained that there is no such presence in the
consecrated substances themselves, and that the reception is an act of the soul,
an act of faith. The term ‘real presence’ is used by both parties. By the former it
is used to describe their doctrine as denoting an actual presence of the body of
Christ, though in an invisible and immaterial form to the bodies of men, in the
consecrated substances received into the mouth. The latter also use the phrase,
inasmuch as they maintain that the presence of that body to the soul, to influence
and invigorate it, is as real, spiritually considered, as a local presence of it to our
bodies,—just as Augustin says that the woman that only touched the border of
Christ’s garment, touched Him by faith more than the crowd that pressed upon
Him; and as Bishop Jewel says, ‘The thing that is inwardly received in faith and
in spirit is received verily and indeed.’ ”—Nat. of Christ’s Pres. in the Euch. Lond.
1856, vol. i. pp. vi. ix. 11–55, etc., vol. ii. 641–749, etc. Wilberforce, Doct. of the
Holy Euch. 3d ed. pp. 76–95, 130–152, 221–231. Hodge, Princeton Ess. and Rev.
New York 1857, pp. 358–370. [Turrettin, Op. loc. xix. qu. xxviii. Thomasius,
Dogmatik, 3ter Th. 2te Abth. pp. 50 ff. 87–107. Bp. E. H. Browne, Expos. of the
Thirty-nine Art. 8th ed. p. 680.]
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supernatural and mysterious office, which, according to its own
theory, it is given to the Church of Rome to discharge, we see
both the priest and the sacrifice,—the priest, acting as mediator
between God and the people, offering a true satisfaction to God
for sin, and promising remission and reconciliation; and the sac-
rifice presented to God, real and efficacious, because in fact the
very same sacrifice, in its substance, of the flesh and blood of
Christ, as He Himself once made and presented, and not less
availing in its mighty virtue to propitiate God, and procure sal-
vation for the sinner. A real office of priesthood, and a real
offering of sacrifice, are the two features that characterize this
second portion of the Popish theory of the Sacraments. Both
are asserted, and both are essential in the sacrifice of the mass,
which has been grafted on the dogma of transubstantiation, and
both form integral parts of that monstrous system of sacerdotal
usurpation by which the Church of Rome seeks to build up her
spiritual tyranny. The position, then, laid down by the Church
of Rome in connection with the subject of the mass, may be con-
veniently discussed under these two heads: first, the claim which
she makes to possess and exercise the office of a true priesthood;
and second, the power that she arrogates to make and offer a
true sacrifice to God. Reserving the second of these points for
future consideration, we shall now proceed to deal with the claim
put forth by the Church of Rome to hold and exercise the office
of a real priesthood.

This claim runs through the doctrine and practice of the Popish
Church in all its departments, and is not restricted to the case of
its views in connection with the Supper. The priestly office and
sacerdotal pretensions are recognised in almost every branch of
its administration as a Church, and, indeed, are fundamental
to the system. But the priesthood which it pretends to exercise
towards God and on behalf of man is perhaps developed most
prominently and conspicuously in connection with its doctrine
of the Lord’s Supper. The question is one that lies at the very
root of the difference between the Popish and Protestant systems,
and on that account is of more than ordinary interest and impor-
tance.
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The doctrine of a real priesthood residing in the Christian min-
istry, more especially in connection with its chief function of of-
fering the sacrifice of the mass, is thus stated by the Council of
Trent: “Sacrifice and priesthood are so joined together by the
ordinance of God that they existed under every dispensation.
Since, therefore, under the New Testament the Catholic Church
has received the holy visible sacrifice of the Eucharist by the in-
stitution of the Lord, it is necessary also to confess that there is in
it a new, visible, and outward priesthood into which the old has
been transferred. Now the sacred writings show, and the tra-
dition of the Catholic Church has always taught, that this was
instituted by the same Lord our Saviour, and that a power was
given to the Apostles, and their successors in the priesthood, of
consecrating, offering, and administering His body and blood,
and also of remitting and retaining sins.” “If any shall say that
by these words, ‘Do this in remembrance of me,’ Christ did not
appoint the Apostles to be priests, or did not ordain that they
and other priests should offer His body and blood, let him be
accursed.” “If any shall say that the sacrifice of the mass is only
one of praise and thanksgiving, or a bare commemoration of the
sacrifice accomplished upon the Cross, but not propitiatory; or
that it only profits him who receives it, and ought not to be of-
fered for the living and dead, for sins, pains, satisfactions, and
other necessities,—let him be accursed.”47

Amid the other errors contained in these statements by theCoun-
cil of Trent, what we have chiefly to do with at present is the
claim which is put forth on behalf of the Church of Rome and
her ministers to hold and exercise the office of priesthood in the
same sense as, ceremonially, the priests of a former dispensation
did so; with power now, not ceremonially, but really, to act as
priests in the absence of Christ in heaven, and truly to offer sac-
rifice to God for sin. The question in regard to such a claim is
this: Have we any warrant to believe that a visible and external
priesthood has been established in the New Testament Church,
with powers to act as mediators between God and man, and of-

47Concilii Trident. Canones et Decreta, Sess. xxiii. cap. i.; De Instit. Sacerdot. Nov. Leg.
Sess. xxii.; De Sacrificio Missae. can. ii. iii. Cf. Bellarm. Disput. tom. iii. Pars 2; De
Eucharistiâ, lib. i. cap. ii., lib. iii. cap. i.–xi., lib. v. cap. xvii. xx; Amesius, Bellarm.
Enerv. tom. iii. lib. iv. cap. i.–iii. ix. 16, 21.
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fer the propitiatory sacrifice for the living and the dead; or has
the office of priesthood which existed under a former economy
no longer an existence now in the Gospel Church, there being
none on earth authorized or qualified to undertake it,—the one
Priesthood, in the end of the world for sin, having completed its
work on earth, and the Priest who held the office having returned
to heaven to continue it there? This is a vital and fundamental
question, not only in order to enable us to form an estimate of
the real character of the system of Romanists, but also because it
enters so essentially into the principles held by High Churchmen
of other denominations.

3.3.1 [Priesthood as a standing ordinance
was abrogated with the Jewish econ-
omy]

The existence of a priesthood as a standing ordinance in the
Christian Church is inconsistent with the fact that such an office
was abrogated with the Jewish economy, and necessarily came
to an end when that dispensation gave place to the Gospel econ-
omy.

An earthly priesthood was an ordinance appointed for a special
purpose and a special time; and the purpose having been served,
and the time past, it is necessarily at an end. The priestly of-
fice, and the institution of sacrifice with which it stands insepa-
rably connected, formed part of that instrumentality by which,
for thousands of years, God prepared this world for the coming
and the death of His own Son as its Saviour. First of all, it was
the father of the family who was ordained the priest to offer the
sacrifice for the rest, and to approach unto God on behalf of his
household; the members of which drew near to God, and wor-
shipped, and were accepted only through him. Such seems to
have been the practice in patriarchal times, and apparently not
without the appointment, or at least the sanction, of God. The
father of the family, as well as the divinely appointed sacrifice he
offered, thus in a general and distant way represented Christ as
the medium whereby sinners might approach to God in worship.
But the patriarchal institute was too general and vague a type of
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the One Mediator through whom alone, when fully revealed,
men were to find access to God. Accordingly it was done away
with, and another institute was ordained in its place, with priests
specially set apart to the office of mediators between God and
the people, and with more special authority given, and more dis-
tinct provisionmade for them to be themedia through whom the
rest were to present their worship and sacrifices, and themselves
to make their approach to God and find acceptance. Under the
Mosaic ritual, it was no longer lawful for the sinner himself di-
rectly to approach to God with his own offering of worship or
sacrifice; it was no longer lawful for the sinner even to draw near
with his sacrifice unto God through the head of the family, as
under the patriarchal institute. The avenue of approach to God
was, step by step, narrowed and restricted. First, the father of
the family was marked out and selected as the recognised priest
and mediator for the rest. Next, a further limitation took place,
and the priest of Aaron’s line was specially appointed to stand in
the stead of the whole families of the nation in their approach to
God; and strict provision was made—and guarded by the most
solemn penalties—that no man should venture to present the
sacrifice himself, or to worship except through the media of this
one commissioned priesthood. The thousands of Israel were re-
stricted in their legal worship to the one avenue, and forbidden
to draw near to the Holy One of Israel except through the one
mediation of the earthly priest of Aaron’s lineage.

And why was it that this earthly priesthood was thus marked
off from all the rest, and the other worshippers made depen-
dent on the one appointed priest of Aaron’s house? And why
were men forbidden to approach to God directly and immedi-
ately themselves, or even indirectly through any other but this
one mediator? The answer is obvious. The priesthood was so
restricted, and so fenced about with solemn limitations, in order
that it might be a type of Christ, “the one Mediator between
God and man.” From age to age, and from step to step, the wor-
shippers of God under the old economies were more and more
shut up to the idea and the practice of approaching the Most
High God only through the channel of one Priesthood and the
person of one High Priest. The typical priests and priesthoods of
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former dispensations led men’s hearts and habits to fix upon the
one Mediator through whom alone we now draw near to God.
They taught the worshippers to anticipate and to hope in that
one Man, who is now the Priest, not of one family, as in patriar-
chal times, nor of one nation, as in Jewish times, but the Priest
through whom all the families and all the nations of the world
draw nigh to God. The earthly priesthoods of the former days
of the Church all converged upon and pointed to and centred in
Christ. With Christ, therefore, those priesthoods came to an end.
The type was merged in the Antitype, and then was done away.
The priests of other days, together with the sacrifices which they
offered, have served the object designed by them, and are abol-
ished. They can, from the very nature of their office, have no use,
and nomeaning, and no place in a Church to which another and
a higher priesthood has been given, and when the sign has given
place to the thing that was signified. The office of the priesthood
on earth ceased with the former dispensation; and not only is
there no re-appointment under the Gospel of such an order of
men in the Church, but they would, from the very place and
office that they occupied, be inconsistent with the Gospel econ-
omy. They formed part and parcel of a typical system which has
been abolished.

3.3.2 [Priesthood inconsistent with the priv-
ileges of believers under the Gospel]

The existence of a priesthood as a standing ordinance in the
Christian Church is inconsistent with the privileges of believers
under the Gospel.

It is not unfrequently argued by the advocates of Romanist or
semi-Romanist principles on this subject, that the privilege of a
human priesthood and a human mediatorship is one so great
and precious that it cannot be conceived to exist, as we know
it did, under the earlier and far inferior dispensation, and yet
to be awanting under the later and far better dispensation of
the Gospel. The presence of an earthly priesthood, it is urged,
must be enjoyed by the Church now, inasmuch as it cannot be
supposed to be deprived of one of the highest privileges which
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belonged to the former and less richly endowed Church of the
Old Testament.48

A comparison between the superior advantages of the Gospel
Church, as measured by those of the Jewish, is the very con-
sideration which, instead of proving that a human priesthood
is continued to us now, most emphatically demonstrates that it
is abrogated. The presence and office of a human priesthood,
enjoyed by worshippers under the law, are far surpassed by the
higher and more glorious privileges enjoyed by believers under
the Gospel. No doubt it was an act of grace and condescension
on the part of God, to permit sinners to approach His presence
through the avenue of a visible priesthood and a visible sacrifice
in former times, even although that boon was granted to them
under solemn and jealous restrictions; and it was a great and pre-
cious privilege for the worshipper to be allowed to draw near to
the mercy-seat through means of a human mediator, and by the
intervention of a material offering. But the privilege of Chris-
tians in the New Testament Church is better and more glorious
still. Through Christ a new and living way has been opened up
for all to draw nigh toGod, not indirectly through a humanmedi-
ator, but directly, each man for himself. The whole brotherhood
of believers are no longer dependent upon one of themselves for
the liberty or opportunity of access to the common Father; and
without distinction of special office, it is the freedom purchased
for all, without earthly priest or earthly intercessor interposed,
to go with boldness into the very holiest. The presence of an
earthly and external priesthood is no evidence of superior priv-
ilege, but the reverse. It is the mark of an imperfect and carnal
dispensation.

48[“The inspired prophets,” says Bishop Jolly (Scotch Episcopal), “foretell the
happy accession of the Gentiles to the fold of Christ, and to the benefits of His
sacrifice for the sins of the world, by means of a sacrifice and altar similar to what
had prevailed among the Israelites, but of more extensive compass and reach.”
(In proof of this, the author cites the usual texts—Isa. 19:19–23; 66:21; Jer. 33:18;
and Mal. 1:11.) “Levi still continues, and is perpetuated in his sacerdotal min-
istry; the high priest, priests and Levites of the law still in effect subsisting in the
Bishops—all considered as only one (!)—with the priests and deacons.” Christian
Sacrifice in the Eucharist, 2d ed. pp. 24, 26. Wilberforce, On the Incarnation, p. 386,
etc.]
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That it was necessary for the worshipper to employ the interven-
tion of another than himself in order that he might approach
to his Creator,—that a sinner should be dependent on another
sinner for pardon or access to heaven,—that he should not
dare to engage his heart to draw near to God except through
the medium of a human priesthood,—were strong arguments
to prove the essential imperfection of that dispensation which
witnessed such things, and constituted a yoke of bondage which
it was hard to bear. And what it was when the sons of Aaron by
God’s own appointment were the human priests and mediators,
that it is now in the case of those Churches who bind upon
their own necks the institute of a human priesthood, and then
boast of it as their exclusive distinction and privilege. It is a
spiritual yoke that is too heavy to bear; it is a retrogression
from the freedom wherewith under the Gospel Christ has made
His people free; it is a badge of the voluntary thraldom and
debasement of a Church that has itself gone into bondage to
men, instead of maintaining the liberty of Christ the Lord.
The restriction of approaching God only through the earthly
priest in the local temple at Jerusalem, and by the blood of
bulls and goats,—the prohibition forbidding the sinner to draw
near to the mercy-seat directly himself, or through any other
medium,—those were evidences of essential imperfection in the
Church state of the worshippers under a former economy. And
the human priesthood of the Church of Rome,—the material
sacrifice made and offered for the worshippers,—the priest
standing between the sinner and God, and barring or opening
the way of approach,—the mediator acting as the medium of
communication between the Most High and His creatures, and
retaining or remitting their sin,—these, too, are restrictions,
and, because human and unauthorized, daring and impious
restrictions, upon the freeness of God’s grace and the liberties
of His redeemed people.

It is a fact of much significance, and indeed of decisive force in
this argument, that throughout the whole of the New Testament
Scriptures there is no instance in which either the name of priest,
or the functions belonging to the office of priesthood, are as-
cribed to the ministers of the Christian Church; that the only
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examples of the use of the term are those in which it is given,
not to the minister, but to the people; and that the ascription of
the privileges of the office is uniformly made to the members at
large. On the one hand, the term ἱερευς, or “priest,” is never in
any single instance in the NewTestament applied to aminister of
the Christian Church, although always made use of to designate
the priest of the Aaronic dispensation. The usual name given
to the minister of the New Testament Church is πρεσβυτερος,—
the change of designation marking very decisively the change in
the nature of the office.49 On the other hand, on the only occa-
sions on which the word ἱερευς is used in the New Testament in
reference to any except a Jewish priest, it is given to the mem-
bers of the Christian Church at large, and not to the ministers
of that Church. In the Book of Revelation, believers are spoken
of as “kings and priests to God;” and in the first Epistle of Peter
they are described as a “royal priesthood.”50 The name formerly
appropriated to the sons of Aaron, selected and anointed from
among the rest of the congregation to be priests to God, is not
inherited by the ministers of the Christian Church in the same
exclusive manner, but, on the contrary, is applied in an enlarged
and extended sense to the whole body of believers. More than
this: the privilege enjoyed by the priests of old, of alone of all the
worshipping assembly drawing near to God without the inter-
vention of any other, is a privilege uniformly represented in the
New Testament as not peculiar to the ministers of the Church,
but extended now to all its members, and common to all believ-
ers. The office peculiar to the minister of the Christian Church
is described at large in the New Testament Scriptures, and is a
“ministry” or “service” unto others (διακονια, λειτουργια), not
a mediatorship on behalf of others. It is spoken of as an office
of “ministering,” “preaching,” “exhorting,” “ruling,” amid the
flock of Christ, not an office of sacrificing, and making recon-
ciliation, and approaching to God as the mediator on behalf of
the rest, and becoming the avenue for the access of their persons
or worship to the Divine presence. On the contrary, this privi-

49[“In truth, the word Presbyter doth seemmore fit, and, in propriety of speech,
more agreeable than Priest with the drift of the whole Gospel of Jesus Christ.”—
Hooker, Eccles. Pol. B. v. ch. lxxviii. 4.]

50Rev. 1:6; 1 Pet. 2:5–9.
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lege of approaching directly to God without the intervention of
any substitute or proxy on earth, is a privilege which is expressly
attributed to all believers as their personal right: so that, if in
any sense there are priests now on earth, those priests are the
believing people of God at large; and if in any sense there are
priestly sacrifices now offered up, they are the spiritual sacrifices
of the prayer and praise of Christians, without distinction of of-
fice or place in the Church. The sacerdotal theory on which the
Church system of Rome is built, and the priestly office which is
so conspicuously developed in her practice as regards the Lord’s
Supper, are utterly repugnant to the spirit of the New Testament
Church, and to the privileges which it has secured to believers.
The privilege of a human priesthood, which existed under the
law, is abolished under the Gospel; or rather, in its spirit and
substance, the privilege is enlarged and extended to all believers
under the New Testament Church. It was the peculiar and dis-
tinctive prerogative of the priests under the law, that they alone
of all the worshippers drew near to God without a human medi-
ator. That prerogative is common to all the royal priesthood of
believers under the Gospel.

3.3.3 [Priesthood inconsistent with the
one office of Christ as the Priest and
Mediator]

The existence of an earthly priesthood as a standing ordinance of
the Christian Church is inconsistent with the one office of Christ
as the Priest and Mediator of His people.

Earthly priest the New Testament Church has none. The very
name is blotted out from the inspired history of the Church un-
der the Gospel in its application to any office-bearer within its
pale; and it is found, in so far as it can now be found on earth,
only in connection with that spiritual and universal priesthood
which belongs alike to all true believers, who have equally the
privilege of free approach to God, equally the anointing which
makes them His people, and equally the consecration that sets
them apart for His service. In any other sense than this, there
is no priest in the Christian Church on earth. The material sac-
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rifice made by men has ceased, the incense kindled by men no
longer burns, the atonement presented by men is no more of-
fered up. The Gospel is a religion without a priest on earth,
without a sacrifice, and without an altar. And yet there is a
priesthood that belongs to the Christian Church still; and there
is a Priest who yet discharges that office on behalf of His people.
“We have a great High Priest that hath passed into the heavens
for us,”—not a mortal and dying man, but one “of whom it is
witnessed that He liveth for ever,”51—not a priest who offers, as
did the sons of Aaron of old, the typical sacrifices of blood, or,
as the ministers of Rome do now, the pretended sacrifices of an
unbloody offering of bread and wine,—but one who, once for
all, offered up a Divine yet human sacrifice for men,—not an
intercessor, who, like the high priest under the law, entered into
God’s presence with the blood of bulls and goats, nor yet like
the priest of the Papacy with a consecrated wafer,—but an Inter-
cessor, who, with His own precious and more than mortal blood,
has passed into the presence of God,—an Intercessor, the Son of
God, presenting the offering of Himself without spot or blemish,
and pleading for us on the ground of His meritorious sacrifice.
And this office which the Son of God now discharges in heaven
for His Church passes not from Him to any other (ἀπαραβατον
ἐχει την ἱερωσυνην).52 His is an unchangeable and undying
Priesthood; and He ever liveth to make intercession for His peo-
ple. The office which He sustains and discharges in heaven is
His own incommunicable office, which none save Himself has
either the right or the power to discharge. The one Priest that has
made the sacrifice and offered it to God for the sins of many,—
there was none that could share with Him in that mighty and
mysterious work. The one Priest to stand between God and a
sinful world,—there was none but the Son that could undertake
so to approach unto the Most High. The one Priest to intercede
with an offended God for the guilty,—there was none but the
equal of the Father that could so plead. The one Priest to dis-
pense unto men throughout all ages the blessings of redemption
and grace,—there is none equal to the task but He “in whom
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” Alone in His

51Heb. 4:14; 7:8.
52Heb. 7:24.
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office as in His nature, unapproachable in His work as in His
greatness, “He abideth a Priest for ever,”—the ever-present and
ever-living Mediator, who has no fellow to share in His priestly
functions, and whose glory as Mediator He will not give unto
another.

And what shall we say of those Church systems, Romanist
and semi-Romanist, that give to mortal men that office of
Priest which none can bear but the Son of God, and constitute
sinners mediators on earth between their fellow-sinners and the
Almighty? Such an encroachment upon His incommunicable
office touches very nearly the honour of Christ. The assumption
by men of His personal and inalienable prerogatives, insepa-
rable from Himself as Mediator, is a dishonour done to Him
in that very character in which He stands forth supreme and
alone before the eyes of the universe. The very title of Mediator
belongs in the Christian Church to none but One, and He the
only-begotten Son of the Father. Our lips are now forbidden
to name another Priest but Jesus. Even in the Old Testament
Church, the name and the office of the Priest had something in
them of awful and mysterious import, typical as they were of
the fulness of the Gospel day, and of the greatness of the Gospel
Mediator, and fenced about, as we know them to have been,
with the solemn and irrevocable sentence of death upon those
who should unwarrantably assume or encroach upon them.
And still more awful are that name and office of Priest, now that
in these latter days they have been sustained by the Son of God
Incarnate, and mysteriously sanctified by the shedding of that
more than mortal blood which was poured out on Calvary, and
which He still day by day presents in heaven, as He continually
pleads with the Father there. To stand between God and man,
as Christ once stood amid the darkness of Calvary, was a work
which none but He could do. To stand between God and man,
as Christ now stands, a Priest in heaven no less than on earth,
is a work which none but He can accomplish. To bear the
burden of such an office now is as little competent to mortal
man as it was to bear the burden of it in the Garden, or at the
Cross. The name of Priest between God and man is Christ’s
inalienable and incommunicable name,—whether He bears
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the anger of an offended Judge, or pleads with the compassion
of a reconciled Father,—whether He makes, as He once did,
atonement by sacrifice, or makes, as He now does, intercession
by prayer. It is the sin above others of the Church of Rome,
that it has assumed to itself that name of Priest, which none in
heaven or in earth is worthy to bear but the Son of God, and
that its ministers pretend to stand between the creature and the
Creator in the exercise of His priestly office among men.53

3.4 The Sacrifice of the Mass, and
Other Forms of the Sacrificial
Theory

The claim to the possession of a real priesthood, and to the power
of making and presenting to God a real propitiatory sacrifice, is
fundamental to the theory of the Church of Rome, and is one of
the great pillars on which its spiritual strength leans. The right
to stand between God and man in the character of mediator, to
exercise the priest’s office in place of Christ on the earth, to ne-
gotiate as man’s intercessor with God, and to arrange the terms
of his acceptance or condemnation, to make and offer the sac-
rifice which alone can avail unto justification of life, to retain or
remit sin, to give or withhold saving grace,—in short, the claim
to the sacerdotal office lies at the very foundation of the Popish sys-
tem. This one principle of a priestly power existing in her min-
istry, accompanying all their administrations, and sanctifying all
their acts, runs through the whole details of the Church system
of Rome, and is the grand secret of very much of its success. We
see it fully and conspicuously developed in connection with the
Romish doctrine of the Supper, and as the foundation of the sac-

53Litton, Church of Christ, Lond. 1851, pp. 599–657. Garbett, Bampton Lec-
tures, 1842, vol. i. pp. 169–228. [See also Luther’s vigorous and comprehensive
treatment of the question of the universal priesthood of believers, which is a very
favourite subject with him, in his three great works of the year 1520,—his Letter,
“An den christlichen Adel deutscher Nation,” his “De Captivitate Babylonicâ,”
and “De Libertate Christianâ.” Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xviii. 13–17. Owen,
Works, Goold’s ed. vol. xiii. pp. 19–28, vol. xix. pp. 3–259. Gerhard, Loci Theolog.
loc. xxiii. cap. i. 14–16. Arnold, Fragment on the Church, 2d ed. pp. 15–46. Goode,
Rule of Faith, Lond. 1842, vol. ii. pp. 166–170.]
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rifice of the mass. But it is not confined to that one department
of the Popish Church system. The sacerdotal principle pervades
it, more or less, throughout its entire range; and the Church
of Rome has thus added to its many sins the one emphatic sin
of usurping the place of Him who has an unchangeable priest-
hood in heaven and on earth, and of seizing out of His hands
the powers that He wields as “Priest for ever.” But great and
awful though the sin be of arrogating the place and prerogatives
of the one High Priest of His people, it is yet a sin which pays its
price to the Church that commits it, in the spiritual prestige that
it confers, and the spiritual authority that it brings along with it.
A sense of the need of some mediator between the sinner and
an offended God, a feeling of the absolute necessity of a priest
and intercessor for a fallen creature, to negotiate the terms of his
pardon and acceptance, can hardly ever be rooted out from the
guilty conscience. And the Church of Rome, when it ventures
to arrogate to itself on earth that very office which guilty nature
needs, and succeeds in its perilous claim to be regarded as the
only priest and intercessor between sinners and God, establishes
for itself a spiritual dominion over the souls of its victims, greater
andmore absolute than any other dominion in this world.54 And
hence the tenacity with which the Romish Church clings to the
claim of a priestly or sacerdotal office, inseparably connected
as it is with some of the most monstrous and incredible preten-
sions, with the dogma of transubstantiation, with the claim to
forgive sin, which none but God can do, with the pretence of

54[“Then that feast of free grace and adoption to which Christ invited His
disciples to sit as brethren and co-heirs of the happy covenant, which at that
table was to be sealed to them, even that feast of love and heavenly-admitted
fellowship, the seal of filial grace, became the subject of horror and glouting
adoration, pageanted about like a dreadful idol; which sometimes deceives well-
meaning men, and beguiles them of their reward by their voluntary humility,
which indeed is fleshly pride, preferring a foolish sacrifice and the rudiments of
this world, as St. Paul to the Colossians explaineth, before a savoury obedience to
Christ’s example. Such was Peter’s unseasonable humility, as then his knowledge
was small, when Christ came to wash his feet, who at an impertinent time would
needs strain courtesy with his Master, and falling troublesomely upon the lowly,
all-wise, and unexaminable intention of Christ, in what He went with resolution
to do, so provoked by his interruption the meek Lord, that He threatened to
exclude him from his heavenly portion, unless he could be content to be less
arrogant and stiff-necked in his humility.”—Milton, Prose Works, Lond. 1753,
vol. i. p. 2.]



3.4. THE SACRIFICEOFTHEMASS, ANDOTHERFORMSOFTHE SACRIFICIALTHEORY187

making and presenting a Divine and propitiatory sacrifice to the
Almighty.

In spite of the explicit abrogation of the office with the abroga-
tion of the Old Testament dispensation; in spite of the palpable
inconsistency of the office with the spirit of the Gospel, and the
privileges of believers; and, worse still, in spite of the inconsis-
tency of the office with the sole priesthood of Christ, the Church
of Rome ordains each one of her ministers to be a priest, and
invests him with the power and authority of an earthly priest-
hood. It needs must be that a priest have a sacrifice to present
unto God. “This man must of necessity have somewhat to offer.”
And having ordained, as she alleges, a real priest, the Church of
Rome proceeds to put into his hands a real sacrifice, and gives
him warrant to offer it to God for the sins of the living and the
dead.

The doctrine of the Church of Rome on this vital point is laid
down in such amanner in her authorized formularies that it is im-
possible to explain it away. The Council of Trent has defined it
in such terms, that the attempts made by more modern Roman-
ists to soften down the atrocious dogma of the real offering-up
of the sacrifice of the Lord, body and blood, soul and Divinity,
in the Sacrament by the priest, are in vain.55 Speaking of “the

55[“Themass is the great Diana of the Popish priests, the craft by whichmainly
they have their living, and they will never renounce it; but some Papists have
shown a great desire to explain away the doctrine of the Council of Trent upon
this point. Bossuet, in his Exposition, ch. xiv. (Doct. Cath. Expositio, Antwerpiæ
1680, p. 145), explains the sacrifice of the mass in such a way as to exclude the
idea of its being a propitiatory sacrifice, and in substance resolves it into the inter-
cession of Christ personally present on the altar under the appearances of bread
and wine. He says that ‘it wants nothing to be a true sacrifice,’—a statement suf-
ficiently cautious, but which, in the first or suppressed edition of his work, was
thus expressed: ‘it may be very reasonably called a sacrifice.’ He swore at his
ordination that it was not only a true, but a proper and propitiatory sacrifice. . . .
Another attempt has been made by Popish controversialists to escape from the
doctrine to which they are all sworn, thus betraying a consciousness that that
doctrine is, in its plain honest meaning, incapable of defence. It is set forth in
Prof. Brown’s Supplement to the Downside Discussion, 1836, p. 44 f., as affording a
conclusive answer to Protestant objections. It is in substance this, that a sacrifice
may be called propitiatory in two different senses: first, as being actually satisfac-
tory to Divine justice, and paying the price of our redemption; and second, as
making application to us of the benefits purchased by Christ. In the first sense,
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institution of the most holy sacrifice of the mass,” the Council de-
clares that it is “a visible sacrifice, as the nature of man requires,
by which that bloody one, once to be accomplished on the Cross,
might be represented, and the memory of it remain even unto
the end of the world.” And with this statement, expressive of the
representative or commemorative character of the ordinance,
the apologists of the Church of Rome, whose desire is to conceal
the real doctrine held by her on this subject, very often terminate
their quotation, as if the Council of Trent held it to be no more
than a symbolical sacrifice in memory of Christ’s. But that this
is not the case, the words of the Council’s definition leave us no
room to doubt. It proceeds: “For after the celebration of the old
passover, which the multitude of the children of Israel sacrificed
inmemory of their departure fromEgypt, Christ instituted a new
passover, even Himself, to be sacrificed by the Church through
the priests under visible signs (Seipsum ab Ecclesiâ per sacerdotes sub
signis visibilibus immolandum), in memory of His departure out of
this world unto the Father, when by the shedding of His blood
He redeemed us and snatched us from the power of darkness,
and translated us into His kingdom.” “And since in this Divine
sacrifice, which is performed in the mass, that same Christ is con-
tained and immolated in an unbloody manner, who on the altar
of the Cross once offered Himself with blood, the holy Synod

the death of Christ on the Cross is the only propitiatory sacrifice, and it is only in
the second sense that the mass is called by that name. But this is evidently a mere
evasion. To say that the benefits of one sacrifice are applied to us by means of
another sacrifice of a different kind, is surely very like nonsense. A propitiatory
sacrifice, in the fair and honest meaning of the words, can be nothing else than
a sacrifice which expiates sin, by satisfying Divine justice and paying the price of
our redemption. If the Council of Trent taught merely that the Lord’s Supper
is one of those means of grace by which the benefits purchased by Christ’s pro-
pitiatory sacrifice are applied to men individually, no Protestant would object to
it; but if this had been their meaning, they would never have defined the mass to
be a propitiatory sacrifice, which, according to the established use of language,
ascribes to it a far higher efficacy. The great body of Popish writers are in the
habit of asserting, in accordance with the decrees of the Council of Trent, that
the sacrifices of the Cross and of the mass are one and the same sacrifice; but if
it be true, as the pretence which we are exposing implies, that the sacrifice of the
Cross is a propitiatory sacrifice in one sense, and that the sacrifice of the mass is
not a propitiatory sacrifice in the same, but only in a different sense, then surely
they cannot possibly be one and the same sacrifice.”—Cunningham, in Notes on
Stillingfleet’s Doct. and Pract. of the Church of Rome, p. 213 ff.]
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teaches that that sacrifice is, and becomes of itself, truly propi-
tiatory; so that if with a true heart and right faith, with fear and
reverence, we approach to God, contrite and penitent, we may
obtain mercy and find grace to help in time of need. Wherefore
the Lord, being appeased by the offering of this, and granting
grace and the gift of repentance, remits crimes and sins, even
great ones. For it is one and the same victim,—He who then
offered Himself on the Cross being the same Person who now of-
fers through the ministry of the priests, the only difference being
in the manner of offering (Una enim eademque est hostia, idem nunc
offerens sacerdotum ministerio, qui Seipsum tunc in cruce obtulit, sola offer-
endi ratione diversa).” And, once more: “If any shall say that the
sacrifice of the mass is only one of praise and thanksgiving, or a
bare commemoration of the sacrifice which was made upon the
Cross, but not propitiatory; or that it only profits him who re-
ceives it, and ought not to be offered for the living and the dead,
for sins, pains, satisfactions, and other necessities,—let him be
accursed.”56

There are two things in regard to the doctrine of the Church of
Rome put beyond all dispute or cavil by these statements. First,
it is Christ Himself transubstantiated into the elements, and cor-
poreally present in the Sacrament, that is offered up by the priest
as a real sacrifice. It is utterly impossible for Romanists to escape
from this dogma so long as the language of Trent remains uncan-
celled. No attempt can succeed to give it a mystical or symboli-
cal meaning, and soften down the authoritative assertion of the
Council, that in the Supper there is a real sacrifice of Christ Him-
self by the priest. Romish controversialists may indeed adopt dif-
ferent modes of explaining how the sacrifice of the mass stands
related to the sacrifice of the Cross. Some of them, like Hard-
ing the Jesuit, in his reply to Bishop Jewel, may plainly and un-
hesitatingly assert “that Christ offered and sacrificed His body
and blood twice,—first in that holy Supper, unbloodily, when
He took bread in His hands and brake it, and afterwards on
the Cross with shedding of His blood.”57 Others of them, like

56Concil. Trident. Canones et Decreta, Sess. xxii.; De Inst. SS. Missæ Sacrificii, cap. i.
ii. can. iii.

57Jewel, A Replie unto M. Hardinge’s Answear, Lond. 1565, p. 564. [For some
of the methods of evading the legitimate consequences of the sacrificial theory,
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Möhler, in his Symbolism, with a view to make the doctrine less
palpably inconsistent with Scripture, may assert another form of
it, and maintain that there are not two sacrifices, but one, and
that the sacrifice of the Supper constitutes a part of that sacrifice
which Christ offered on the Cross; or, to use Möhler’s own lan-
guage, “Christ’s ministry and sufferings, as well as His perpetual
condescension to our infirmity in the Eucharist, constitute one
great sacrificial act, one mighty action undertaken out of love
for us, and expiatory of our sins, consisting, indeed, of various
individual parts, yet so that none by itself is, strictly speaking, the
sacrifice.” “The will of Christ to manifest His gracious conde-
scension to us in the Eucharist, forms no less an integral part
of His great work than all besides, and in a way so necessary,
indeed, that whilst we here find the whole scheme of redemp-
tion reflected, without it the other parts would not have sufficed
for our complete atonement.”58 But however Romanists may
choose to explain it,—whether as a repetition of the sacrifice of
the Cross, or a continuation of it,—the Supper is unquestion-
ably, according to the doctrine of the Church of Rome, a real
sacrifice, made up of Christ’s body and blood. And second, this
real sacrifice is truly propitiatory in its nature, having virtue in
it to satisfy Divine justice, and to constitute a proper atonement
for sin. These two doctrinal positions are clearly and undeni-
ably laid down by the Council of Trent, and in such a manner
that Romanists cannot evade them. And it is certainly one cause
of thankfulness, and no small one, that the Council of Trent was
overruled by Divine Providence to put this and other of the mon-
strous tenets of Romanism into such a dogmatic and articulate
form, that it is now utterly impossible for the Church of Rome
to deny or escape from them.

What, then, are we to say to the real sacrifice asserted by the
Church of Rome, a true propitiation to God for sin, repeated
day after day by countless priests who have authority and power
to make and offer it?

which have been in use from Harding’s time to our own, see the same work,
art. xx. pp. 593–598. Cf. Goode, Rule of Faith, vol. ii. pp. 173 ff.]

58Möhler, Symbolism, Robertson’s Transl. 2d ed. vol. i. p. 337. [Symbolik,
6te Aufl. p. 307.]



3.4. THE SACRIFICEOFTHEMASS, ANDOTHERFORMSOFTHE SACRIFICIALTHEORY191

3.4.1 [There is one Priest, and no more than
one under the Gospel]

The doctrine of the Church of Rome is in direct contradiction to
the doctrine of Scripture, which declares that there is one Priest,
and no more than one under the Gospel.

“Sacrifice and priesthood,” say the Fathers of the Council of
Trent, “are so joined together by the ordinance of God, that they
existed under every dispensation.”59 There can be no doubt that
the statement is correct in this sense, that wherever there is a sac-
rifice, there must be a priest to offer it, and wherever there is a
priest, he must of necessity have a sacrifice to offer.60 And hence,
as part of the sacrificial theory of the Supper and essential to it,
the ordination by which the Church of Rome sets apart persons
for the work of the ministry includes, as its main and charac-
teristic feature, a commission not to preach the Gospel and to
dispense its ordinances, but to make and offer sacrifices to God
for the souls of men. Hers is mainly and distinctively an order
of priests, and not an order of ministers,—a succession from age
to age of sacrificers and intercessors, and not of preachers. And
thus her system is distinctively opposed to the system of Scrip-
ture, which points to one Priest, and forbids our lips to name a
second in the Gospel Church. The argument of the last section
might be sufficient, without further illustration, to establish this.
But the point is so vital, and it is brought out with such power
and effect by the Apostle Paul, that I cannot help adverting to
his statements on this subject.

The grand design of that magnificent exposition of the doctrine
of Christ’s office and nature and work in the Epistle to the He-
brews, is to prove that, far above and beyond the mediators and
priests under the law, Christ was the one Son and the one Priest
of God, in a way and manner altogether exclusive and pecu-

59Sess. xxiii. cap. 1.
60[“If we deny,” says Dr. Jolly, “that there is any proper material sacrifice

in the Christian Church, we pull down proper priesthood, and open a door to
Socinianism ./ ./ . While the Church of England retains the Christian priest-
hood, she retains by implication the Christian sacrifice; for every priest must
have somewhat to offer, sacrifice and priesthood being correlative terms; they
stand or fall together.”—The Christ. Sac. in the Euch. 2d ed. p. 139.]
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liar, and such as to contrast Him with all others who ever, in
any secondary sense, bore these names. In regard to the priest-
hood more especially, there were under former dispensations
two orders of priests, with one of which the apostle compares our
Lord, with the other of which the apostle contrastsHim; and both
the comparison and the contrast serve to bring out more dis-
tinctly the singular and exclusive character that He bears as the
Priest of God, who has neither partner nor successor in the of-
fice. There was, according to the apostle, a priesthood after the
order of Melchisedec, and there was a priesthood after the order
of Aaron. With the priesthood after the order of Melchisedec
our Lord is compared. There was room in that order for but
one Priest, and no more than one; and for this reason, as stated
by the apostle, “He abideth a Priest continually.” In the office
that he held He had no predecessor, and He had no successor.
Melchisedec stood alone in the typical order that bears his name;
and the more surely and distinctly to mark out this singularity of
his position, we are told, with respect to his office, that he was
“fatherless, motherless, ungenealogied, having neither beginning
of days nor end of life” (ἀπατωρ, ἀμητωρ, ἀγενεαλογητος, μητε
ἀρχην ἡμερων μητε ζωης τελος ἐχων).61 And such as the type
was, so is the Antitype. The Lord Jesus Christ was “made a Priest
after the order of Melchisedec;” and, like that of His type, His
office is singular and exclusive; He knows neither predecessor
nor successor in it; having not only in His Divine nature, but in
His mediatorial character, “neither beginning of days nor end
of life.” None went before, and none shall come after this Priest;
or, as the apostle expresses it, His office is one “that passeth not
from Him to any other.”62 The comparison instituted between
our Lord’s priesthood and that ofMelchisedec demonstrates that
He is the one Priest, with none to go before or succeed Him in
that character.

But again, with the priesthood of Aaron that of our Lord is con-
trasted by the apostle; and the contrast serves to bring out in like
manner the very same grand doctrine. In that priesthood there
were not one, but many priests, following each other in rapid suc-

61Heb. 7:3.
62Heb. 7:24.
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cession. Themortal and dying men who inherited the blood and
the office of Aaron “were not,” as the apostle tells us, “suffered to
continue by reason of death.”63 One after another passed away
in swift succession, so that in the not lengthened period of the Aa-
ronic Church there were truly “many priests,” following each other
rapidly in office, as ever and anon death removed them from be-
side the altar where they sacrificed and interceded. With them
our Lord is contrasted, and not compared in this respect. “This
man, because He continueth ever, hath an unchangeable priest-
hood.” “He is consecrated for evermore.” He is endued with
“the power of an endless life,” and “ever liveth to make interces-
sion forHis people.”64 Compared with the order ofMelchisedec,
and contrasted with the order of Aaron, our Lord is emphatically
marked out as the one Priest of God, who can have none to fol-
low, even as He had none to go before Him in His office. And
the many priests, anointed day by day continually, and succeed-
ing each other in rapid succession in the Church of Rome, are
most decisively declared to be inconsistent with His one glorious
priesthood.

3.4.2 [There is one sacrifice, and no more
than one, under the Gospel]

The Popish theory of the Lord’s Supper is in direct opposition to
the doctrine of Scripture, which declares that there is one sacri-
fice, and no more than one, under the Gospel.

This argument is likewise brought out with commanding force
and effect—as if by way of anticipation of the very error of the
Papacy—in Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews. He exhibits the con-
trast between the many priests under the law and the one Priest
of God under the Gospel, immortal, and living ever to discharge
that office of priesthood in whichHe had no predecessor and can
have no follower, and in which, likeMelchisedec, He stood alone.
But in close relation with this, he exhibits the contrast also be-
tween the many sacrifices under the law with their ceaseless rep-
etition, and the one sacrifice of the Lord Jesus Christ, which never

63Heb. 7:23.
64Heb. 7:16, 24, 25, 28.
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was, and never could be, repeated. The argument by which the
apostle demonstrates the unspeakable superiority of the sacrifice
of Christ over the sacrifices offered by the sons of Aaron, is a
brief and decisive one. The very fact of the repetition of the one,
and the non-repetition of the other, was the conclusive evidence
of that superiority. The sacrifices under the law were repeated
day by day continually; the priest had never done with offering,
and the altar never ceased to be wet with the blood of the vic-
tims. What was done to-day had to be repeated to-morrow; and
the sacrifice was never so completely made and finished but that
it had to be repeated afresh, and renewed times without num-
ber. And why? The reason was obvious. They were essentially
imperfect. They could never so accomplish the great object of
atoning for sin but that their renewal was necessary; and what
was done on one day had to be supplemented by what was to
be done on the next. “The law,” says the apostle, “having a
shadow of good things to come, and not the very image of the
things, can never with those sacrifices which they offered year by
year continually make the comers thereunto perfect. For then
would they not have ceased to be offered? because that the wor-
shippers once purged should have had no more conscience of
sins. But in those sacrifices there is a remembrance again made
of sins every year.”65 The fact of their ceaseless repetition was
the evidence of their essential imperfection. But in contrast with
this, and as an evidence of its sufficiency, the apostle urges the
consideration that the sacrifice made by Christ was offered up
once, and no more than once. It stood alone, as an offering made
once for all, and never again to be repeated,—a sacrifice so com-
plete in its single presentation that it admits of no repetition or
renewal. Christ cannot die a second time upon the Cross, as if
His first death were incomplete in its efficacy or its merits; for
“by one offering He has perfected for ever them that are sanc-
tified” or atoned for. Again and again the apostle renews his
argument, and his assertion of the fact on which the argument
is founded. “Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many.”
“Nor yet that He should offer Himself often as the high priest.”
“For then must He often have suffered since the foundation of the

65Heb. 10:1–3.
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world.” “He entered in once into the holy place;” and “we are
sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once
for all.” “By one offering He hath perfected for ever them that
are sanctified.”66 The argument is decisive. The perfection of
Christ’s sacrifice, and the non-repetition of Christ’s sacrifice, are
inseparable. If that sacrifice needs to be repeated, then it cannot
be perfect.

And the reasoning of the apostle is conclusive, as if by anticipa-
tion, against the many sacrifices of the Church of Rome in the
Supper, whatever explanation may be adopted by its advocates
to explain away the contradiction between their practice and the
doctrine of Scripture. Let the sacrifice of the mass be a repetition
of the sacrifice of Christ upon the Cross, as some Romanist con-
troversialists hold it to be,—and their explanation plainly and
undeniably means, that the sacrifice of the Cross needs to be re-
peated day by day, in order to accomplish the salvation of sinners.
Or, let the sacrifice of the mass be a continuation of the sacrifice
of Christ on the Cross, and a part of the same atonement, as
other Romanists expound it,—and this explanation plainly and
undeniablymeans, that the sacrifice of the Cross was not finished
when Christ bowed His head and gave up the ghost. Explain the
connection as you will between the sacrifice of the mass and the
atonement made upon the Cross, it is utterly inconsistent with
the argument of the apostle by which he proves the unapproach-
able perfection of Christ’s work, from its being that one offering
which never can be repeated or followed by another.67

3.4.3 [Mass is a pretended sacrifice]
What is essential to the very nature of a true propitiatory sacrifice
is awanting in the pretended sacrifice of the mass.

What was offered on the altar in former times could be no propi-
tiatory sacrifice to God unless it was dedicated to Him by death.
Believing sacrifice itself to be a positive institution of God, we

66Heb. 9:12, 25–26, 28; 10:10, 12, 14.
67[Comp. the seven senses in which the Church of England, according to

Dr. Wordsworth’s interpretation of her sentiments, holds that there is a sacrifice
in the Lord’s Supper. Theoph. Angl. ed. 1863, p. 220.]
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must look for the nature and import of the observance only in
His Word, and in the practice sanctioned by His appointment.
And taking the case of the Old Testament sacrifices, we are war-
ranted in saying that they were uniformly dedicated to God by
death, and that “without shedding of blood there could be no
remission.”68 There were, indeed, offerings under the law not
connected with the shedding of blood, and not accompanied by
the destruction of life; but these were not propitiatory. In every
case of a propitiatory offering the victim was slain, and the atone-
ment made through the shedding of blood. Expiation and the
death of the offering—atonement and shedding of blood—were
so inseparably connected, that there could be no real sacrifice
of a propitiatory nature when the sacrifice was not dedicated to
God by death. From the very earliest times blood was accounted
a holy thing, not to be eaten or made use of for common pur-
poses; and the very terms of the prohibition explain the reason
of it: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to
you upon the altar to make an atonement for your soul; for it is
the blood that maketh atonement for the soul.”69 Without blood
shed there could be no expiation. And here lies one difficulty of
the Romish dogma of the sacrifice of themass. It is a propitiation
for the sins of the living and the dead; it is no bare commemo-
ration of a sacrifice, but itself a sacrifice, with virtue to satisfy
Divine justice and atone for sin; it is an offering of expiation of-
fered wherever there is a priest to consecrate the ordinance and
present it to God. It is a sacrifice of Christ, offered up in propi-
tiation of His Father’s righteous displeasure, and efficacious for
the remission of sin. But yet we are assured by the apostle that
“Christ dieth no more; death hath no more dominion over Him.
For in that He died, He died unto sin once: but in that He liveth,
He liveth unto God.”70 The Lord Jesus Christ, in His glorified
human nature, has long since passed away from the scene of His
suffering and humiliation; seated at the Father’s right hand, He
has rested Him from His work of sorrow and blood, and can
repeat no more the agony of the Garden or of the Cross. He
does bear with Him indeed in heaven, impressed for ever on

68Heb. 9:22.
69Lev. 17:11.
70Rom. 6:9–10.
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His human flesh, the tokens of suffering and crucifixion; “as a
lamb that has been slain,” He appears on high in the sight of
His Father and His angels, marked with the visible evidence of
sacrifice and death. But He repeats the sacrifice no more; His
blood is not afresh poured out. The proofs of His once finished
sacrifice which He carries about in His person are enough; and
with these silent but eloquent witnesses to make good His cause,
He pleads the virtue of that sacrifice, and never pleads in vain.
His uninterrupted and continual advocacy, founded on the mer-
its of His one sacrifice, all-sufficient and complete, supersedes
the necessity of its repetition; He needs to die no more for the
many sins of His people, which they daily renew, because He
once died a death enough for them all, and now lives a life of
everlasting intercession, based upon that death, for His people.
Without shedding of blood, without atoning suffering, without
life rendered as expiation for life, the pretended sacrifice of the
mass is inconsistent with the scriptural idea of sacrifice dedicated
to God by death.71

Upon such grounds as these we are warranted to say that the sac-
rificial theory of the Church of Rome, more fully developed in
her dogma of the mass, but running throughout her whole spir-
itual system, is entirely opposed to the doctrine of the Word of
God, which asserts, as fundamental to the Gospel, that as there
is but one Priest, so there is but one sacrifice known in the New
Testament Church. But there are various modifications of this
sacrificial theory which, avoiding the extreme doctrine of the Pa-
pacy, are held by many semi-Romanists, and still assert that the
Lord’s Supper is a sacrifice. There are two of these held very
commonly by High Churchmen in the English Establishment,
to which I would very briefly advert.

1st, In a sense very different from the Romish, it was held by
not a few of the Christian Fathers in the early centuries,—and
the doctrine has been revived inmore recent times in the Church
of England,—that the elements of bread and wine were a true

71Bellarm. Disput. de Euch. lib. v. cap. ii. etc. Ames. Bellarm. Enerv. tom. iii.
lib. iv. cap. ix. [Stillingfleet, Doct. and Pract. of the Church of Rome, Cunningham’s
ed. pp. 197–221; with the copious references to the literature of this subject given
by the Editor, p. 220 f.]
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material sacrifice, not indeed propitiatory, but eucharistic; very
much in the same way as the first fruits laid upon the altar by ap-
pointment of the Mosaic law, were a thank-offering to God for
the overflowing of His bounties to His creatures. According to
this view, the elements of bread and wine, offered to God in the
Supper as a material sacrifice without blood, are the fulfilment
of the prophecy of Malachi, in which he foretells, in regard to
Gospel times, that “a pure offering,” as contradistinguished from
the bloody sacrifice of the law, should then be offered in to God’s
name. “From the rising of the sun to the going down of the same,
Thy name shall be great among the Gentiles; and in every place
incense shall be offered unto Thy name, and a pure offering.”72
This sacrificial theory of the Supper is certainly free from the vi-
tal and most fundamental error of the Church of Rome, when it
ascribes to the sacrifice in the ordinance a propitiatory character;
but it is open to insurmountable objections.

First, a material sacrifice, in the sense of a thank-offering to God
for the bounties of His providence, has not the slightest coun-
tenance in any of those passages of the New Testament which
describe the nature and design of the Supper. It is hardly any-
thing else than a conceit, gratuitously invented by those who saw
that it was impossible to regard the Supper as a propitiation for
sin, but who were anxious, in conformity with the unguarded
language of the patristic writers on the subject, to devise some
plausible excuse for applying the term “sacrifice” to the Sup-
per.73 Second, the theory is entirely inconsistent with the first

72Mal. 2:11.
73[“Equidem quum pium atque orthodoxum de toto hoc mysterio sensum

retinuisse eos (some of the Fathers who used sacrificial language about the Sup-
per) videam, neque deprehendam voluisse unico Domini sacrificio vel minimum
derogare, ullius impietatis damnare eos non sustineo; excusari tamen non posse
arbitror quin aliquid in actionis modo peccaverint. Imitati sunt enim propius Ju-
daicam sacrificandi morem quam aut ordinaverit Christus, aut Evangelii ratio
ferebat. Sola igitur est præpostera illa anagoge in quâ merito eos quis redarguat,
quod non contenti simplici ac germanâ Christi institutione, ad Legis umbras
nimis deflexerunt. . . . . Sacerdotes Levitici, quod peracturus erat Christus, sacrifi-
cium jubebantur figurare; sistebatur hostia quæ vicem ipsius Christi subiret; erat
altare in quo immolaretur; sic denique gerebantur omnia, ut ob oculos poneretur
sacrificii effigies, quodDeo in expiationem offerendum erat. At peracto sacrificio,
aliam nobis rationem Dominus instituit, nempe ut fructum oblati sibi a Filio sac-
rificii ad populum fidelem transmittat.Mensam ergo nobis dedit, in quâ epulemur,
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and primary characteristic of the Supper, as clearly laid down in
Scripture, namely, that it is an ordinance commemorative of the
propitiatory sacrifice of Christ. Third, the theory of a material
sacrifice in the Supper, in the sense of a thank-offering of bread
and wine for the bounties of Providence, is repugnant to the spir-
itual nature of the Gospel dispensation, which stands opposed to
typical worship.

2d, There is another sacrificial theory of the Supper, much more
common than the one now mentioned, and indeed, with vari-
ous but unimportant modifications, the prevalent theory among
those High Churchmen of the English Establishment who reject
the extreme views of Popery, as asserted in the doctrine of the
mass, but who hold that in the Supper there is a real propitiatory
sacrifice, and a real sacrificing priest. According to this view,
the elements of bread and wine, not transubstantiated, but re-
maining unchanged, become, by the words of institution and the
consecration of the priest, the body and blood of Christ symbol-
ically and mystically; in consequence of the sacramental union
between the sign and the thing signified in the Sacrament, the el-
ements are both to God and to us equivalent to and of the same
value with Christ Himself; and the offering up to God of the
elements, thus both representing a crucified Saviour, and not in-
ferior in virtue or worth to the Saviour Himself, becomes a true
propitiatory sacrifice made to the Almighty for sin.74 Upon this
theory of the Supper, the office of priest in the Christian Church
is similar to that of priest under the law: both offer toGod real, al-
though symbolical sacrifices, equally pointing to Christ,—there

non altare super quod offeratur victima; non sacerdotes consecravit qui immolent,
sed ministros qui sacrum epulum distribuant.”—Calvin, Inst. lib. iv. cap. xviii.
11, 12. Cf. Waterland, Review of the Doct. of the Euch. Camb. 1737, pp. 467–534.
Arnold, Fragment on the Church, 2d ed. pp. 111 ff. 126–132.]

74“I conclude that, though the eucharistical elements are not the substantial
Body and Blood,—nay, they are the figurative and representative symbols of
them,—yet they are somewhat more too: they are the mysterious Body and Blood
of our ever blessed Redeemer. By the mysterious Body and Blood, the reader will
easily perceive I mean neither substantial nor yet merely figurative, but the middle between
these extremes, viz. the Bread and Wine made the Body and Blood of Christ by the
secret power of the Spirit; and apprehended to be so, not by our senses, but by
our faith, directed and influenced by the same Holy Spirit, and made the Body
and Blood in such a manner as human reason cannot perfectly comprehend.”—
Johnson, The Unbloody Sacrifice, Oxf. 1847, vol. i. p. 323. Cf. pp. 265 ff.
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being this difference, that the Aaronic priesthood offered a sac-
rifice of blood in the prospect of the Saviour’s sacrifice to come;
while the Christian priesthood offers an unbloody sacrifice in
memory of the Saviour’s sacrifice now past; and also, that the
sacrifices presented now in the Supper, in consequence of their
sacramental union with Christ, are infinitely more precious than
the sacrifices of the former economy. Such, briefly, and so far as
I am able to understand it, is the prevalent doctrine among the
majority of the High Church party in the Church of England
at the present day, who are not yet prepared, as an extreme sec-
tion of them appear to be, to accept the Tridentine definitions of
the nature and efficacy of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.
It is maintained and expounded at length in a work recently re-
published in the Anglo-Catholic Library, entitled, The Unbloody
Sacrifice and Altar Unveiled and Supported, by Johnson.

This theory, while excluding the dogma of transubstantiation,
which Romanists feel to be necessary to give consistency and
foundation to their doctrine of the Supper, approaches in other
essential respects very closely to that doctrine, asserting, as it
does, a real sacrificing priest and a real propitiatory sacrifice in
the Supper.75 The principles already laid down in opposition to
the Popish theory of the Supper are almost all equally available
against the now mentioned modification of it. It is subversive
of the whole doctrine and character of the Gospel. Under the
Christian dispensation there is no priest but One, and He is in
heaven. It is His incommunicable name, which none in heaven
or on earth may bear but Himself. There is no sacrifice or propi-
tiation but one, and that was finished on the Cross erected upon
Calvary, looking back, as it does, for thousands of years over
the long array of bloody offerings, which were but the types that
pointed towards it, not yet come; and looking forward, as it does,
over the long array of ordinances in the Christian Church, com-
memorative of it, now that it is past. Neither type beforehand,
nor commemoration afterhand, could share in its character as
an expiatory sacrifice for sin. There is now no dedication of vic-

75[“The Eucharist, after Baptism, is the only mean of the forgiveness of our
sins.”—Jolly, Christ. Sacrifice in the Euch. 2d ed. p. 155. Goode, The Case as it is; a
Reply to Dr. Pusey’s Letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury, 3d ed. pp. 17–20.]
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tims to God by death,—life given for life, and blood exchanged
for blood,—in order to make a propitiation. The tragedy of the
Cross cannot now be renewed, nor atoning blood be shed afresh;
and yet “without the shedding of blood there is no remission” in
Sacrament or in sacrifice. Under whatever form or modifica-
tion the sacramental theory be held, which asserts in the Supper
a real sacrifice, and a true propitiation for sin, it is a dishonour
done to the Lamb of God, who “by the one offering of Him-
self has perfected for ever them that are sanctified,” and who, in
virtue of that one Divine offering, now “liveth for ever to make
intercession for His people.”76

76Johnson, The Unbloody Sacrifice and Altar Unveiled and Supported, Oxf. 1847,
vol. i. pp. 265–433, vol. ii. p. 30, etc. Garbett, Bampton Lecture, 1842, vol. i.
pp. 231–354. Wilberforce, Doct. of the Holy Eucharist, 3d ed. pp. 299–338. Goode,
Nat. of Christ’s Pres. in the Euch. Lond. 1856, vol. i. pp. 11–28, etc., vol. ii. pp. 973–
978. Rule of Faith, Lond. 1842, vol. ii. pp. 135–190. [“Q. What institution hath
Christ appointed for the preserving and nourishing in us this Divine principle
or spiritual life, communicated to us in Baptism and Confirmation?—A. The
Christian Sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist. Q. Did He not offer the sacrifice of
Himself upon the Cross?—A. No. It was slain upon the Cross; but it was of-
fered at the institution of the Eucharist. . . . . Q. What is the consequence of
that privilege (the priest’s repeating our Lord’s ‘powerful words’)?—A. They (the
bread and wine) are in a capacity to be offered up to God as the great Chris-
tian sacrifice. Q. Is this done?—A. Yes. The priest immediately after makes a
solemn oblation of them. Q. Does God accept of this sacrifice?—A. Yes; and
returns it to us again to feast upon. Q. How do the bread and cup become ca-
pable of conferring all the benefits of our Saviour’s death and passion?—A. By
the priest praying to God the Father to send His Holy Spirit upon them. Q. Are
they not changed?—A. Yes; in their qualities.”—Catechism of Bishop Innes of
Brechin, 1841, as quoted in Peculiarities of the Scottish Episcopal Church, taken from
authentic sources, Aberdeen 1847, p. 2. Bishop Jolly laments that this “primitive
doctrine” is “so dimly seen” in the present Communion Service of the Church
of England. “The words require some stretch of thought to make them speak
the meaning and produce the effect of the former” more ancient liturgies. He
thinks, however, that Bishop Andrews and others “must have understood the En-
glish Office to have implied the eucharistic sacrifice, however lamelike the form
was.”—Christ. Sacrifce in the Euch. 2d ed. pp. 93, 99. Cf. pp. 81 ff. 129–136.]
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