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tion, ¢ Has not each congregation a right in itself,
¢ and independent of others, to the enjoyment of all
¢ divine ordinances ?’ Abstracting, onthis questian,
from the idea of a complete church supposed to ex-
ist in each congregation, we only ask in our turn,
Can there be no ordinance, like the passover for in-
stance, of a general nature, the observance of which
might be designed to affect the unity of congrega.
tions otherwise distinct, and to demonstrate this to
the world? If the Lord’s Supper be an ordinanee
of this description,, and our proof has goue that way;,
then whatever be the rights of single congregations,
it ought to be observed, (when circumstances per-
mit) so as to answer the purpose for which it was
intended. No congregation has a rightin this case
to adopt such a plan of observance, nor ought such.
aplan to be established by general consent, as would
in any respect counteract the nature and use of the
crdinance in its bearing on the visible church.
¢ We being many,” whether individuals or church-
es—many members, ¢ are one body and one bread ;
“ for we are all partakers of that one bread.”
¢ But the design of the ordinance,” we are told,
¢ is not counteracted ; for though weekly dispensa.
f tion separate each congreg:tion frem fellowship
¢ with others.of the same profession or bedy, vet
¢ while the Supper is dispensed thoughout the body,
¢ there is a spiritual communion of all the members, .
¢ according to which they may be said to be ene body
¢ and one bread ; they all at least enjoy it under the
¢ same banner, and as bearing in its celcbration
¢ among them on the same system of doctrine and
¢ duty’—~The Supper, according to these ideas, is.
. o more a peculiar ordinance of communion than the
preaching of the gospel, ;)}r public prayer and praise
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[he clergy of any particular deromination have ei-
her all subscribed the same creed, or dome what is
.quivalent. And in prayer, Christians approach the
‘bfone of God with direct supplications in behalf of -
:ach other, nay, of all the churches of Christ.—~Spi-
ritual communion is nowise manifestative of umty
in a pure and consistent profession ; and as'the coms
mon public exercises, which must necessarily bie
rformed in separate congre?aﬁ:,)r‘n, could hot =f
?:rd a proper demounstration of this unity, God, we
have found, provided for such a demaohstration in
the ordinance of the Supper. -Any plan of observ.
ance therefore, that would reduce it 40 a level with
other institutions, and require us to take refuge in
the simple idea of spiritnal communien, may justly
be viewed as in so far destructive of its characteris-
tic design.—But might not the friend of private ad-
ministration also insist upon it, that though he does
not partake with his brethren, there is sparitual coms
munijon ; and that such cemmunion myst be consi-
dered as obtaining among all the indivaduals who se-
pérately teceive the ordinance, especially if dispen.
séd to them by the office-bearers of the same church ?
There is even something more directly apposite
to the apostle’s language, “ We -are one bod
“ and one bread ; for we are all partaker’s of
“ that one bread,”—in administration to'the dying,
or in conveying portions of the consecrated bread to
persons in private, than in the abstract idea of spi-
ritual communion. If by either of the former, the
design of the ordinance, so far as dependent on the
true method of observance, be set aside, it cannot
surely be fulfilled by the latter. Suppose spiritual
communion all that is requisite for the fellowship of
congregations in the Lord, and why may it not suf-
fice also for individuals? Why might not the dis-
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pensation of the Supper in one congregation suffice
for a whole body of Christians? Or why might not
the observance of the institution by a few members
in any congregation, (not to say by the minister
and elders, as by the priest and his clergy in the
Roman church) suffice for that congregation; all
the members of which, if saints, would have fellow-
ship with these few, and though not saints, yet, if
of the same principles, would have it as far as pub.
lic profession was concernedf? If in these instances
spirrtual communion cannet fulfil the design of the
erdinance, upon what ground is H resorted to as suf-
ficiently verifying that design in regardto the fellow.
ship of different congregations, which are no less
members of one body, than individuals ate of one
congregation ?

That the plan of observance followed among Pres-.
byterians is suited at once to the importance of the
Supper, to its solemnity, arid, by promoting an en-

T The council of Trent defended masses in which
the priest alone eats sacramentally, on the ground of
spiritual communion. * Vere communes censerj
“ debent ; partim quod in eis populus spiritualiter
“ communicet ; partinr quod a publico ecclesiz mi-
“ nistro, non pro se tantum, sed pro omnibus fide.
“ libus qui ad corpus Christi pertinent, celebrentur.”
Sess. xxii. cap. vi. To this Vosstus ( Disp. antea
cit. Thes. 1.) replies, * That spiritual communion
* “ does not come up to the command of Christ, nor
“ the design of the ordinance.” And if it does not
with respect to the members of one congregation,
neither goes it with respect to those of different con-
gregations, who arc equally bound to testify by
lgeans of this ordinance that' they are onein the

ord.- '
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larged fellowship, to itsuse inregard to the demon«
stration of unity, has neveryet been disproved ; but
weekly communion, and every plan that approaches
to it, scems to be founded on a partial view of the
ordinance. If Presbyterians shall conform' to the
scherues so vigorously of late pushed into public no-
tice, by the erection of a certain society, and even
by sorae of themsclves, they may anticipate the
effect. Too frequent dispensation, though it may
compcl to frequent communicating, will be found in
the end to establish an independency of communion.
Satisfied with what may be enjoyed in their own
congregations, the people will become careless of
association with their brethren ; the prevailing dise
respect to enlarged testification of fellowship will be
fostered ; ; the very face of our church will be chang-
ed, and many of our ¢ pleasant things” utterly mar-
red. We may then remembeyr the days when we
went with the multitude to the house of God, with
the multitude that kept the holy solemnity, and re-
member them only to lament that such days are no
more. Christians will no longer see their brethren
gathering from different quarters, to strengthen
their hands.in the good way and work.of the Lord.
Often they may have entertained them as. angels of
God, and found their hospitality amply repaid by re-
frcshmg, elevating spiritual conversation, and b

the mutually endearing intercourse of brotlerly love.
It was *“as life from the dead,” as when many peo-
ple should say, ¢ Come ye, and let us go up to the
“ mountain of the Lord: O house of Jacob, come
“ ye and let us walk in the light of our God, l2t us
“ sing together in the heights of Zicn.” Bu. suon
every vestige of such associations will vanish ; these
blissful fruits.of enlarged communion will cease to
be known ; the ordinance, moved from. its sphere
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and spoiled of its honours, will languish under de-
fective, obscure dispensations. o

il : O €9 : O E——
SECT. IV.
OBJEGTICNS CONSIDERED.

VARIOUS exceptions may perhaps have occur-
| red to the Reader in perusing the preceding
pages. It may seem that many things usually
brought forward are entirely overlooked, or studi-
ously kept out of view, particularly the usage of the
primitive age, the sentiments of reformers, and
other topics on which the advocates for frequency
are wont to enlarge. Appeals to facts are indeed
calculated to make a more forcible impression on
the majority of Readers, than general reasoning.
But who knows not that we are to judge of facts by
principles, and that many practices which boast of
high antiquity are far from deserving approbation or
perpetuity ? Let the nature and design of the Lord’s
Supper first be determined, and let every usage an-
tient or modern be tried by this standard. Lest
however it should be thought we are afraid to en-
counter the mass of facts which have been placed as
in battle-array against the Presbyterian methodeghe
following observations are added to remgk bjec~
tions as well as farther confirm our positions#id the
principles on which theyG are founded. .
_ o

m N
£
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1. The practice of the church in the ArosroLig
AGE does not militate against what has been stated.

The facts on this head are recorded in Scripture,
and are therefore to be distinguished from others.
Could it be proved, that while the church was unider
the immediate inspection of the apostles the practice
was hwostile to the presbyterian method, that method
might then be justly suspected, there would at least
be some ground for attempting reformation. Let
the idea of hostility however be carefully remarked..

The subjects of the New Testament church were:
not, like the children of Israel at Sinai, all collected
and capable of being organized at once. The gospel
behoved to be diffused ; the disciples were to-go-
and teach all nations, begiruing at Jerusalem. The
New Testament fabric was to be gradually reared..
It was enoughi if it rose sufficiently into view to dis-
cover its plan.and-symmetry ere the apostolic age
expired, and.while the wise master-builders were.
employed about it. Its erection too, behoved to be.
considerably affected by circamstances towhich it was .
necessary someregard should be had. We find that
Jesus accordingly did not at once promulgate a syse
tem of ardinances, or code of laws minutely detail-
ed, under various'sanctions, and to be instantly car-
ried into effect, as was done at Sinai. During the
forty days he spent on earth he was employed in de-
livering the pattern in private to his disciples ; after-
wards He completely enlightened them in regard to
all things pertaining to the kingdom, by the effusion.
of the Holy Spirit, but.this was properly an internal.
illuminationt, He meant that by these master~
- + John xiv. 26. Acts. i1. 2, 8. 1 Cor. ii. 16..
THey had the mind of Christ, not publicly proclaim-
ed as at the giving of the law, but'internally reveal--
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builders the church should be erected and its plart
disclosed to the world as providence should open the
way. Much therefore is to be learned from the cone
duct of the apostles: and its resultss . In these the
mind of Christ is brought forth both as to govern-
ment and the observance of divine institutions;.
where we often find no express laws or injunctions.
But on the very ground stated, it ought not to be
taken for granted in appeals to the apostolic age, that
every notice which occurs either in regard: to go-
vernment or observance, is something from which
abstractly considered we may reason with sufficient.
force. No; various considerations must be taken
into view.. The tendency of the procedure adopted
by the apostles, the form: and state into which they
evidently laboured to bring the church when not ime
peded by circumstances, the intimations of the ge--
neral plan they had in their eye, and as they could
overtake it carried into-effect,—these . ought to be
clearly marked, and they are the proper rules' by
which we ought to be guideds Notices of some
things different from the Presbyterian mode of ob-
servance may occur, which, if we adhere to these
rules of judging, may yet be found by no means hos.:
tile unto it.

Before reasoning from the practice of the aposto-
licage in regard to the Supper, it seems but just
that the following things be recollected : 1sz, The

ed,. to.be by them gradually brought forth. . Such .
was the New Testament legislation, as real as the
Old, and so predicted and described in‘allusion th
it, Acts ii. 19, 20. Psal. . 1-—--7. but different in
made as well as spiritual grandeur. Circumstances
required it should- 'be so. Read Heb. xii, 18«
25, 28..
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distance between many of the newly planted churche
es. This necessarily rendered them in a great mea-
sure independent both as to government and observ-
ance. That intimacy of fellowship which the ordi-
nance of communioh was designed to promote,
might not be attainable. Members from different
congregations -could not always come together into
one place to testify their unity. Connected with
this, if a church or congregation was at a great dis-
tance from others, so that it had little, perhaps no
access to the Supper when dispensed in them, thecre
would be a necessity for a more frequent observance
of the ordinance in it, than f more happily situatedt.
1 Thus too, general convocations of deputies from
the different courts by which congregations were
governed, could not at once be established. The
idea of the unity of the visible body of Christ was
secured, in this state of things, by the relation in
which the apostles stood to the whole church. Matt.
xix. 28. Gal. ii. 7, 8. Their extraordinary pow-
ers also rendered presbyteries and synods less need-
ful. Tit. i. 5. with 1 Cor. xi. 34. Divine de-
cisions on subjects about which they were applied
to, were given in their epistles. The first to the
Corinthians is a specimen. The idea of unity was
also supported by the general deaconship for which
providence gave occasion. Acts vi. For perpe-
¢tuating this idea, however, and ¢xhibiting the man.
ner in which it should be realized as to government
when the apostolic office had ceased, presbyteries
were established. Acts xxi. 18. explained by ver.
25. and 1 Pet. v. 1. 1 Tim. v. 1¥. Particularly
in 1 Tim. iv. 14, we have a notice of a presby-
tery according to the usual acceptation of the term,
for it seems absurd to suppose a meeting called to
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—2d¥, The great need of confirmation inithe days
of the apostles.  Churchies newly erected and orga-
nized, consisting of converts from among the Jews
or heathen, needed much to be established in the
faith and profession of Christ. For this- end the
observance of the Supper was eminently. adapted,
We should not be surprised then to find a peculiar
frequency of administration in that age. Multi-
tudes of new converts were also comingin, towhom
it was proper to dispense this seal, and confirm them
in fellowship with the house-hold of faith. We
might expect that the apoatles or evangchsts as they

bestow extraordinary gifts on Ttmothy, which any
apostle could have-done, and more absurd to ima-
gine that any but teaching elders couid ordam him
to the office of a preacher and evangglist. Paul i itis
likely himself conferred this last office, or he-might
be present at the ordination of Timothy, 2 prst- i
6. An occasion was also afforded in providence
for a2 more general assembly in which the apostles
sat with the elders to decide in a certain cause ; and
n which, though the nien of inspiration were pre-
sent,. with others supernaturally gifted both elders
and people, yet the mind of the Spirit caie to be
known only as in the synods of Pnesbytenan church-
es. Acts-xv. xvi. 5.—~Thus did Jesus the Lord
of the church: provide for her future state, when ex-
traordinary relations and powers should have ceased,

and thus did he disclose the intended plan of govern-
ment. It is possible to account from: circumstances
for all that has the appearance of independency in
the apostolic age. But what circumstances can ae-
count for the great lines of Presbyterianism then
stamped on the church ? These must have been the -
fruit of design. :
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went their rounds in visiting the churches, would
eclebrate the ordinance wherever they came, and
enjoin a frequent observance even though the asso-
cration of brethren from neightbouring congregations
shouid not always be attained.—3dly, The propriety
and necessity of deeply impressing on Christians in
that age, the idea of the abslition of the law. For
this purpose the ordinance of the Supper was speci-
ally calculated,—the memorial of the death of
Christ, the sign of the atonement made, a seal of
the New Testanient, the onlv feast of the church,
a feast exclusive of sacrifice, simple i its rites, and
intended to supersede the passover. There might
onthis ground be a peculiar expediency in its frequent
observance. It proclaimed: the virtual abolition of
the law by the death of Jesus, and while it familiart.
zed the mind and heart to this, contributed to the
actual abolition. -

Though some differences then between the prac-
tice in the apostolic age and that in use among Pres-
byterians should be marked, little will be gained in
point of argument. Peculiarities were to be expect.
ed, nay, in some instances necessitous deviations
from the intended plan. But were the things which
may be alledged, designed to be perpetual, or did
the leading principles on which the apostles proceed-
ed tend to perpetuate them? If an opponent would
reason to purpose, he ought toshew something in
these principles hostile to the plan' we would support,
or point out in the instances to which he may refer,
an indication of some other general plan different
from ours, but manifestly that according to which
the apostle proceeded.

Butlet us look into the history of the apostolic
age. Peculiarities we have said might be expected,-
few of themhowever are recorded ; the recard was:
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to serve for direction, and it is not encizmbered with
these. Rather according to it we find, that so far
as practicable the communion of different congre-
gations took place, and we have no proof that there
was any such frequency as had been incompatible
with this.

1s¢, We have no express injunction of frequency.
However surprising it may scem, comsidering the
ado that has Jately been made on this topic, the fre-
quency of observance is left to be inferred from the
importance of the ordinance, and to be regulated
by the mast proper plan of accomplishing all its ends.
—~The words of Jesus, “ Do this in remembrance
of me,” are usually brought forward in triumph.
But what do they affirm about frequency of dispen-
sation in the same place? Though every Christian
will consider them as an address to his heart, and a
call to neglect no opportunity, they are properly de-
clarative of the nature of the ordinance. ¢ Do this,”
instead of keeping the passover, and “in remem-
“brance of me,” not as a figure of something to
come, butin memorial of what is past. The words.
bear on the substitution of the Suppcr instead of the
antient feast, and hence, while they lay an obliga.
tion on gratitude, cannot be supposed to enjoin such
a frequency as would remove the idea of solemnity
which they transfer and attach to the Supper, or
prevent the manifestation of unity in which that or-
dinance behoved to fulfil what the passover did of
old.~--* But have we not full proot in 1 Cor. xi. 26.
“ As often as ye eat this bread, &c.?” There is
certainly no precept in the passage ; this is still a
great desideratum ; nor is there any thing in regard
to example, which might be considered as binding.
The word ‘¢ HosAK1s *¢ as often as,” would require
much criticism to elicit the idea of frequency, yet
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it has been held out to the people on account of the
sound of the English rendering as complete proof.
To minds anaccustomed to mark the force of words,
it might be difficult to prove in an abstract gramma-
tical way, that:a sentencein which the term * often”
occurs, conveyed no particular idea of frequency..
We might say the words as often as are a kind of
phrase expressive of proportion, or equivalent to
whensoever. But an example er two may answer
the purpose better. Suppose one were to say, ¢ As
¢ often as the General Assembly meets, a speech is-
¢ made from the throne,’---would this-imply that i¢
met frequently, or more than once in the year?
Here the phrase is used simply in regard to time;
but in the passage referred to, 1tis not used even in
this sense, or as directly bearing on time. To pro-
duce a more apposite example ;. suppose our apose
tle having received accounts of the introduction of
profane song-music into the worship of God in cer-
tain churches, and of the adaptation of hymns and
spiritual songs to light and wanton airs, had written
to these churches reprimanding them for their prac.
tice,--he might have described to them the ordi-
nance of praise, enlarged on the solemnity of it,
and then concluded his admonition with desiring
them to be on their guard, since, ¢ As often as they
¢ sang in the assemblies of ZlOﬂ‘, they were profes-
¢sedly. shewing forth the praises of Jehovah. It
must have been obvious that the pvhrase here was ex.
actly equivalent to ¢ whensoever,” and thatthesame
idea might have been expressed by that term. The
frequency of the exercise is neither implied, affirm-
ed, nordenied in it. Much less does it contain or
. insinuate any injunction to frequency, which is in
no respect the subject. It merelv states the nature
of the exercise, to inspire with a proper respect to
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the gravity that ought to be displayed. The idea is
this, ‘religious singing isa shewing forth the praises
‘of God,” notthe celebration of some hero, or of some
smour storiedina popular ballad. Precisely similar is
theidea, 1 Cor xi. 26. The apostle had heard of great
abuses in the observance of the Supper. He wrote
to correct these, not to excite to frequent dispensa-
§ion, nor even to the duty of frequent communica-
sing. For the purpose of correction and admoni-
tion, he lays out the form of the ‘institution ‘to servé
as 2 model, and to impress with a semse of the so-
lemnity of the ordinance. He then warns them of
the danger of ‘mismanagement, putting them in
mind, that ¢ as oftenas, or whensoever they ate that
5 bread ana drank that cup, they were shewing the
¢ Lord’s death, net holding one of the collation
suppers to which they had been accustomed in their
heathen state, nor any thing of the like nature. The
phrase gives no specific intimation with regard to
the practice of the primitive church.  Though the
Supper had been dispensed thrice in the week, or
but thrice ic the year, the words might have been
used with the same propriety, and would have con-
veyed the same meaning, namely, thatit was a shew=
ing the Lord’s death, and therefore not to be lightly
thought of, nor inconsiderately observed.

In favour of frequent dispensation, it has farther
been urged, that our Lord, even during the forty
days he remained on earth, kept the Supper repeat.
edly with his disciples. Passages where tke break-
ing of bread among them is mentioned, are quoted ;
and 1t is contended that the phrase must refer to the
Supper, because at the time of imstitution he pro-
mised ¢ to drink of the fruit of the vine new with
“ thera in his Father’s kingdom.” But, 1s, The

H
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strength of this reasoning rests, in sorae measure,
on our Lord’s having drunk literally of the cup at
the time of Institution.. The argument must stand
thus : ¢ The promise refers to his joining with them
¢ in the same manner.as he did when it was made ;
¢ but when it was made, he partook of the external
¢ symbols, therefore he must, to verify the promise,
¢ some time or other have joined with the disciples
¢ in a literal participation of the ordinance, which
¢ could only be between his resurrection and ascen.
¢ tion” ‘That our Lord however kiterally partook
at the time of institutieh’ls no where expressly stated.
~ The supposition that he did, is encumbered with a
difficulty that ought to have been solved: Luke
seems to represent him as declining even to drink of
the passover cup, and declaring that he would ¢ no
“ more drink of the fruit of the vine, till the king,
“ dom of God saculd come.” How could he then
a little after, and -while the kingdom was not yet
come, drink of the frnit of the vine at the supper ?—
But, 2d/y, Allowing that he did literally partake in
both instances, choasing to make the same deciara-
tion in regard to each, must the promise necessarily
be understood of the same kind of participation ? If
so, then it must bz limited to the apostles, and
wholly restricted tg “he period he spent on the earth,
after he rose from the dead.—3dly, What if it
might be skewn, th:t during that period the king-
dom of God could not properly be said to be come?
Though Jesus was then glorified, he was only in
his prophetical characier, laying the foundations of
that kingdom by the instructions he gave to his
apostles, and vhich he concluded with the sublime
commission, * (o, «disciple to all nations, baptizing
“ them.” Even after this they were to wait at Je-
rusalem till endued with power from on high. It
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was with the effusion of the Spirit the kingdom of
heaven commenced in the church; I will drink of
“ the fruit of the vine with you in my Father’s king-
“ dom;” in that state, when exalted to my Father’s
right hand, I shall rule for him in Jacob to the ends
of the earth.——4¢hly, Our Lord, if he did ] join with
his disciples, observed the ordinance at the time of
institution, in a certain way, which is distinguished
from his drinking the fruit of the vine new ; he ob-
served it as still with his disciples under the prepa-
ratory state of things which was soon to become old.
The ordinance did not belong ta that state, but it
was kept at first in prospect of his sufferings; it
might be in the way of his being scaled to these,
and of having all the blessed consequences of them
in the New Testament represented and sealed to him
the surety, for the support of his humanity in pro-
spect of the approaching awful scene in which it was
tobe involved. But whatever purpose the ordinance
might serve to him on the eve of rﬁoss sulfermgs, we
ought to remember, that after his resurrection, as
soon indeed as the kingdom of heaven in any respect
began with him, he was glorified, and thus beyond
the sphere of sacred ordinances. The case is difs
ferent with respect to the church: though under the
kingdom of heaven, we are not in a glorlﬁed state,
and thereion. the participation of external signs be-
longs tous. On these grounds we conclude, that
the promise refers to spiritual communion, of which
mdeed 1t is beautifully descriptive. Itlends no aid
to the notion of his repeatedly observing the Supper
with his disciples before his ascention. And, 5thly,
The passages it is called in to cover with this mean-
ing, relate to common entertainments. Shall we
suppose he took the two disciples at Emaus by sur.
prize, and began to dispence the Supper !—that,
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without intimating his design, he came out with the

words, “ This is my body,” &c. and after having
begun and thus discovered himself, withdrew with<

out completing the feast? No : they were set down
to a common meal, when Jesus, perhaps by the

peculiar manner in which he addressed the Father,
or by assuming his wonted character and manner

when respected as the head of his family the twelve,
was instantly recognised. He had done what was
sufficient to convince them of his resurrection, and:
therefore immediately disappeared. They reported:

their conviction, but not a word of the Supper.—
He did not stay to eat with them, asit was unaneces-~
sary. But this farther proof of his resurrection he.
afterwards gave, because it seemed to-be 2 method
calculated to remove from the minds of his disciples-
all hesitation about the fact—* While they yet be-
lieved “not for joy, and wondered, he said unte
“ them, Have ye here any meat? And they gave
- % him a piece of abroiled fish, and of an heney
“ comb,” (neither fish nor honey were ever permit~
ted to be used in any divinely instituted feast {(Lev.
ii. 11.) “and he took it and did eat before them.”
Luke xxiv. 41---43. This and similar instances,.
of which we have another recorded John xxi. 12,
13. are evidently those appealed to Acts- x. 41.
“ God raised him up the third day, and shewed him
‘ openly, not to all the people, but towitnesses cho-
“ sen before, tous who did eat and drink with him-
 after he rose from the dead.”’-—In fine, There is

no proof that the Supper was observed during alk
the period Jesus remained with his church on carth

after his resurrection,.-a circumstance somewhat
perplexing to the advocates of weekly communion,
or of frequency on the sole ground of spiritual ad-
vantage.



[ 92 ] ﬁwﬁé}’

2. There is no evidence from the New Testa-
ment, that the Lord’s Supper was observed every
first day of the week. It cannot be reckoned fair
or candid, to bring forward every passage where
the breaking of bread is mentioned, as if this ordi-
nance were alwavs meant. The phrase alludes to
the Jewish custom in all their meals, which though
followed in the Supper, and indeed necessary in or-
"der to have broken bread, the proper symbol, is not
itself a significant rite. The account we have of
believers ¢ breaking bread from house to house,”
(Acts ii. 46.) is manifestly descriptive of the fel-
lowship they had with one another in their necessary-
meals, as having * all things In common. These
very meals, in that peculisr state of things, became
a kind of love-feasts, an< perhaps gave birth to the

custom. A considerstle number might join toge-
ther at each repast, 4nd spend the time in edifying

conversation ; for it 15 added, ¢ they did eat their
« meat with oudness, and singleness of heart ;”
without susrtions and envyings, in undissembled
sincerity 1 mutual confidence and affection. We
may slow the Supper to be meant in Acts ii. 42,
beca:s¢ the ¢ breaking of bread” is there connected
wit! other exercises of devotion. But there is only
or clear notice of the ohservance of this ordinance
a the whole book of Acts, chap, xx. 7.

. This notice, however, is thought to be sufficient,

‘and quite in point ; ¢ On the first day of the week,
“ the disciples came together to break bread,” there-
fore it was their usual practice. Nothing, it would
seem, could be more convincing. Had the words,
indeed, been a general assertion, intended to notify
the usage of the church, the argument had been
good : As if this were the case, they are commonly
' H 2
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quoted in the above insulted' manner. But if they
refer to any particular instance, the argument fails ;
if to an xtraordinary occasion, it is lost. Let us
suppose, for the sake of an example, that instead of
new-moon the Jews had been appointed to keep full.
moon as a period of sacred worship ; any one, pre.
viously acquainted with the history, must have per-
ceived the difference between these two sentences,
¢ At full moon the Jews killed and offered sacrifices
¢ to the Lord ;> and, ¢ At full moon they killed the
¢ passover.’ The latter sentence would not impl'

that every full-moo. was observed by killing the
passover, but only that when it was killed, this was
the season.  If, on acertain occasion, the disciples

of a particular church cane together to break bread
on the first dav of the weé: all we can infer from

the notice is, that they did nv keep the Jewish Sab-
bath, and that they preferred tie Lord’s day as the
most proper time for having the Supper dispensed,
when it was to be so ; but not that'+ a5 even their
custom, much less the universal cu(om of the
- church, io have it dispensed every first tay of the
‘week. li farther, there be something extrav-dinapy
mentioned in regard to that occasion, such g ghe
presence of an apostle, which they had not “ery
Lord’s day ; the natural conclusion is, that the
portunity was embraced on this account. On
first day of the week, when Paul being present, t

disciples came together to keep the Lord’s Supper;
he officiated, and honoured the dispensation of that
ordinance with a discourse of unuommon length.
As in visiting the churches he intended to confirm
them, it was proper to dispence the Ssacrament,
though perhaps not at the usual time, (if times were
then fixed), ere he departed ; and accordingly, chu-
sing to honour the first day of the week with this
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sacred ohservance, he waited for it, delaying his
departure till it should be past.—‘“ But the multi-
tude continwed in the apostle’s doctrine and fellow-
“ ship, and in the breaking of bread.” ¢ Now, as we
¢ find they met on the first day of the week for this
‘ breakmgof bread, their continuance in the prac-
¢ tice must denote the constancy of it every first day
¢ of the week.” Such arguments need no refutation.
To persevere, be diligent, and wax bold in the faith
of the gospel, and the observance of divine institu-
tions is one thing, to have the sacrament every Sab-
bath is another ; the former may obtain, where the
latter does not']‘

3dly, Certain intimations, unfriendly to the idea
of weekly communion occur.—--Not only is there no
proof in its favour, there is something against it.
The first passage to which we shall here revert for
more p'u'ticular consideration, is 1 Cor. x. the se-
cond, chap. xi. 20. where we have a notice, by
the by ye, of the mode of observan;c

Let us attend to the reasoning #a chap. x. Some
“of the Corinthian Christians had given great offence
to their brethren, 'whose consciences were weaker,
by partaking at feasts with their heathen friends,
even of meats devoted to idols. This liberty was
not expedient, did not tend to edification ; it scan-
‘dalized, not only Jews and Gentiles, tut the church
- of God. (Ver. 23---33). The apostle admonishes
them, to consider the nature of that fellowship they
professed in the Lord’s Supper. ¢ The eup of bles-
“ sing which we bless, is it not the communion of
“ the blood of Christ,” &c. They were to take
care they did not trespass againt their conjunct pro-

I Acts 1. 42. ESAN PROSKARTEROUNTES. See
ver. 46. Col. iv. 2. &c.
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fession of this fellowship, either by symbelizing
with the heathen, or offending the cousciences of
thelr brethren in seeming to do so: “We being
“ many,” says he, ¢ are one body and one bread,
“ for we are all partakers of that one bread.’ --Now
in the 1s¢ place, This reasoning tends to establish a
general rule, not restricted to the members of one
congregation, as if it were enough for them to be
_observant of one another, without regarding the
consciences of their brethren in other congregations
pertaining to the same body. ¢ We,” says the
apostle, including himself, who was not directly a
member of the Corinthian church “ we Christians,
“being many, are one body:. But how does the
argument from the tesuﬁcatxon of this in the Supper
apply ? where is its force, or why should an appeal
-be made to what is done in this ordinance, if there
.was not by it, even in that age, as far as could be
‘attained, a circulation of visibly expressed commu-
nion throughout the body? “ We being many are
‘“ one bread, for.we are all partakers of that one
¢ bread.” The conclusion is, that therefore, where-
ever we are, and whatever be our more immediate
counections with the church, we must beware of
stumbling or offending any of our brethren in the
body, particularly of causing general offence.
Though directly connected with this or the other
congregation, we are members of one body, and ¥
stand related to our brethren in all the congregations
of which it consists. Of this our fellowship with
them in the great ordinance of visible communion is
the token and pledge.—-But, 2dfy, There were seve-
ral congregations even at Corinth. The reasoning
which proves that there were several distinct con-
gregations at Jerusalem, at Antioch, at Ephesus,
&c. proves that the Christians at Corinth mlght b
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spoken of, or addressed as one church like those in.
the places specified, and yet be divided into several
congregations ; and it establishes a strong probabi«
lity that the case was: the same at Corinth as in these
placesf. Arguments from the account of conver-
sions at Corinth, go to confirm the poiat, that the
case was actually the same. And we have a direct
assertion of it, 1 Cor. xiv. 34. “Let your wo-
“men keep silence in the churches|.”—Now the

da .

T The appeal is made to the reasoning on the
multitude of Christians: at Jerusalem, &c. because
the information is more full in regard to these places.
See AYTON on Church Government, chap. ii. sect. 5.

|| < It is vain to plead that the churches here meant
¢ are not those of Corinth but of other places, such
“as the churches of Judea, of Galatia, or of Mace-
“ donia ;. for what had tlie women of Corinth to do
‘ In these churches, so as to need a prohibition from
* preaching or speaking in them ? However impro-
* perly some of them might be disposed to conduct
¢ themselves in their own churches, there is no reae
*son to think they were itinerants.’  Vindication by
WuvyTtock, p. 12. Dr. CaMPBELL suggests what
may account for the sacred writer’s styling the Chris<
tians at Jerusalem, Corinth, &c. one church, after
several congregations might have been erected.
The first congregation formed in these places,
founded the name, which was retaimed, even after
that mother church had produced others around her.
At the same time, the conjunction of these church-
€s under one presbytery, (Acts xxi. 18.) and their
Joming in one place in the celebration of the Supper,
may be taken into the account, tho”the Doctor sup-
poses both these parts of order to be of later date.
Lect. vol. i. p. 40, 253—266.
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general rule laid down, admitted on this ground an
express application to the Corinthian Christians.
The members of one church-meeting were to be ob-
servant, not merely of their brethren in it, but of all
their brethren with whom they were wont to join
in the ordinance of the Supper. Suppose the mem-
bers of one church had all been more enlightened in
their own view than those of another, were they, be-
cause the liberties they took gave no offence among
themselves, therefore warranted to indulge in these
to the scandalizing of their brethren? Would the
argument of the apostle have failed in this case? Or
does he not rather appeal to their fellowship in the
Supper as demonstrative of their unity, and repre.
sent this ordinance as that which God had provided
to keep alive the idea of General relations, to be a
caveat against any one’s supposing he had no con-
cern but with the members of his own congregation ?
but how could the apos‘le appeal to it in this light,
if it had been a part of stated observance, restricted,
like the other parts of divine worship to each congre-
gation, by being kept every first day of the week ?
It must have been an occasional observance, afford-
ing an opportunity for the members of the several
churches to associate in visible communion. “ We
“ being many,” and though thus necessitated to meet
for stated worship in distinct congregations, are yet
“ one body,” and this is testified by our joining to-
gether in the Lord’s Supper ; there we proclaim
that we are * one bread,”---as intimately connected
as the portions used, or the particles of which they
arc coinposed,~--**ftor we are ali partekers of that
* one bread.”---3dly, The scheme of weekly com-
munion destrovs the force of the argument, as in-
tended to be of permanent use in the church. The
idea of spiritual fellowship pervading a body may
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be called in ; but under this idea too, the strength
of the consideration suggested, evaporates; for spi-
ritual fellowship exisis, and must exist among all
genuine saints, nay, in 2 certain sense, among all
Christians of the same profession, though many of
these may be greatly defective in their duty to
Christ, or to their brethren in the Lord. There
was indeed no necessity for appealing so specifically
to what is done in observing the Supper, if spiritual
fellowship was solely meant by the apostle,

¢ Did the Corinthians then assemble to celebrate
$ conjunctly this ordinance of communion? How
¢ was jt practicable, sipce they are said to have been
¢ so many that they could not meet together in one
¢ place, and are therefore supposed to be divided
¢ into several congregations ? The difficulty here is
wholly imaginary : How do the Christians of Edin-
burgh, St. Cuthberts,and Leith, hold fellowship in
the Supper ! That all in these districts should meet
together for the purpose, is by no means requisite,
Might nat the church at Cenchrea, the port-town of
Corinth, and at buta smalldistance fromit, have com-
munion in the same manner, by'some of her memberg
with the Christians at Corinth? (Rom, xvi. 1.) The
sacrament behoved not to be dispensed in both places
on one day, this was all that was necessary.---But
though the association of a few members from other
congregations, as In this degenerate age, may pro.
duce a circulation of visible communion, the primi-
tive Christians scem to have been more studious of
fulfilling the design of the ordinance. In 1 Cor.
xl. 20. we have a notice of their coming together
into one place to eat the Lord’s supper. This was
the second passage to be adduced. The terms im-
plv at least a very general assembly for the purpose.
They throw light on the reasoning in chap. x. they
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confirm the view we have taken, and et out, as it
were, by the bye, the manner of observance, to
which the apostle refers, and on which we have seen
the strength of his argument depends.

The Author is no-strarger to the use Independents
have made of the words now quoted, to prove that
what are called churches at Corinth, Jerusalem, &e,
were but single congregations, which could meet i
one place for common worship. He knows also the
replies of Presbyterians, stating that the phrase doss
not always mean gathering into one place, but some.
times engaging in the same actions, being combined
to the same purpose, or existing in the same statet,
But let it once be proved by valid arguments, as has
been donell, that the church at Jerusalem, at Co.
rinth, &c. consisted of several congregations, or of
such multitudes as could not all meet in one place
for stated worship; and then to admit, that the
phrase EPI TO AUTO refers to place, so far from
hurting the Presbyterlan cause, must be in its fa.
vour, particularly on the head of communion. It
will be found, 1sz, Thatthe phrase most commonly,
if notalways, (except when used adverbially, or m
regard to time, as in Acts iii. 1.) signifies into one
place. But, 2dly, That an extraordinary meeting,
or assembly is meant,

In support of the first position, we remark, that
only one passage 1s pointed out in the New Testa
ment, where the words are thought to bear a differ-
ent meaning. This is the quotation of Psal. ii. 2
in Actsiv. 25, 26. * The kings of the earth stood

— - ™"

t Avron, Orig. Const. of the C’lm;ch, p.ﬁ21~5, é

216, 217.
| Zbid. chap. ii. sect. v. Vindication by Way.

TOC K, po 4“"19u
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“up, and the rulers were gathered together (zer to
% AuTO,) against the Lord, and against his Christ}”
¢ When,’ it has been demanded, ¢did the kings of
¢ the earth and the rulers assemble together into one
¢place against Christ?’>—As far as a literal inter-
pretation is concerned, the. Jewish council met in
one place, and the people of the Jews, with their
rulers and chief-priests, gathered also unto Pilate’s
judgment-hall, to have Jesus condemned. ¢ But
‘kings > Well, Hercd, tetrarch of Gallilee, was
also up at Jerusalem, and if certain punctilios did
not permit him to meet in the same hall with Pilate,
or to consult personally with him, they were atleast
both in one city, and that city a remarkable place,
(worthy of being hinted at) for such a combination
against the Lord’s Anointed,—the place which God
had chosen as his rest, and made the centre of his
worship.—~But who sees not, that both the words of
the Psalm, and the form in which they are quoted
must be figurative? Did kings at the time referred
to, even in ‘“ harmony of design,” conspire against
Christ? Toe make out kings, we must view Pilate
as the Emperor’s agent and representative, and join
Herod with him. But Herod also held his govern-
ment of Tiberius, so that we have butone king or
emperor thus represented. The words of the Psalm
are prophetically descriptive of all combinaticns that
ever have taken place, or yet may, against the Lord
and his anointed; and declare, that though the
greatest personages should engage in these combi-
nationg, disgrace and ruin must be the issue of their
¢ plots.  The prophecy had a special reference to the

T The verb here expressive of ¢ gathercd tqge-
¢ ther,” is the compound SANECHATRESAN.

|
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conspiracy against Christ in the days of his flesh.
In this, the emblem and pattern of every other
combination, it was strikingly verified. Hence it
is quoted with a commentary explaining it, and ac-
commodating the very terms in that instance, to
Herod, Pontious Pilate, the rulers, and the people
of the Jews. Butthe prediction is of extensive ap.
plication, and it is adorned with such grandeur of
imagery, as might completely expose the folly of
attempting to counteract the purposes of heaven.
The kings and rulers of the earth are figuratively de-
scribed as assembling into one place, meeting to
concert their measures together, while God 1is re-
presented as looking down on their assembly, and
observing their plans with a smile of contemptf.
Allowing, however, that ¢ harmony of design” were

1 Other instances of the use of this phrase, Pz
TO AUTO, are quoted from Dr. Lightfoot by Mr.
Ayton, in which it is supposed to signify something
else than “into one place;” these are from the
Septuagint version. But en consulting the passages
it will be found, that in all of them, the idea of one
place may be understood ; in some of them it can
bear no other meaning, Judges iv. 33. xix. 6.
Isa. Ixvi. 17. is explained by ver. 24. the allusion
is to Tophet. Were not the companies mentioned,
2 Sam: ii. 13. met in one place, even at the pool
of Gibeon? Though on opposite sides of the pool,
thev were as near as was expedient.  May not the
LXX. have mistaken the sense in Jer. vi. 12.? or
what sense, according to their version, can be made .
of the threatening? In Psal, xxx. 3. xlix. 2. there
was no occasion for inserting the notice of * one
“ place.”  Butit dees no harm, does not alter the
meaning.
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the idea of this passage, must this always be consi.
dered as the idea suggested by the phrase? What
tolerable sense could be put, according to this idea,
on the Corinthians being said to ‘¢ gather together
“ EPI TO AUTO, to eat the Lord’s Supper ?” W hen
a phrase has different applications, the sense in
which it is used must be determined by the place
where it occurs, or by other circumstances. The
natural ideain the passage is evidently that expres-
sed by our translation.

But, 2dly, The phrase denotes some extraordi-
narv meeting, or bears upon some peculiar occasion
of bemg together.  Were not this the case, it would
be quite pleonastic when joined with Sunaco, Su-
NERCHOMATI, or similar verbs. Inplain English, when
speaking of a multitude assembling, after saying
they came together, to add * into one place,” would
be needless, unless there were some peculiar rea-
son for the intimation ; for how can people gather
together but into /ne place ? the thing is implied in
the very notice of their assembling. If we attend
to the passages where the phrase occurs, we will
find reason for itsuse. Abner and Joab, with their
respective companies ¢ met together in one place,”
or ata certain spot. (2 Sam. ii. 13. Sept. version.)
This was no common mecting ; they came to fight,
and they met in one place as the scene of action,
“ They that sanctify themselves in gardens; behind
“ one tree in the midst, eatmg the abomination,
¢ shall be consumed together Isa. Ixvi. 17. - The
LXX. add Er1 TO AvTO, “ in one place ;” and by
this they only more forcibly express the sense of
the Hebrew “ These idolators shall be consorted
“ in Tophet ; tho’ their abominable mysteries were

“ performed in secret companies, or mdxﬁ&ually
“ they shall all be associated in pumshment, *fg

-~
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«“ exposed together,” ver. 24. In the New Testa-
ment we read, Acts ii. 1. that when the day of Pen-
tecost was fully come, the disciples- ‘“were all with
 one accord in one place.” Here the notice 1s pro-
per—the occasion was remarkable, and the Chris-
tian dispensation being then only to commence, dis-
tinct congregations- had not been formed. The
same is obviously the reason of repeating the inti.
mation, ver. 44.. * All that believed were in: one
* place, and had all things common.” They ree
mained at Jerusalem, unwilling to disperse or se-
parate from one another, and the fellowship of the
apostles. For some time too, ere the church was
reduced into order and the proper arrangements
made, they resorted to the usual place of Jewish.
worship, the temple; and to shew their unity in the
faith, assembled together in one part of it, the area
of Solomon’s porch, ver. 46. The only remaining
mstance is, T Cor. xiv. 23. ¢ It the whole church
‘“ be come together into one place, and all speak
‘*“ with tongues, and there come in those that are
‘ unlearned or unbelievers, will they not say ye are
“ mad?” This is a supposition made for the purs
pose of effectually exposing the abuse of spiritual
gifts, particularly of tongues, which obtained among
the Corinthians. He would have them figure to
- themselves ¢ the whole church” met together, some-
thing which they did not witness every Lord’s day,
and then consider what effect the conduct which
prevailed in their several congregations, and which
in these smaller meetings might be less glaringly
absurd, would have insuch an assembly. As if he
had said, ¢ What sort of appearance to the ignorant
“ or infidels would it have, if you were all gathered
‘“ into one place, and the whole assembly were to
< ¢ engage in a confused clamour of different lane
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“ guages ? would they not take you for a conven
“ tion of maniacs ! Had he referred to their usual
meetings, there had been no occasion for specify ing
“ the whole church ;” nor would the question have
been put as it stands ; it would have been, Do not
the unlearned and the unbelievers think you are mad ?
If indeed the whole church usually met in one place,
the appeal to imagination was quite unnecessary,
and the sentence as laid, is rhetorically viewed im-
proper, if not inexplicable. But that the argument
1s hypothetical, for the sake of striking the mind
more forcibly with the absurdity of their conduct,
is evident, not only from his using the hypothetical
particle f; but from his farther (for the same end)
supposing them all endued with the gift of tongues.
We perceive then a reason for the P1 TO AUTO.—
What the apostle had stated in this hypothetical form
he applies to their particular church meetings, ver.
26. inregard to another abuse ; but there he does
not use the phrase. He simply mentions their.com-
ing together ; *“ When ye come together, every one
“ hath a psalm,” &c. This was the actually exist-
ent case. ‘

To return now to the passage, 1 Cor. xi. 20.
the words, according to what has been stated, inti.
mate, that the Corinthians did meet in one place for
the celebration of the Supper; and that their meet-
ings for this end were of a general nature, akind of
solemn convocations. These behoved to be only
occasional, If the Christians in that quarter were
so numerous that they could not all meet in one
place for stated worship, if they composed several
congregations which behoved to meet separately on
the first day of the week for such worship, and yes

are said. to come together into one place to eat the
‘ I 2
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Lord’s Supper, the Sacrament could not be a week.
ly observance among themt.

"I'he question may recur, ¢ The Christians at Co-
¢ rinth were so numerous that they could not all
¢ meet for stated worship in one place, how then
* were these general occasional meetings effected?
‘ how got they together into one place to eat the
¢ Lord’s Supper ?* The answer is simple. It'was
not necessary they shouid all communicate at one
time; it might be impracticable. The reasoning of
the apostle in chap. x. does not imply that they did,
and it holds good though they did not. But such
was the regard shewn to the design of the ordinance
stated in our third conclusion, that rather than this
design should be overlooked or defeated, general
meetings were held for the celebration of the Sup-
per, not always, we dpprehend, at the mother-
chureh, as if it had been an acknowledged cathedral,
butin routine, that while as many as could joined
on each occasion, all might have an opportunity af.
forded. The several congregations would thus

T When there is nothing particular in the case,
the preposition sUN expressive of association, iscone
sidered as sufficient. ** Where two or three are
¢ gathered together in my name,” &c. Matt. xxviik
20. See Actsi. 6. x. 27. xix. 32. xxviii. 17.

Dr. CaMpPBELL supports the view of the commu.
nion of the primitive churches stated :.cove. Ac-
cording to him the churches which sprun;; from that
which had ‘been first planted in any district, joined
together at the mother-church in holding the Supy er.
But he places the origin of this usage to the age
that succeeded the apos.olic ; and he seems to do so,
merely for the sake of giving a.plausible account of
the formation of parishesm - -
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successively enjoy the privilege in their respective
places of meeting. .

These convocations were a church, or church-
meeting ; for coming together into one place, ver.
20. may be considered as of the same import with
coming together in the church, ver. 18. The apos-
tle however by changing the phrase when he comes
tospeak of the Supper, evidently alludes to some-
thing peculiar in the mode of its observance, which
rendered the disorders he meant to reprove most
glaringly improper. Let us mark how he brings
forward the reproof, and by the introduction of new
terms carries it out to the utmost extent. His dee
sign was, not only to condemn the irregularities
which obtained, butto expose them insuch a man-
ner that they mightbe ¢~ .demned by the Corinthians
themselves. For this end he télls them, that accord-
ing to the accounts he had received, the divisions
whichoperatedinprivateamong them, to the marring
of peace and edification, had even been manifested
intheir public assemblies. “ You come together,”
says he, ver. 17. *“ not for the better, but for the
“ worse.”” On this he would fix their attention.
To exhibit still more impressively the condemn-
able nature of their conduct, he notes particularly
the kind of assembling thus marred and perverted,
ver. 18.  “ When ye come together 7n the church,”
even in church-meetings for the service of God,
where a very different temper should appear, ¢ there
“are divisions among you,” so I have heard,
“and I partly believe it ;” though willing to judge
charitably, there must be some ground for the re.
port. Nor was it merely in their ordinary church-
meetings he had reasonto fear such divisions pro.
ductive of disorder appeared ; their operation be-
hoved to extend even to solemn convocations held



el

[ 107 ]

for the purpose of shewing conjunctly the Lord’s
death ; and it did so, ver. 20. ¢ When therefore
¢ ye come together into one place,” such being the
state of things among you, even when ye meet with
the express design of manifesting your unity in the
ordinance of communion, * this I declare is not to
“ eat the Lord’s Supper,” it cannot be ; the design
of the ordinance, a design which you profess to have
in view, is defeated; and it is in fact set aside,
“ for every one taketh before other,” or without re.
gard to his brethren, * his own supper.” This was
the fruit of their divisions ; they might as well have
had no public social meeting at all, let alone a gene-
ral one by their coming together into one place,
The absurd notion they had formed of the Supper
favoured their state of division. They had suppo-
sed it an institution similar to the collation-suppers
in use among the Greeks. These were a kind of
entertainments intended to promote social inter.
course and conviviality, without putting any indi-
vidual to great expence. A number of persons met
in one place to feast together, each” brought his own
provision with him, the rich what was suited to
their dignity, the poorer such as their circumstances
could afford ; and each took his own respective sup-
per, while they enjoyed one another’s company and
conversationt. The account'of the manner in which
the Lord’s Supper was held by the Christians at

Corinth, exactly agrees with this description. Its -

declared purpose for promoting communion might at

;

first occasion the mistake ; and the ease with which ]

it could be kept, in the manner of the feasts referred

e

+ Harwoop’s Introduction to the New Testament,
vol. ii. p. 23-—~28. where the authorities are pro-
duced.

{
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to, without direct testification of cordial fellowship
by ¢ partaking of one bread,” might afterwards, in
the state of division which obtained, confirm the
practical error. But the banquets or collation-sup-
pers were only occasional, they were general meet-
ings of friends, and sometimes in one house, and
sometimes in another, that a routine of social inter-
course might be keptupx Had the Lord’s: Supper,
(so styled by the apostle, especially in contradistinc-
tion to these suppers,) been a part of stated worship,
in which each congregation kept by itself, the Co.
rinthian converts could scarcely have supposed any
such resemblance between it and their banquets, as
would have led them to assimulate its celebration,
and thus degenerate from the original form of obe
scrvance. .
Still perhaps the question may be put, ¢ Where
‘ have we'any account of general meetings, in-which
¢several congregations might be said to convene?
¢ Let it be shewn that a multitude of Christians who
‘ could not be supposed to meet in one place for state -
‘ed worship, might occasionally come together.
¢ Are there any instances on record !” We- may ap-
peal at least to.three. 'The first is in the 6th chapter
of the Aicts, where the twelve, we are told, **cal-
“led the multitude of the disciples unto them,” or
held a general meeting on a subject of common con-
cern—the choice of deacons for the service of the
whole church. An early provisionary display of
.the unity of the visible body of Christ took place in
the community of goods. The appointment of
®seven general office-bearers for the distribution of
« the common stock, followed up this display, which
bad been properly owing to the exigencies of the
time. An occasion for that appointment was afford-
i ¢d in Providence. The Grecians, or Hellenists,
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complained that their widows were neglected in the
daily distribution.” It is natural to suppose these
Grecians and the Hebrews, had distinct places of
worship, each class one or more. There must at
any rate have been several congregations by that
tune, which, though they might not be fully orga-
nized, met separatelv for the stated acts of public
worshlp. It is noticed, ver. 1. of the chapter,
that “ in those days the number of the disciples was
“ multiplicd.” We read in chap iv. 4. of five
thousand ; and in chap. v. 14. after the affair of
Ananias and Sapphira, weare told * believers were
“ the more added to the Tord, multitudes both of
“ men and women.” There had bcen still farther
increase, and these are styled belicvers or disciples,
church-members ; opportunity was doubtless given
to others to attend their worship as hearers. (Chap.
v. 13. 1 Cor. xiv. 23, 24.) They could not
therefore all meet in o ylace for the stated ob.
servance of the Sabbatla ~public religious service,
nor was it necessary, having twelve apostles among
them. A general meeting however was called, vi.
2. and the business laid before them, ver. 3, 4.
To constitute this meeting, it was not requisite that
all should attend ; a number of both classes, Gre.
cians and Hebrews, or from each congregation, by
that time probably seven, might be sufficient, and
would form a general convocation. The choice
mentioned, ver. 5. might be made in the different
congregatiors, and the names given in to the aposy
tles at another meeting, when the persons were
presented for ordination, ver. 6. Matters being’

thus comfortably settled, new additions were made;
to the number of dlaClplCS, ver, 7. et seq.——=The
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second instance is recorded, Acts xvf. The apos-
tles and elders came together to decide in a certain
cause, and the multitude is said to have attended,
ver. 12 ; this muldtude is styled the whole church,

R

) T Evenchap. xiv. 27. might have been adduced &

as an instance. Paul and Barnabas, when they re-
tuned “to Antioch, whence they had been recom-
“ mended to the grace of God, for the work which
“ they fulfilled, gathered the church together, and
“ rehearsed all that God had done with them, and
“ how he had opened the door of faith to the Gen-
“ tiles.” It was no comr{on occasion, and an exe
traordinary meeting was held. Fora summary of
the clear and convincing evidence that the church
at Antioch must have consisted of a plurality of
congregations, see Vind:ication by WHYTOCRy p. 9,
10. The passages appealed to are Actsxi. 20, 21,
24, 26, 30. xiil, 1. The account of the success
of Paul and Barnabas,. gas probably given in at a
general meeting to those &y whom they had been mise
sioned and commended to the grace of God. This
meeting was publicly advertised, that all of the peo-
ple who chose mightattend, and hearing, might re-
joice for the consolation. Another similar meeting
15 mentioned, xv. 30. only in this, as relating to
their own cause, the multitude were more immee
diately.concerned ; they were accordingly called to-
gether, and to them the degrees of the apostles and
. elders were read. It is not necessary to suppose
~ that all attended, But those who did would soon
» spread abroad the happy issuc to which matters had
been brought. It is obscrvable that the usual phrase
' in describing these general meetings is, ¢ the mul-
“ titude were called together,” denoting a large and
ladiscriminate assembiy.
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ver. 22. who though they took no part in the discus
sion, according to what is stated inver. 12. yet by
their silence, «or perhaps some testimony eof acqui-
escence, shewed their corisent to what was done.
Besides the official men who came together to con.
» sider the cause, there were others present who be-
ing endued with supernatural gifts, might have spo-
ken had any thing been revealed to them ; but all
acquiesced in the sentence of Jamesj. Probably
an opportunity was given these brethren of $peaking
if they.chose, and their -not differing or dissenting
from the apostles and elders, formed an additional
proof that the sentence wag the mind of the Spirit.
It was indeed in that corfiroversy, a great object
gained to have the acquiescence of the Jewish con.
- verts, as the decision affected their communion with
the Gentiles ; it was the decision of a practical
cause, and of one that bare on the law of Moses,
in regard to which the most prudential plans of
procedure behoved to be followed. Though there-
fore the multitude were not ¢ called together,” as
in the former instance, since this in the present case
would have recognized them as judges, yet their
attendance was of imiportance.. The meeting ac--
cordingly was public, an opportunity was given to-

T Though the extraordinary spiritual gifts which
obtained in the first age might authorize any whe
possessed them to preach, yet even in that age the
line of distinction seems to have been clearly marked
in the subject of government, getween those whe '
were merely qualified by such giftg for preaching or .
exhorting, and those who were regularly ardained
office-bearers in the church. Compare 1 Cor. xiv.
20—32. with Acts iv. 31. and mark the account
chap. xvi. 4.
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all who could attend, the concourse was great;

and the apostles, and eldcrs, pleased to find that in
this delicate cause their’decision met with general
approbation,, notified this to the Christians at . An-
tioch, as a circumstance that ought to . have its own

weight in conciliating bratherly love. The third

instance to which we refer, is mentloned Acts xxi.
Paul the minister of the benplcs, on his arrival at

Jerusalem, met with the. apostles:. and elders, ver.

17, 18. They informed him, that'so.soon as it was

known he was come, * the multltude would assem-.
“ble,” ver. 22. Reporjg had been cxrculated of .
his teachmg the Jews which were among the Gentiles .
to forsake Moses, and not circumcise their children. .

It was a critical case; the converts at erusalem
were yet weak in conscience, and unable %bear
much. Itwould notbe possxble to prevent th

titude from attending those meetings of James and
the elders, in which Paul might be present, perhaps
from demanding some satisfactionas to the reports
they had heard. The next meeting the brethren
suspected behoved to be public, and they alledged
it would be a pity to give any dience.. ¢ What is it

“ therefore ? the multitude must needs come toge- . -

« ther.” Here James supposes the practicability of |

general meetings. But in the very address he made

to Paul, he cuts off every surmise that the whole.

body of Christians at Jerusalem could assemble even
on such occasions, and much less surelv could they
meet together for stated worship in one place.
# Thou, seest, brgther how many myriads,”
(Mur1AT thousands.at least, ten thousandsaccording
to the force of the word ; allowmg itto be a hyper-
bole, vast multitudes) « of the Jews there are which
“believe, and they .are all zealous of the law,
X
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“ What is it thercfore? The multitude;”’ (he does
not say the whole, 1t had been impossible,) * must
« needs come- togethers” L'hough he had said
¢ the whole,” common sense would have limited
‘the expression to a large proportion, a very general
concourse, asin ‘Luke i. 10. viii. 37.

Recollect now the points which seem to be ests-
blished: What may be styled a general meeting of
the Christians at Cormth for observing the Supper
was practicable ; the phrase, “they came together
¢ jnto one place, ‘uniess it be a pleonasm unseason-
able in a seriousadmonitjon, where every expression
ought to bear on the casqpmust denote ‘a meeting
of this kind, and -dccord® to ver. 18. a church-
meeting for publlc worship, not the attendance of
spectators at a court, as in some of the instances
adducgg ; such-meetings could be only occasional,
as the humbers did not permit them to meetin one
place for stated worship, on which all were bound
to attend every Lord’s day, and for which separate
assemblies afforded a convenient opportunity to all.
We conclude therefore, that the members of differ-

ent congregations, as;many as could, joined toge-
ther at certain times #i'the ordipance of the Supper,

;to testify their unity in the profession of Christ;.
and that for this end thc ordinance was dlspensed
now at one p!ace of meeting, now at another, in
.routine , sometimes in Corinth itself, then at Cen-
_chrea the port-town, where there was confessedly a
church, however small, and the members of whlbh
seem to be:included among the Cormthxans to whom
the epistle is addressed. -

II. The practice inthe first ages after the days of
the apostles, ought to be'the next subject of review,
It would be tcdlous, however, to deta;ha;llcom-
ment on the various accounts of anti=nt ysage in res

=
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gard to the Supper. Itis by no means necessary

we shoull  From these accounts we can only
gatir:r that aniformity of practice did not ebtain even ;

Intne yee that succeeded the apostolic; and that |

aftersacis different regulations were made by couns |

cils and bishops with a view to uniformity, but net
alwaws the best. A few remaarks may suffice.

The very names of the New T estaraent fcast in
antient times, KOINONIA “ the communion,” which
may be said to be scriptural, (1 Cr)r. x. 18.) and
sUNAXIS “the gathering toguthar taken in cone
nection suggest the mode of observance already
statc:l from the sacred records. It was styled the
Cmrmwzmn, as manifestative of the fellowshlp of
Christiaas in faith and profession.  Synaxis was a
term first used, according to some, to denote the
Christian congregations, and distinguish them from
the Jewish synagogues in speaking about them.
(Casauson. Exercit. Xvi. in Barogy § 42.) It
came soon after to be appropriated to the Supper,
which was styled the Synayxis, by way of eminence.
And why, unless because in it some peculiar gather-
ing togcthc.r took place ? If it still was in some pla-
ces, as it had been at first, an"ordinance of sacr
convocation, as the word means, the name ofice
attached to it, though but in these places, would

soon become common. dg-_a «

Pliny’s letter to Trajan has been appealed to as an

evidence that the Sacrament was dispensed every
first day of the weekt. This letter, it should be

\

>

t. “Aﬂ'\rmabant hanc fuisse summam vel culpm

* sz vel erroris, quod essent soliti stato die ante
*lucem Convenire,—seque sacramento nor in scela:
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reccllected, states the account which the Christians
_gave of themselves and their worship 7 ina time of
severe persecution, when the free exercizse of their
religion was under many restraints. But it ought
not to be taken for granted that the Sacrament men-
‘tioned in the account was the Lord’s Supper. The
name cacrament does not appear to have been then
used among Christians in the application it after.
wards obtained to the seals of the covenant,
Though it had, Fliny was a heathen, and could not
‘be supposed to adopt the technical language of the
Christians, in describing.their worship to his master.
The Christians who gave the account weresnot Ro-
mans, and to them the word must have been fo-
reign; his letter is a Latin translation of their ac-
count. JSacramentwm was with the Romans, the
name for their military oath, because among that
warlike people the admmlstratlon cf it was a rite of
their reli , a sacred ordinance. In process of’
time it can® to signify an oath of any kind; and it
is evidently used by Pliny in this general sense,
“ They bind themselves sacramento in an oat
The Lord’s Supper neither implies, nor-exacts, nor
P Amposes an cath. The words of the letter are ra-
Ber descriptive of a species of covenanting. In
‘those perilous times the Christians had recourse to
~. 4, €very proper mean for their own establishment, and
for strengthening one anothers’s hands. Compelled
“to meet secretly, or as they could get opportunity,
they were wont to engage in some vow to abide
faithful and avoid the pollations of the world,
pledging themselves to one anothe’ to stand firm as

“ aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne latrecmla,

‘ ne adulteria commltterent}’ &c. Px,ﬂl Egm
ad Tm_;an. Lb. x. epe xcvile
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an host. valiant f& the tmth and confirming the en-
gement with an_oath. This transaction being
mentioned to Plin Kmas a part of their worship, and
being also somewhat similar toa military oath he
mi ht style it sacramentumt. ,
pithets early began to be applied to the Supper,
and designations to be used, which though attended
with no bad consequences at first, were very impro-
per, and afterivards gave rise to gross errors and
dreadful ‘abuses. It was denominated the Sacrifice, |
the Sacrifice of the altar, &c. Very untenable lan.
guage and unguarded expressions frequently occur
i the Fathers. Cyprian speaks of Jesus ¢ carrying
¢ or holding himself in his own hands’ at the time
of institution : Augustine, of eut ¢ taking the body
¢ of Christinto our mouths, and having our verigues
¢imbued with his blood.” These and similar medes
of speaking mightbe owing to great respect for the .
ordinance, but if they did not suggest the idea of
transubstantiation, they. have tended to- cherish it.
We must not judge from every expression, of the
sentiments of the Fathers ; and neither must we
from every notice or ﬂlus_lon, reason to the gene
plan of observance, or form schiemes of the univ
sal practice in primitive times. If respect for the
ordlinance ‘oecasioned extravagant commendatlo’ns

¥ In confirmation of this vnew, we may appeal ’
to the summary of the letter given by Tertullian in
- his Apol. cop. ii. ¢ Plinius secundus consuluit Tra-
Janum,-—ﬂkgans nihil aliud se de sacramentis
¢ (holy rites) éorum comperisse, quam ceetus:ante-
‘ lacanos ad cahendum Christo et Deo, et ad confe-
‘derandum disciplinam, adulterium, fraudem, per-
ﬁdlam,ett cetera uekri, prohibentes,’ *

2 .
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and descriptions, it might.also proftice extravagan-
cies in practice, neither the one nor the other of
which are to be our rule of” dlrectlon. The usin
of the Creed after the manner of -the mason-word
and signs, orof the symbola by which the heathen
ined admittance to their mysteries; (King’s
Hist. of the Creed, chap. i.) the mystery that was
in fact attached to the Suj “:r; the missa or dismis-
sion of the catechiimens ar:.. of such as were not in
membership, ere it was dispensed ; these and other
things of a similar nature, might be specified as in-
stances. Of rectitude and propriety, antiquity
has long been acknowledged to be no infallible test.
It may be said anthulty is appealed - to, mot in
point of authority, but in proof of facts. The very
confession admits that deviations from the apostolic
plan of sacred observance, as well as. erroneous.
views, might exist in the earliest ages of Chris.
tianity. Hew then shall the practice of primitive
timesbe a true and faithful index of what existed in
the days of the apostles, of what they ordained and
meant to be perpetuated in the church? Andifitis
not appealed to in this'light, what end, clear of pro-
ing authoritative example at least, can be served
gsthe proof of facts? Of. all veneration for anti-
quity, this seems ever to be the language, both in
regard to writers  and customs, * Art thou greater
* than our father Jacob, who gave us this.well, and
% drank thereof hlmself. his children, and hig cat-.
“ te?” ‘He to whom ‘these words were addressed
was both more antient, and greater in point of au-
thority than father Jacob: And the nature of divine
institutions, declarative of their design, that design
again Tequiring a certain mode of . observance, the
principles on which the apostles ¥roceeded the plan.
acqprdmg to which they e¢idently laboured to. modek
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the church, whether in regard to government or
worship,—all these are also both more antient and
of greater authority, than any practices in what is
called - the primitive age. The apostles, as they
wrote for the regulation of the church, took care to
record but little of those necessitous deviations from
the plan they intended, which were occasioned by
circumstances, while they mark the execution of
this plan, whereveritrose into view. Antient his-
torians and fathers had other ends in writing ; they
often detail peculiarities solely owing to circumstan.
ces, and pretend to trace these back to the apostolic
age. On their details, instead of marking and de.
lineating .the apostolic pattern itself, later historians
and ecclesiastical writers build schemes of the orj-
ginal constitution of the church. These historians
may themselves be sceptical as to church govern-
ment and ebservances, but - their readers too o ten
embrace the schemes they have fabricated, and hold
them up as models to which the .church ought to be
conformed. It is probable the Christians of the se-
cond and third centuries might commit this ve
mistake  themselves. Engrossed with the idea of
the spiritual utility of the Supper, and finding that
at the erection of the church it had been dispensed
in the same place frequently; and in single congre-
gations without the communion of others, yet not
attending to the reason in the circumstantial inde-
pendency of many congregations when first planted,
and overlooking the grand end of the ordinance
relative to the visible church, they might give
mto the plans of weekly and of daily communica.
ting.

III. The doctrine of the first reformers, particu-
lrly of Calvin, and the practice of the church in
their days, has been appealed to. z -
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With Calvin we most certainly agree, that ¢ the:
¢ custom of mere annual communicating, by whom.
¢ soever introduced, is a most evident contrivance
¢ of the devil” But when he adds,'* Every week,
¢ at least, the table of the Lord should have been co-
¢ yerea for the Christian assemblies,” we have al.
- ready assigned sufficient reasons for stating our dis.
sent from his views. The reformed have learned,
and from Calvintoo, in verba jurare nullius magis-
tri, to call no man master on earth. If in some in.
stances they have been charred with being more
Calvinistic than Calvin himaself, or wiil pushing his
views farther than it is alledged he intended, there
are others in which they have exculpated them-
selves, and freely dissented from his opinion. That
Calvin did not consider weekly communicating as
the only plan for the Christian Church, and some-
thing required by the nature of the ordinance, is
evident from the connection in which the passages
quoted are found. Having declared the custom of
annual communion an invention of the devil, by
whose instrumentality soever introduced, he goes on
to vindicate Zepherinus from the charge.: ¢ Since
¢ under the frequent dispensation of the ordinance in
¢ his age, itseldom happened that all did communi-
¢ cate, and since it was necessary that those who
¢ had a right to do so, being mixed with idolators
¢ and the profane, should in some public way testify
¢ their faith, this holy man appointed a set day,
¢ when the whole Christian people might make con-
¢ fession of their faith in partaking of the Supper.
¢ This appointment of Zepherinus, otherwise good,
¢ posterity perverted, establishing a law, by which
¢ annual communicating was made the mintmum- of
¢ solemn service.” Here Calvin, in apologising for
Zepherinus, remarks the disadvantage of weekly
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dispensation. He allows it was found to cherish' 4
spirit of indifference about communicating: Even
allthe members of the same congregation did not
join in celebrating the feast. He expressly approves
the Zepherine decree, by which set times were
appointed when the ordinance might be observed
after the due order, and seems to have considered it
as a piece of reformation in that age.—That Calvin
should befriend weekly communion may appear sur-
prising to some, while his opinion may be sufficient
to determine the minds of others. But the zeal of
the first reformers against the superstitions of pope-
ry might carry them too far on some points. Flee-
ing from one extreme they were apt to fall into the
.other, ere the consequences could appear to correct
them. Thusa just indignation at the intolerable
yoke of fasts and festivals, days dedicated to saints,
to events, &c. ipn the Romish church, seews ta
have driven Calvin off his guard, even with respect
to thie Sabbath: he maintains by far too spiritual
views of that seventh part of our time claimed by
God, and speaks dubiously of the moral obligation
of the fourth commandment in regard to the sus.
pension of labour. On this head too he could ap-
peal to the practice of primitive times. The Chrise
tians, the more effectually to distinguish themselves
from the Jews, did not incline to observe the first
day of the weck after the mode of the Jewish Sab-
bath. ‘They were apt to go to an extreme from
aversion to the Mosaic system. And why might
not Calvin go to an extreme, as on the doctrine of
the Sabbath, so on that of communion, from a just
batred of the Romish system, founded on a clear
perception of the mystery of iniquity it involved ?
To this. very principle the origin of the Independent
schemne may be traced. . What was it at first but an
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extreme, intowhich some rood men were carried,
OV their aversion to episcopacy and the Romish hie~
rarcuyv ? We condemn those, who, while they le.
velied at the Antichristian fabric, demolished Chris.
tianity itself, and became a nation of Deists.  And
surely we may discard the artificial devotion, dis.
claim ‘the example, traditions, and ¢nactions of
“apostate Rome,” may make a sufficient remove
from ail her superstitions, though we do not hurry
into enthusiasin, nor establish counter-schemes and
reguiations as really inimical to the mstitutions and
order of the heuse ot God.  “1'hat Calvin and others
shouid have fixed upon the Presbyterian plan of
government and order, as that appointed by Jesus,
while so many circumstances combined to carry
them into the opposite extreme from Romish do-
mination; and that that plan should have had such
a general reception among the reformed, while the!
same circumstances, strengthened by new tempta
tions to deviate either to the right or the left ex-
isted—must have been owing to serious meditation
on the divine rale, and an accurate investigation
of the mind of Jesus.. They were thus, through
the good hand of God upon them, taught where
to stop, and prevented from tarnishing the glory of
their victorious career. We may rather wonder
that the instances should be so few, in which they
missed the spirit of Presbyterianism, than that any
“occurv—The words of Calvin, of which such ad-
vantage has been taken, are in fact a lamentation
over the dismal state of religion under the reign of
Antichrist, and the deplorable lukcwarmnmess pro:
duced by the enactions of Rome. The decree of
the council of Lateran-had sanctioned annual cor
municating ; ¢ Whence it came to pass,” says be,
‘-that almost all, when they had once observed tix.

-
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¢ ordinance, asif they had discharged their duty
¢ for the year, gave themselves no farther concern
¢ about the memorial of our Lord’s death. It
¢ pught to have been far otherwise ; every week, at
¢ least, the table should have been covered for the
¢ Ckristian azsemblies.’” And who would not pre-
fer even an over-attention to the Supper, to an im-
pious neglect ? Who would not rather see a weekly
dispensation of that divine institution, than have
the service of the church engrossed and debased by
a pompous routine of human festivals and supersti-
tious observances? In the first case there would at
least be the appearance of some fervour of piety,
and of zeal for the honour of Jesus, such as is
thought to have prevailed in primitive times, when
even daily communions were sought ; Spiritual ad-
vantage might also have been expected, though all

 .the ends of the ordinance had not been fulfille:d. In

* the other case, what but the honour of sairts and
martyrs, real or fictitious, seemed to be regarded ?
how could the blessing of the Lord be expected or
desired to a ritual, every way hostile to his will,
and by which Ais ordinances were thrown into the
shade? Under it the spirit of pure religion behoved
to languish and expire.— But Calvin expressed his
4 decided opinion,—Every week, at least, the table
¢ shoyld -have been covercd.” Yes; and it was na-
tural on contemplating the scenes of corruption and
itreligion before him, to give this decision. The
soul is apt to be transportell, on such occasians, be- .
yond the bounds which a farther attention to the sa-
cred oracles and a cerrecting experience would set.
Did Calvin ever attempt to establish ‘Q‘eekly com-
munion ? He was, it is likely, prevented by what
he allows in defending Zepherinus, that it was found
to cherish a spirit.  * " iercnce, as reaily as the

. -
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Lateran edict, though notin an equal degree. He
saw, probably, that were it established, even in
that reforming age, which was certainly not defec.
tive in zeal and genume religion, ‘another Zepherine
law -would soon become-needful. * Only four tinies
a-year was the Supper observed at Geneva, and'in
most of the reformed churches. Calvin himself:
: expresses the same fears with Witsius and othier
great men who: lived afterwards, that a more fre.
quent dispensation might depreciate the ordinance ;
for there is another passage in his writings which
ought to be known, one where "he coolly delivers
his mind, ‘and’when treating directly of church ob--
servances : ¢ To celebrate the Supper once every
¢ month, would indeed be more agreeable to me,
¢ provided more frex;[uent dispensation did not pro-
¢ duce negligencef.” A monthly observance was
what his judgment approved, but he was afraid a

t These words of CaLvIN are quoted by Binghiam
e Responso de quibusdam, Eccl. Ritibus. He states’
that the Supper was dispensed only four times a year
among the reformed, but thus gives his mind, ¢ Sin-
¢ gulis mensibus Cznam celabrare maxime nebis pla-
¢ ceret, modo ne usus frequentior negligentiam pariat.
¢ Nam dum major pars a communione abstinet, Ec.-
¢ clesia quoddammodo dissipatur.” Bing. Orig. Eccl .
kb. xv. cap. ix. in notis. However strange it may
appear, whatis styled by the advocates of weekly
observance in frequent communion, hasever on re-
flection been considered as upon the whole most far
vourable evep to the interests of religion. The very
men whoin some fervour of zeal, have declaimed
~ against it under this title, ambiguous and calculaged
to mislead, have in cooler moments either partially
or wholly come over to its side. )
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amere frequent dispensation might overshoet the
mark, ‘and defeat the very desigu in view.

~ Since the independent scheme has been developed
and displayed its operation, the Reformed have
‘been led to mark other reasons. agamst weckly com-
munion, which do not seem to ‘have occurred to
-Calvin,—reasons connected wi h the very nature of |
the ordinance, and its manifest design in regard 0"
the visible church.

OESERVANCE OF FASY, THANKSGIVING, AXD PRE-
PARATION DAXS.

MONG Presbyterians the observance of cer

tain days is usually connected with the dispune

sation of the Supper  This practice has of la e

‘been traduced asan unwarrantable human invention,

-an unrighteous -yoke of bondage; nay represen:-d

as hostile to the commandment of Jesus, and a ma-
. nifest reversion to Judaism.

The days refcrred to have never been considered
as ESSENTIAL to the right celebration of the ordi.
nauce. They who befriend them, and among
~‘whom they obtam, are ot in the habiwef condemn-
ing others as guilty of profaning the Supper by hold- -
ing it without them. Nor ar they ignorant of the

fact, that for many ages this Sacrament was ob.
L
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served without any regular attentions to public pre,
paratory service.” The law has not yet been made
to establish, even by church authority, the necessity
of fast, preparation, and thanksgiving days, or to
¢ wed these to'the supper,’ as a late author has ex.

ressed it. Acts for uniformity may have been
?ramed, but they were never designed to mark .oyt
any particular mode as what ought always to be ob.
served. The propriety and necessity of a genergl
attention ta uniformity was what they enjoined ; in
other respects they were merely recommendatory,
and as such, the spirit only of these acts has been
honoured in the Presbyterian churches of Scotland.
‘The specific appointment of the days under consi-
deration has always rested with sessions ; and the
authority of the appointment has not been extended
beyond the proper sphere,—to subject the members
of other congregations to exclusion from the ordi.
nance for not having joined with their brethren in
all the preparatory exercises.

But though the days are not deemed essential, as
mast be evident both from the principles on which
they are appointed, and from the practice of the
Presbyterian churches, and though they be nat
sanctioned by direct divine institution, they are not
therefore to be treated as unrighteous impositions,
"They admit of a strong and sufficient vindication.

J. THEY ARE NOT UNWARRANTABLE. Nozea
lous friend of religion will hold, that the fourth
commandraent prohibits the dedication of any por.
tion of ourtime to the Lord, or enjoins to devote
the six daysgallowed us, solely and always to worlde
ly affairs. Freewill-offerings may certainly still be
niade of our time, as well as of our substance, to
the Lord; and such offerings may be made with

equal propricty by the church, as by individuals.
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God by claiming only a seventh portion of our time,
hath furnished scope for the native operation of hea-
venly-mindedness, and the voluntary manifestation
of religion, in setting apart to his service what he
hath not by previous requisition appropriated to
himself. And as such heavenly-mindedness might
be expected more to prevail under the full eﬂ'nsxon
of the Spirit of adoption in the New Testament
age, the laws of requisition ontime, which former-
ly existed, are withdrawn. God deals with his
church as if now arrived at the state of majority,
when like persons who have attained the years of
discretion, she is leftto act more freely, and of her
own accord to discover an attention to the thin
that are well-pleasing in the sight of the Father. It
would ill become the church or her members to
take advantage of our freedom from the antient sys-
tem of minute arrangements. The liberty now
granted is an holy liberty, not a restoration to self
and worldly pursuits, or to indifference and carnal
ease inregard to our duty. We are left free «s to
the express divine settlement of many regulations,
that the arrangements adopted, the seasonable em-
ployment of authorized means, and the intelligent
discovery of attention to the mind of God, may af.
ford on the face of the Christian world an 1llustr10us
display of the full effusion of the Holy Ghost, par-
tlcularl) as the ¢ Spirit of wisdom and prudence,
‘ and of the fear of the Lord.”

Here we are told, ¢that not the dedication of
‘time even by the church, but the connectian esta- -
¢ blished between the davs in question” and the erdi-
‘ nance of the Supper, is the ground of offence.’
No: evidence sufficient to prove the connection un-
warrantable has yet been adduced. The constancy
of it may have given rise to mistakes with some,
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Forthese, however, no just occasion has been :af~
forded, while the validity of the Sacrament dispen.
scd in various communities,. or. received by indivi..
duals,. without the observance of.days, has never
been denied by those who observe them. The peo--
ple of the Presbyterian persaasion have no ground
for supposing the days are accounted essential, or’
that the constancy of the practice imports any such
idea.~~As to the connection itself, it ought to be
remarked, that though the Jews were under greater
restrictions than we are, by havinga svstem of spe-
cific appointments beyond which it might scem they,
durst not proceed, yet we find-them ‘without divine
reprehension observing days additional to those God
had ordained, and thattoo in connection with one
of their solemn feasts. Inthe history of the pass-
over kept by Hczekiah and his kingdom, we find
that the congregaticn of Tsracl kept seven. days by.
way of thanksgiviag, beside the days of the feast,
and the four preparatory days which were of divine
1stitution. %or this God did not testify any dis.
pleasure againsttaem.. A reasouner, such as some
who have lately arisen againsi the observance of
days, wculd have attempted to confound the good
king with ¢ who hath required this at your hand{ ?”

Let it notbe said ¢ there is a reverting to. fudassm;
¢ that by the sacramental days, according to the con-
¢ nection defended, the Christian service is encume
‘* bered, and a yoke- of bondage imposed.” The
calumny of will-worship has been liberally thrown
out. An appeal has sometimes been made to the
words in whith Paul charges the Colossians with a

1t 2 Chron. xxx. 33. Thomson’s Lett. to Ma~
son, quoted by Axpersow, Vind. Cant. Dom. Ap-
pend. p. 310, .
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shew of wisdom, in voluntary sacrifices to whick
they had ne call, Col. ii. 18—20.; and the censure,
“ ye observe days,” Gal. iv. 10. has heen taunting-
Iy wiven for a motto on the friends of the esbyte-
rian method. Let any ene read the passages, an

mark what sort of days it is to which the apostle re.
fers. It must be evident, that, according to the
scope in both epistles, attachment to Jewish observe
ances is specially the subject of blame. If the cen-
sures are to be transferred to Christian observances,
then we must allow “noman to judge us,” to per-
plex or fetier our consciences, or call us to any ace
count, even in regard *to the Sabbath days,” (ver.
16. first cited passage.) Thus we shall get more
disengaged, and attain the spirituality at which
some aim with respect to the Sabbath itselff. But

JepuRi

T A certain bod otherwise respectable inthe
Christian world, haw ig rejected many arrangements
for which the Spirit of wisdom and prudence was
promised to the church, as havmg their foundation
only * in the wisdom of mecn,” speculated a little
farther, and found that the common mode of obe
serving the Sabbath itself is Jewish. They at-
tempted accordingly, in their zeal for the privileges
of the New Testament state, and as the weak among
them were able to bear it, to discard any peculiar
attentions to the Sabbath in private. We must be-
ware lest our hatred of Judaism transport us to an
unwarrantable length. The Quakers have still
more spiritual views of the New Testament state
than the *Baptists. It is with them the dispensa-
tion of the Spirit relieving the church from beggarly ~

L 2
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as the Christian church fias nothing to do- with tlre
divers baptisms of the Jews, some for one purpose,
some for another, some by sprinkling, others by
washing ; so neither with the divers Sabbath-days,
nor any other holydays and new-moons of the Mo-
saic insti‘ution, * which,” says the apostle, ¢ were
“ a shadow of gond things to come.” It will not
be alledged, thatthe days kept at the dispensation
of the Supper are viewed by us in this light, that
thev either were appointed, or ever existed, as sha-
dows nf'good to come.  Were any to observe them
in this light, supposing it possible, there would then
ind=ed'be  reverting to the 1udiments of the world,
and a subjection to cardinal ordinances.—But ¢a
¢ yoke of beadage is imposed ! This language we
might éxpect to bear froma certain class who are
ever ready to complain, * what a weariness 1is it ?”
not from those who profess to ‘love the habitation
of Ged's * house, and the place where his honour
dwclleth,” The reasoning of some primitive Chris-
tians was very different, and certainly preferable in
point of the temper it indicated, to that of our. mo-
dern opponents of Judaism. These Christiars un.
derstanding thc new dispensation to be the “goad
“ thing,” or age of spiritual rest shadowed forth by
the Jewish Sahbaths, concluded that God had now
to a certain degree consecrated all time to himself,
and so far from grudging an occasional surrender
of some of the days allowed for secular employ-
ments, were; for his service pervading the week.
A portion of every day was devoted to public wor.
shiv. Their views might be extravagant, but sure-

- Pt S -

el-ments of. every description.—that rudiment of
this world about avhi~h their spiritualizing brethren .
contend so much, Baptism itself not excepted. .
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ly the dedication of a part of ourtime to the Lord,
cannot render the ¢ yoke of Jesus’” an oppressive
burden to asaint. ‘The church, while she submits
to that yoke as imposing a claim even oa these vol.
untary dedications, will always confess it to be
« easy and light ;” nor will any of her genuine chil- -
dren murmur against her authority, when righte-
ously exerted in compliance with the claim.

We are told, however, by those who prass the
objection, ¢ that the sacramental days are stated,
‘ thnt they are wedded to the Supper, and combined
¢ with it 1n all its pcriodical returns. To join the
¢ exercises of fasting or thanksgiving statedly with
‘ any stated part of worship, is.to disregard the very
‘ thing which makes them duty,. and to tie down to
‘ certain periods what the Bible hath tied to no pe-
¢ riodsts” On this principle the conduct of the Jews

T Mason’s Lett. on Com. let. vii. p. 180. ¢ By
¢ lopping of therefora these redundancies of human
‘ fancy,’ this author propases to attain ¢ a more pure
“and scriptural method of  keeping the feast. p..
124.—You insist, Sir,’ says: Mr. Thomapson in his
reply, ¢at great length against our fasts, as being
‘ inconsistent with the nature of that duty, because
‘ fasting must be only occasional. Your whole rea~ -
¢ soning upon this point is founded on a material er-
‘ror, viz. that communicating- is a stated duty,
‘ which you always take for granted, but never have-
‘ proved~ Give up with this error ; allow communie-
“’cating to be as our Saviour has indeed left it, an oc.
¢ casional duty, and then fasting will be an exercise.
“‘cccasionally suited to that occasional duty. When.
“ ever you prove your stated periodical times.of
‘ communicating, sanctioned by the authority of our

[}

" Lorc and his apostles, in the sacred oracles, your
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déserved severe reprobacion, if, as seema to be
acrally admitted, they annexed to the feast of '%:
bernacles a stated exercise of thasksgiving in me..
mory of the deliverance from Semacherib. “ On
« the last and great dav” of that feast, not one of
the scven days of the feast itself, but the eighth,
(Numb. xxix.) the rite of drawing and pouring out
water hefore the Lord, founded on the prediction,
Isa. xii. 4. is said to have been performed. But
the appointment was so far from being r-probated
by Jesus, who came to “sit as a refiner,” that on
the last that great day of the feast, he stood and cri.
ed, ¢ If any man thirst, let him come to me and
“ drink,” taking the subject of his discourse from
the rite then performin%; and appropriating to him.
self the prophecy on which it was founded. It is
ohservable too, that though Jesus at the midst of
the feast went up to the temple and taughtso as to
attract admirztion, probably taking his subject from
the references of the feast itself, yet that discourse
is not recorded, whereas the other is preserved.
We may put itto the objectors, whether 1t be either
absurd or unwarrantable statedly to connect prepm
ration with the observance of the Supper? If not,
as must be granted in favour of at least one species
of preparation, 1 Cor. xi. 28, 31. then the ques.
tion resolves itself into this, Whether fasting be a
proper and justifiable mode of preparation? for if
the affirmative be proved, the argument from sta-
tedly observing a fast previous to the Supper is lost
as to all the use it was intended to serve.  The con-
stancy of the recourse to this mode of preparation,
¢ reasoning will have some consistency, but tiil this
¢ is done, g;our vain shew of argument is Jike water -
¢ spilt on the ground.’
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sannot prove it unwarrantable. But- there seems
to be some ambiguity in the application of the term.
stated. We find it often used by the objectors, to

denote the periodical recurrence of the fast and

thanksgiving days in the presbyterian method, and.
then the argument is, that they are thus converted
into holidays. At other times it bears on the nature

of the Supper, as accarding.te the views of our op-
ponents a part of the ordinary public worship of
God, and then the argument.is,. either that the cob-
servance of these days moves the Supper from its

proper sphere, by rendering weekly communion im-

practicable, or that the exercises of fasting and

thanksgiving, which are extraordinary duties, are.
moved from their proper sphere, by being connect~
ed with what ought to be regarded as an ordinary.
part of the worship of God.. Let us consider the

proof of unwasrrantableness brought orward in these.
several ways..

I. ¢ By the periodical recurrence of the fast and
¢ thanksgiving.days along with the Supper, they are:
‘converted into holydays.” This argument we
should scarcely have expected from one who:seems
to have studied, on this very subject, the catholic
controversy, and who is able to quote CrEmMNITZ
even against Protestants. Yet this is the style of
his reasoning, ¢ Talk no more to a Papist or an
¢ Episcopalian of his uncommanded holv-days: He
* will reply that vou have ro objection to holydays,
‘ provided they be of your own appointment.. Quess
‘ tion_him not about the fast on Good Fridav before
‘ Easter Sunday. He will question you in his
¢ about your Thursday or Friday fast before, what
‘he would call, Sacrament Sunday. Ask not
‘his warrant from the Bible. He will retort by
‘ asking yours,. He will produce quite as many,.
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¢ and quite a8 good proofs for Lent, as you can - for
¢ your fast-days; and infinitely more examples.”
(Mason, Lett. p. 110.) Thisis a pretty bold cen.
~sure on a_certain body of Christians in Scotland,
with whom Mi. Mason stands intimately connected,
It would have been prudent at least to have conceal.
ed their Antichristian practice, till either reforma.
tion had been effected in a regular mmanner, or his
communion with them wholly dissolved. He had
forgotten the conduct of Ham. The pathetic ex-
clamation of David, ¢ Tellit not in Gath, Iest,” &c.
was not 1n his mind. But does Mr. M. not know
that the line of distinction is clear,—that in the case
of fast or thanksgiving days, the sanctity of the day
or portion of time, rests on the exercises and ser
vice to which it is devoted : whereas in the case of
holydays a previons sanctity of the day requiring
such and 3uch exercises, is supposed ? This sanc.
tity which is considered as inherent in the day, ot
s ever attaching to it in its annual recurrence, -ari
ses from its being dedicated to scme saint, or com-
memorative of some great event. But it belongs to
God only to hallow a day, or stamp upon it a per-
manent sanctity, which shall be the reason of our
being hound to keep it sacred to him. (Bruce
Ann. Sec. ch. ii.) Mr. b, was not ignorant of
this ; he has remarked it ina note. (p. 111.) ¢ The
¢ difference,” however he apprehends, *is merely
¢ circumstantial, the principal (on which we and the
¢ Papists proceed is the s2ame.” Thisis all the apo-
logy for his extravagant assertions. Has he proved
that there is any previous sanctity supposed in the
Thursday or Friday before the observance of the
Supper, (as in the case of Good Friday,) requiring
the exercise of fasting, or that the special observ-
azce of these days is ordained by an ecclesiastical
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law? Oar defence is simple. ¢ In the opinion of
¢ Papists and Episcopalians on holydays, the time
¢ regulates the duty, as in the Sabbath, both being
¢ ghserved in their periodical recurrence as holy
‘times. But, withregard to the days employed in
‘ religious worship, both before and after sacramen-
‘ tal occasions, the duty regulates the time.” (AN-
pERSON, p. 312.) If humiliation and thanksgiving
be judged proper, some time must be allotted for
them ; and such days must be chosen as shall ‘best
suit the relation in which these exercises stand to
the Supper. The dispensation of the Supper may
be fixed to certain times of periodical recurrence in
the different congregations which constitute a body
of Christians. But this is merely and properly cir-
cumstantiale. No Sabbath is held to be more sacred
than another, or to have a claim beyond others on
the commemoration of our Lord’s death. Conve-
niency, and the accommodation of brethren, must
be studied. And can any be so foolish as to ima-
gine, not to say argue, that because on these
grounds there is a stated or periodical recurrence
of the dispensation of the Supper, therefore the
days of fasting and thanksgiving which are judged
proper to attend it, are converted into so many holy-
days to the different congregations in which it takes
place ?

2. ¢ The Supper pertains to the stated, that is or-
¢ dinary worship of God. But the concomitant days
‘ move it from its sphere. ‘They are unwarrantable,
‘ because they render its being observed as a part of
‘ordinary worship, impracticable. If,’ says Mr,
M. ¢ Just regard were shewn in this particular (fre

‘quency of communion) to the dying precept J
‘our Lord, and all the extra days of worship kept -

* up, no congregation either would or should submit
) L]
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¢-to the burden. (Letz. p. 99.) Could it'be shewy
that such frequency of dispensation in the same
‘place, ‘is incumbent from ¢ the dying precept of our
%.J.ord,’ or any other precept, or even from the na.
ture of the ordinance,—as would be ‘incompatible
-with the observance of the days, or would render it
detrimental to the interests of individuals and so.
ciety, then indeed we might acknowledge their ap-
pointment unwarrantable. There is nothing, how.
ever, in-regard to the ends for which the Supper was
-appointed, that requires more than occasional cele.
"brationt. And weckly communion in particular is,

-

T SecT. 2. at the beginning —The teth occs
sionalis obviously used-1n upposition to stated as de-
snoting what belongs tothe eommon service of every
‘Sabbaths ‘The dispensation-of the Supper may be
occasional in the sense meant, yet for reasons of ex-
pediency fixed to times of periodical recurrence i
the several congregations of which a body is com.
posed. It raay also be occasional, yet one of the
% outward and ordinary means whereby Christ com.
“ municateth to us the benehits -of redemption!
namely, in-opposition to extraordinary means, such
-as thase employed 4n the call of Abraham, or the
conversion of Paul.  Nothing caa be more evident
than that our Reformers used the word ordinary,
as signifying usual, -in the Confession of Faith, Ca
techisms, and other deeds, where it is applied to
-the:institutions of the Gospel. It is by no means
descriprive of the qualities of these institutions, or
the relation in which they stand to each othert
Thus ¢ diamonds, -gold and silver -ear.rings, and
¢ cloth of various texture, may be said to'be outward
4 sud ordinary parts of ornament or dressin some
¢ countries ; out that there ds a very great difference
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we have seen, not only destitute of scriptural warrant,
but contrary toone greatdesign of the ordinance which
directs to occasional celebration, and to fulfil which,
we shall endeavour to shew, in eur second proposi-
tion, the observance of the days greatly contributes.

3. Still the objection of unwarrantableness is urg-
e¢d, onthe ground, ¢ that in connecting fasting and
¢ thanksgiving with the dispensation of the Supper,
¢ we combine duties that ought not to be combined,
¢ and are guilty of a mixture which God never ming-
‘led.” (Lett. on Com. p. 97, 98.) The exercise
of fasting, we might reply, on the day of annuai
atorrement, was as stated as the day and the solem-
pities of it. ‘This mixture was by divine appoint-
ment, and shall we deem it improper? No: But
there is no similar appointment, we shall be told, in
the New Testament age, and the principles on
which the observance of fasts is warranted to us, do
not permit the connection we have devised. In this
sense there is ‘a mixture which God never ming-

led ; for the connection between the Supper and
¢ the fast and thanksgiving days, is a hAuman device,
‘and the compound as real an addition to God’s
¢ appointments, as human presumption ever ventu-
¢ red upon.’ (Lett. on Com. p. 97, 98.) Had the
connection been established by a law, and made es-
sential to the right observance of the Sacrament,
there might have been some ground far the charge.
According to the present plan, it can be no mbre a
human device, than the appointment of fasting, by
the office-bearers of the church, on any other proper

SRR P

‘ in the qualities, &c. of these things, every person

‘knows.” See CourTas’ Let. tsthe Old Dissentersy:

p- 62, 63. ' '
M
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occasion. Nor does ‘our faith stand in the wisdom
< of men, (Lett. on Com. p. 97, 98.) when they
oordain fasts on such occasions as are allowed to war-
rant them by the word.

The objection however, proceeds on the idea,
that the Supper is not a proper occasion. ¢ The Sa-
¢ crament being an ordinary iustitution of the Gos.
¢ pel, and which belongs equally to times of pros.
4 perity and adversity, can never furnish any special
¢ occasion of fasting and thanksgiving.” (Lett. on
Lom. p, 70. 102.) In this position, the emphasis
sometimes rests on the word ordinary, and then the
argument is, that the Sacrament being a part of the
common service of God, like the preaching of the
word, can furnish no call for extraordinary duties,
‘We have shewn that itis, asreally as the passover
was, a special ordinance, not intended for constant
celebration. Nor, as has also been remarked, is
there any thing in the standards of our church in.
consistent with this, ‘ordinary parts of worship,
mean in the Confession of Faith, what belongs to
the established service of God, independently of
providential calls. We are not to wait for some pro.
vidcntial call to celebrate the Supper, nor does
our warant for keeping it depend on any such warn.
ing. But what is there in this to prove, that the or
dinance jtself may not require preparation, or that
fasting may not be resorted to as a proper and war
rantable mode of preparing ourselves? Witl our
opponents deny, thag even the Supper, * ordinary”
though it be, and not dependent on the dispensa
tions of providence, may yet be resorted to in pro-
~idential eppergencies, as an eminent mean of con
firmation and consolationf.  Their reasonings o

LT

T M. M,scemstodoso. ¢ The duties suited ty
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the distinction between ordinary worship, and extra-
ordinary duties, pervert the design for which it was
made. That design was solely to mark in the first,
what forms the permanent ritual of divine service;
in the second, what pertains to voluntary sacrifice,
or providential requirement ;—not to preclude all
connection between the one and the other, nor even
in emergencies which call for extraordinary duties,
such as puklic vowing, &c. to prohibit the use of
special ordinary means along with theset.

" The emphasis, however, does not rest altogether
on the word ordinary, and the meaning attached to
it The Supper, as we find in following out the
objection, is denied to be a special occasion, on the
very ground of its being an ordinance of worship.
To do the objectors all manner of justice, we en-
deavour to extricate from the mazes of their reason-
ing, the various heads of argument to which they
have recourse. These they have provided, like se
many posts or strong-holds to which thev may suce
cessively betake themselves in case of a retreat.
Should we prove that the Supper does not pertain

¢ special occasions, are such as are out of the line
¢ of God’s ordinary worship,” p. 69. But it was a
case of special emergency when the Supper was first
observed.

1 The truth is, if any divine institution whatever
may be an occasion of fasting and thanksgiving, we
should expect it would be one of those styled ordi-
nary, or which belong to the appointed routine of
divine service. Extraordinary duties we might
suppose could not well be occasions of extraordinary
dutv. Yet even here the speculation fails : Public
vowing or covenanting, may, abstract from the pro-
vidential call, require the exercise of fasting.
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tothe common weekly service of the church, erthat
the distinction between ordinary and extraordm'n'y
duties will not subserve their cause, the point is not
gained, we meet the objection in a new form. A
broader basis is laid. Providential dispensations
alone, we are told, are proper occasions of fasting
and thauksgiving. Though 1t should be granted
therefore, that the Supper is discriminated from
other divine institutions, yet while it is one, and
even in our sense of the Confession and other stan.
dards a part of the established worship of Ged, to
connect such duties with it is held unwarrantable,
Thus an objector proceeds, ¢ Special occasions are
¢ such as are out of the line of God’s ordinary pro.
¢ vidence. No one surely will call the administra.
‘ tion of the Supper an eminent and extraordinary
‘ dispensation of providence. You regulate the
‘ seasons of fasting and thanksgiving, not by pro-
‘ vidential dispensations, but by human agreements.
* You iift yourselves up to the throne of God, and
* determine for him, instead of allowing him to de-
‘ termine for you, when these duties are proper.
¢ If you call us to such duties, and divine provi-
‘ dence does not, we camnot enter into their spirit,
* because the occasion of them does not exist.  (Lett,
on Com. p. 69, 88, 102, 103.) Calamities either
thremened or inflicted are accordingly specified as
evident calls to fasting. In them God may be heard
proclaiming from heaven, * Sanctify a fast; call a
“ solemn assembly:” Here church-courts cannot
mistake the will of the Almighty. Let them on
such occasions lift up their voice and say, “ Prepare
“ te meet thy God, O Israel;” or when in spiritual
judgments there appear evident tokens that the bride-
groom is taken away, ¢ then shall they fast in those
“ days.
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Are we to conclude, that because fasting is spe-
cially incumbent in such cases, it is restricted to
them ? that because it is absolutely requisite accord-
ing to the divine will, on awful emergencies in pro-
vidence, therefore voluntary recourse to it on other
occasions must be unwarrantable 2 May there not be
solemn dispensations of grace as well as of provi-
dence, and, of such a nature, that the warrants for
fasting in the one case, orthe principles on whichit
may be resorted to, apply to the other ?—1s¢, Fast.
ing pertains to the mortification of sin. It i3 an emi-
n¢nt mean to-be occasionally employed for promo-
ting this spiritual exercise, which is always incum-
bent, though calamities should neither be threatened
nor inflicted. (1 Cor. ix. 25—27.)—2dly, OQur
Lord supposed its continyance as a mode of wor-
shl subservient to mortification, when in Matth.

17. he gave directions about the manner of ob-
servmg a fast: ¢ When ye fast, be not as the h
“ crites, of a sad countenance,” &c. The fastmg
of the Pharisees is evidently meant. Now, though
the Jews fasted in prospect of the coming of Mes- .
siah, our Lord cannot refer to the conwnuance of
the cxercise on this ground. The Messiah. being -
come, it was in his view, like putting’ “new wine "
“into old bottles.” But the Pharisees also consi-
dered the exercise as a mode of voluntary service, °
and affected a shew of mortification. (Luke xviii. -+
12.) The words of Jesus imply the continuanee of
the exercise in thislight, but according to its truth,
and without the ostentation which disgraced it.
That continuance is remarked, 1 Cor. vii, 5.=— -
3dly, Fasting pertains, not solely to the bewailing
of public or personal calamities, but to the seeking
o&favours at the hand of the Lord. These two

. M2
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purposes may often be combined, as in'Dan. ix. 8,
Matt. xvii. 21. But in the case of Cornelius, we
find fasting emploved solely with a view to a favour,
some want of which might be felt, Acts x. 30—
4th, Thare are examples of fasting in regard:to the
performance of some duty, and to implore the pre.

-sence.of God init, Esth. iv. 8, 16. During the

patriarchal age, we "have no specific notice of fasting;
An equivalent preparatory exercise, however, was
enjoined by Jacob on his hOUSC’hOldy Gen. xxxv,
2, 3. Even our Lord’s fast in the desart, what
ever other great ends were in view, may be consis
dered as a preparation for the public serviee on
which he was about to enter, and for the solemn
¢ approach he had engaged his heart,” to make un:
to God in his sufferings and death. We may rea-
son from his example in a general way, to the pro:
priety of fasting in prospect of solemn service, with.
out approving in the most distant manner, the com-
memoration of his fast by a similar one, without
pretending to imitate its duration, or suppesing we
ever can be in the same circumstances with him.—
Various other cases of fasting might be produced;
as when under great spiritual languor, when in im-
minent hazard of being ensnared in some sin, when
already entangled, and endeavouring to escape, &c.
(BosToN’s Memoir relative to Fasting). We ads
duce onlv anoiher instance from scripture history,
Acts xiil. 2, 3. The prophets md teachers of the
church at Antmch, ‘““ ministered to the Lord, and
“ fasted.” FPublic calamities, or abounding: evils
in that church, were no more the groundsof their
fasting than of their ministering to the Lord. If
we may judge from what followed, they had enga-
ged in this service with a view to success in their
Iabours, and to the opening of a great and effectual:
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door for the calling of the Gentiles: ¢ As they mi-
“ nistered and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Sepa-
¢ rate me Barnabas and Saul for the work where-
“ unto I have called them.” These two were ac-
cordingly ordained. Though supernaturally called,
church.order was not to be neglected in regard to
their mission. This ordination to missionary la-
bours was also attended with fasting ; *“ When they
“ had fasted, and prayed, and laid their hands on
“ them, they sent them away.” |

It will scarcely be pretended, that all-the accasions.
of fasting specified above, are to be placed to the
account of providence. The instance of Jacob’s
commanding his house to sanctify themselves,
which, tho” there might not be an abstinence from
food, amounts to. the import of the duty, must be
deemed an exception. A solemn eucharistical ser-
vice was in view. Our Lord’s fast, according to
the principle laid down, for its application to the
subject in hand, must also be excepted. And par-
ticularly, the general use of fasting as subservient
to the mortification of sin, o a mode of seeking
the countenance and blessing of God on any under-
taking, even in the discharge of duty.—As to the
rest, we know it will be alledged: they were special
occasions, for though they pertain to the dispensa.
tion of grace, yet they were out of the line of God’s
ordinary providence, under which particular ma.
nagements even of the dispensation of grace, are
to be considered. as falling. Far from contestingy
this doctrine, we rather wish to be explicit upon it,
because it is often supposed sufficient to set aside
our reasoning from the instances adduced, and’
others of similar nature, whereas, to a:candid en.
quirer,. it will not appear to affectthat reasoning in

the smallest degree. In the Shorter Catechism,
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both the covenant of works, and the dispensation of
the covenant of grace are classed under God’s works
of providence. 'The term is used in a very general
sense. Particular managements of the dispensation
of grace, as to times and scasons, and remarkable
effcets, we do nothesitate to ascribe to providence,
or: the peculiar administration of Jesus Christ,
Such are copious effusions of the Spirit, the opening
a great door for accessions to'the church, particular
revivings, &c. Such too is the sad degeneracy and
defection into which a church may be allowed to
fall. These are special occasions ; fasting becomes
proper under the circumstances of the latter kind, or
with a view to the former.—On this very ground
the defence of our practice were easy. The dispen-
sation of grace is conducted by means of divine ordi.
nances. We are not to expect revivings, or emi-
nent demonstrations of divine favour and love to
the church, in a miraculous style, nor even as cer-
tain events may be brought about in the government
of the world, according to the common idea of pro-
vidential interposition. Rather we are to look for
such special interpesitions in behalf of a church or
eongregation, through the blessing of God on the
erdinary institutions of grace. Itis usually by emi.
nent countenance granted to these, he crowns a
people with great spiritual presperity ; and, even
when the interpositions of relief from peculiar de.
generacy may not be needed, elevates to a state be-
yond mediocrity in Christian attainments. Now,
“if there be any ordinance distinguished above others,
as adapted to these ends of divine manifestation,
any ordinance that seems to promise a visitation,
which shall be as “the beginning of months” to
many, and “as life from the dead,”~—may not this °
ordinance, according to the prospect it affords, be
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warrantably viewed as a special occasion of fasting
and prayer? While the sovereign managements of
Jesus affect the dispeneation of grace :n it ordinan-
¢es, and the state of the church by means of -these,
the idea, that special occasions pertain to providence,
though admitted in its utmost latitude, can never be
made to prove the unwarrantableness of observing
a fast previous to an ordinance of ‘established wor-
ship, merely because such an ordinance does not
itself form what may be properly called a dispensa-
tion of providence.

But we do not rest here: The design for which
the instances of fasting were adduced, was to mark
the general principles on which that exercise pro-
ceecig;, and may warrant=bly obtain. Allowing then,
that in these instances, the grounds of the fasting
displayed themselves only in certain special provi.
dential circumstances, yet surely i# the same
Frounds, when once ascevtained by an induction of
acts, shall be discerned in, or in regard to some
ordinance of grace, thatordinance may warrantably,
and abstract from any expectation of uncommon
interposition, be viewed as itself affording a pro-
per occasion of fasting and prayer. Let us mark
the grounds of the duty, and then apply the argu.
ment.—From the instances adduced we learn, that
fasting may properly obtain, even in a peaceful and
prosperous state of affairs. Under no such state
hitherto has the kingdom of our Lord been exalted
to its predicted triumph in the latter days, or attain.
ed universal extension. With a view to this,
“ prayer shall still he made forhim;” and why may
it not be conuected with fasting, as among the dis-
ciples at Antioch? This exercise is, we perceive, a
part of divine service that ought ever to be kept
alive. Itisa mean of removing our indisposition
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for other duties to which we may be called ; a meév
thod of seeking after the Lord, to obtain his pre.
sence or his aid in cases where we are peculiarly apt
to mismanage ; a way of desiring more abundant
communications of his grace, greater success to his
work, rich manifestations of his glory, personal or
social favours. Itisto be resorted to as eminently
subservient to the mortification of sin. Joint con-
fession of guilt, and social evidence of concern about
expiation, publicly testified as among Isracl on the
day of atonement, tend much to the glory of God,
as well as the promoting of sanctification. While
the exercise occasionally engaged in, is manifesta.
tive of proper regard to the great ends of the perma-
nent dispensation of grace, and its effect among a
people, even though unpressed by any calamity, the
solemnity of some approach to God particularly
warrants it—QOur argument is then, H fasting be
proper on account of such reasons, or for such ends
as these, a1 1 if they shall attach to an ordinance of
grace, the uxercise may warrantably obtain with a
view to that ¢rdinance. There seems to be only
two ways of evading the conclusion; cither, 1sf
By denying that it is possible for such grounds to
attach to an ordinance of grace ; or; 24/y, By main-
taining, that, tho’ they should, yetits being an or-
dinance sets them aside from being in that case war-
rantably considered as occasions of fasting. But
the reasons or ends we have mentioned are of a very
general nature. It can never be proved that they
can have no existence but in regard to special cire
cumstances of providence. And by what means
shall it be demonstrated that it is solely in regard to
such circumstances they ought to be viewed as war.
ranting a fast? that particularly, tho’ attaching to
an ordinance, yet its being an ordinance changes
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their bearing on’ our duty, and precludes us from
fasting? To demonstrate this, it must be shewn,
that to-connect fasting with any part of the establishe
¢d service of God, is a thing which no other consi-
derations can justify, that is, a thing in itself abso-
futely sinful. Here is the last resourse. It is ine
deed the true spirit of the objection under discus-
sion, and what the objector ought to have explicidy
stated and supported, instead of amusing the minds
of his rzaders with plausible reasonings about pro-
vidence and special occasions. But if the connec-
tion be criminal in itself, why has it not been ex-
pressly prohibited by God? Why, since individuals
and the church are left to act voluntarily in this mat-
ter, did he not guard us as to the species of cases
to which the reasons for fasting ought to be restrict-
ed, and prohibit all attention to these, except in
providential circumstances? Nay, why did he him-
self form a connection between fasting and an ordi-
nance of established worship in the Jewish church,
the solemnity of annual atonement? nor only in the
Jewish, butin the Christian church, as in the case
of ordination ? ‘This last is not indeed simply an in-
stitution of worship, but it belongs te the establishe
ed order of the church, and isa solemn transaction,
in which service is performed to God. We find it
connected with fasting at the mission of Paul and
Barnabas, and in ordinary cases, Acts xiv. 23.
Our Saviour himself, at least watched, denied him-
sclf the refreshment of sleep, and spent a whole
night in prayer, before the ordination of his apos-
tles, Luke vi. 12, 13.§ -

1+ The Author has enlarged on fasting, because
that exercise seems to be chieflv objected to, and be-
cause the same reasoning is applicable tothanksgivieg,
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It 1 evugh on our first proposition, to have
shewn, that the days; or the exercises performed on
these days, are not unwarrantable, as they are not
foreigh to the liberty of the New Testament state,
-do not impose a yoke of bondage,—infringe not
on the simplicity of-the Christian system,—esta.
blish no holy-days,~—are not incompatible with the
requisite frequency of communion,—do net connect
duties incapable of connection, nor misplace certain
parts of holy obedience, contrary to the will of God,
whether expressed in precepts, indicated by exam.
ple, or learned by just conclusions from his word.
—The way bheing thus clear, should it be proved,
hu passing to the positive part of our defence, that
there is, in the Loap’s Surpez, either according
to its nature or design, what may be deemed sufh-
cient ground for the exercises in question, the ap-

intment and observance of the days will be justi
fied ; this shall be the business of our se¢cond pro-
- position.  Should . it appear farther, that, beside
what appertains to the ordinance itself, there are in
the word certain intimations relative to it, from
which the propriety of such exercises may be gather.
ed, our vindication of the plan will be strongly con-
firmed : to these intimations we shall attend in the
third proposition; and then in the fourth, we may
consider the argument in favour- of the plan, from
the present state of the church.

I1. As there are neither prohibitions, ror princi-
ples t» deter from the observance of the days in con-
nection with the Supper, so that we are free to ap-
point and keep them, if sufficient reasons can be
discerned,—there are such reasons in regard to the
prdinance itself. _ |

“When we speak of reasons or grounds of fasting
and thanksgiving, itis always supposed they attach
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somewhere, either to providential aspects or cvents,
or'to-seasons and modes of divine service. It is
only thus we can be furnished with' a special occa-
siom and without this, no eourt can be vindicated
in' making: bppomtments or i‘eqmrmg observance.
Such an occasion the Supper is held to be, asan or-
diiance of great spiritual utility, and of pecuhaf SO~
lesanity. '1'he observance of the days also contri-
butes to - a fulfilment of its " design, as the grand or-
dinance of fellowship and public profession. We
revert heve to the view ‘given and supported in the
preceding sections ;- for the plan of dispensation is
so consistent in alliite peirts, that the same principles
which vindicate it on'the head of frequency, justify
italso on that of thie days.

The object isnot' to prove such a call for fasting
and thanksgivirig as’ would render these exercises
indispensibly nécessary to the due administration of
the sacrament ;- but solely to shew, from the nature
add design of the ordimance, thit there is a propri-
ety and expediency sufficient to vindicate their ap-
pointment. So :far frdm pleading express precept
torender thiém essential, we do not regard the Sup.
per evenin the same' bght with calamities, or those
great' events in providence, which, taken in con-
nection with thie word, may be consldered as the
votite of God directing to, and positively requiring
the exercises mentioned. The opponents of our
plai, ought to have ubiderstood the precise princi-
ples or- which that plan ‘is conducted. Had they
done - so, fair-dealing would have narrowed greatly
the sphere of their argumentation. They have often

‘erected a man of straw,’ for the pleasure of gain-
ing, or seemirig to gain an advantage. We shall
hear one : after he has demoh;hed what was never

N
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-maintained, by a sly insinuation about wresting the
Scriptures, talk bigin behalf of these sacred ora.
cles, and enjoin us to remember, that as they are.
¢ the sworn witnesses of the King eterna), we must
‘ beware how we order them to the rack. (Let.-
sn Com. p. 67. . . o
A dificulty which seems to occur at thie outset,
and to be founded on the terms of our proposition,
may afford an opportunity of stating precisely the
object in view. It may be said, You regard the,
Supper itself as a special occasion ; now as. it can
never alter its character, it must always be so, and
consequently by its very nature must refqder the exe.
ercises of fasting and thanksgiving so indispensably -
necessary, that to omit them in. any instange would
be a crime. There is 3 distinction, we reply, eyven
among special occasions. In regard to some, faste
ing is suitable and seasonable; while in regard w0,
others, besides being suitable and seasenable, it is'
absolutely requisite : we reckon the ordinance of the.
Supper to pertain to the former, pmcx;gn;hcieys;of_ :
providence to the latter. In the one ¢as¢, fasting
is warranted as of the nature of ‘a voluntary service ;-
in the other, the warrant, seconded by the vaice .of
providence, amounts to a positive requinement of.
the Lord, And where public fasting is ¢oncerned, .
sesstons in the first case may call on;the people yn-
der their igspection to. engage in. the dyty 5 in the se-
cond, thejrlberty is controuled,; they mustcallso e
Hut in both, while they cannot be said to over-stretch
sheir authority, they have a claim to ebediencet.:

.
e s g ponsa ropenpupes
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T 'The same has been the doctrine of the Reform-
2d cn pyblic vowing and on the arbitrary .connection .
setween an ozth and such vowing. Mr., M. cowd
Wy 00 stranger to i )
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“The question is then, Is the Lord’s Supper an or-
dmancc, in regard to which, fasting, preparation,
and thanksgiving may be deemed suitable, season-
able, and proper? That it is, we argue,

1st, From its distinguished character as an ordi-
nance fitted for eminent spiritual utility. We take
our description of it in this light from an opponent.
. ¢ It is an affecting representation of the communion
¢ which believers have with Christ Jesus, and with
¢ each other in him. ' The subject commemorated is
¢ that point in which the leading doctrines of revela-
¢ tion concentrate their rays, and where they shine
¢ with united lustre.” Such an ordinance, consider-
ing the mode of celebration,—the words, the sym-
bols, the actions, by which it is distinguished from
other institutions in the ordinary dispensation of
grace, must be peculiarly calculated for the confir-
mation of faith, and the strengthening and promoting
of fellowship with Jesus, anid with one another in
him. ¢ Ithath a mighty eficacy,” says our author,
¢ in quickening the graces, and mortifying the cor-
¢ ruptions of believers. And in it they are oftenad-~

‘ mitted to near intercourse with the God of the spi-
¢ rits of all flesh.) (Mason’s Second Let. on Com. )
‘Promising, through the divine blessing, such ad-
vantages to individuals, may not the times of its
dispensation be expected to be “times of refreshing
“from the presence of the Lord,” to a congrega-
tion, and to their brethren who associate with them?
Can special preparation, then, for such an ordi-
nance, be unseasonable or improper? Rather does.
not the prospect of it invite to the exercise? Jacob
did not know more certainly than we, that God
would visit- him in Bethell He believed it, and
therefore called on his house “to sanctify them.
“ selves.”  As a patriarch in that patriarchal eco-



