
Other Denominations 
 

Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) 
Book of Church Order 

 The Admission of Persons to Sealing Ordinances 
 
57–1. Believers’ children within the Visible Church, and especially those dedicated to God in 
Baptism, are non-communing members under the care of the Church. They are to be taught to 
love God, and to obey and serve the Lord Jesus Christ. When they are able to understand the 
Gospel, they should be earnestly reminded that they are members of the Church by birthright, 
and that it is their duty and privilege personally to accept Christ, to confess Him before men, and 
to seek admission to the Lord’s Supper.  
57-2. The time when young persons come to understand the Gospel cannot be precisely fixed. 
This must be left to the prudence of the Session, whose office it is to judge, after careful 
examination, the qualifications of those who apply for admission to sealing ordinances.  
57-3. When unbaptized persons apply for admission into the Church, they shall, ordinarily, after 
giving satisfaction with respect to their knowledge and piety, make a public profession of their 
faith, in the presence of the congregation, and thereupon be baptized.  
57-4. It is recommended, as edifying and proper, that baptized persons, when admitted by the 
Session to the Lord’s Supper, make a public profession of their faith in the presence of the 
congregation. But in all cases, there should be a clear recognition of their previous relation to the 
church as baptized members.  

 
Orthodox Presbyterian Church (OPC) 

Book of Church Order 
III, C.3 (pp. 151) 
 
3. Invitation and Fencing the Table  
 
The minister shall then declare who may come to, and who are excluded from, the Lord’s Table 
according to the Word of God. He may use the following or like words:  
 
It is my privilege as a minister of Christ to invite all who are right with God and his church, 
through faith in the Lord Jesus, to come to the Lord’s Table. If you have received Christ and are 
resting upon him alone for salvation, as he is offered to you in the gospel, if you are a baptized 
and professing communicant member in good standing in a church that professes the gospel of 
God’s free grace in Jesus Christ, and if you live penitently and seek to walk in godliness before 
the Lord, then this Supper is for you, and I invite you in Christ’s name to eat the bread and drink 
the cup… 
 

Episcopal Canons 
Canon I.17.7 
Sec. 7. No unbaptized person shall be eligible to receive Holy Communion in this Church.  

 
 



Luther’s Larger Catechism 
For since they are baptized and received into the Christian Church, they should also enjoy this 
communion of the Sacrament, in order that they may serve us and be useful to us; for they must 
all indeed help us to believe, love, pray, and fight against the devil. 
 

Statement by Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod 
 
While it is a possibility that an individual Christian may be personally prepared to receive the 
Lord’s Supper worthily and to his or her own personal blessing, we may not classify Christians 
only as individuals. Rather, all Christians adhere to a confession (or choose to reject all formal 
confessions), and the terrible doctrinal divisions in the visible church must, tragically, be 
reflected in the teaching concerning admission to the Lord’s Supper. 
 

Rome 
 
Because this bread and wine have been made Eucharist (“eucharisted,” according to an ancient 
expression), “we call this food Eucharist, and no one may take part in it unless he believes that 
what we teach is true, has received baptism for the forgiveness of sins and new birth, and lives in 
keeping with what Christ taught.” Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1327 citing Justin Martyr 
(see below). 
 
It is worth noting that Eastern Orthodox are not permitted to take communion in a church that is 
outside their communion. Though Rome has permitted them to partake in their Masses, the 
Orthodox are not supposed to do so. 
 

Early Church 
 

Didache (Teaching of the church c. 70 A.D.) 
 9.5 Only let those who have been baptized in the name of the Lord eat and drink at 
your Eucharists. And remember what the Lord has said about this: do not give to dogs what is 
holy.1 
 
It should be noted that such communions as Methodists and the Evangelical Free Church have a 
policy of constrained openness. The former have made it, in terms of official policy, a matter of 
“You really should be baptized before you take communion, but we’ll serve it to you today and 
you can talk to us later.” The Evangelical Free Church has not made an official policy, though it 
is still common practice to require baptism prior to communion. A note is appropriate on both of 
these. For the first, UMC, the more liberal the denomination has become, the more open their 
table has become, and the less likely there is to be any advocacy for baptism prior to 
communion. For the latter, the issue is that the EVFree have left the issue of paedo/credo 
baptism up to the local congregation, as well as the emphasis on order. 
 

 
1 Thomas O’Loughlin, The Didache: A Window on the Earliest Christians (London; Grand Rapids, MI: Society for 
Promoting Christian Knowledge; Baker Academic, 2010), 167. 



This brings us to the second item to note. Though we will see Baptists affirmations below as 
consistent with those above, the issue really comes down to the nature of baptism. Baptists have 
said that credo-immersive-baptism is the only valid form, and so those who were wet as infants 
have not actually been baptized. Since they have not been baptized, it logically follows that they 
cannot receive communion. Such a statement assumes baptism-precedes-communion convictions. 
See first footnote in the next section for an explanation of Baptist debates here. 
  



Baptist Confessions2 
 

First London Baptist Confession of Faith (rev. 1646) (This is the first Particular Baptist 
Confession) 

XXXIX. Baptism is an ordinance of the New Testament, given by Christ, to be dispensed upon 
persons professing faith, or that are made disciples; who upon profession of faith, ought to be 
baptized, and after to partake of the Lord's Supper. 
 
Matt. 28:18,19; John 4:1; Mark 16:15,16; Acts 2:37,38, 8:36,37, etc. 
 

The Orthodox Creed (1679) (This is from the Arminian wing of Baptists) 
XXXIII. …non unbaptized, unbelieving, or open profane or wicked heretical persons, ought to 
be admitted to this ordinance to profane it. 
 

A Short Confession of Faith (1697, for Horsely-Down Church pastored by Benjamin Keach) 
XXIII. We believe that laying on of hands (with prayer) upon baptized believers, as such, is an 
ordinance of Christ, and ought to be submitted unto by all such persons that are admitted to 
partake of the Lord’s Supper…3 
 

Goat Yard Declaration (1729)4 
 
XI. We believe that Baptist and the Lord’s Supper are ordinances of Christ, to be continued until 
his second coming; and that the former is absolutely requisite to the latter; that is to say, that 
those only are to be admitted into the communion of the church, and to participate of all 
ordinances in it, who upon profession of their faith, have been baptized by immersion, in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 
 
 
 
 

 
2 While most Baptists affirmed that baptism precedes admission to the Lord’s Supper, in line with the rest of 
Christianity, they also faced the conundrum of barring from the Table true believers who were baptized as infants. 
While the Second London Baptist Confession of Faith (1677/89) was the most widely used Baptist confession, it 
purposely omitted a statement on baptism-preceding-Supper because a few member churches allowed for those 
baptized as infants to be members. Even with this purposeful omission, it is worth noting that the First London 
Confession (rev. in 1646) required baptism, the chief representative that ties the two confessions together (William 
Kiffen) required baptism prior to communion, the catechism published to catechize children/converts in the truths 
expressed in the confession required baptism prior to communion (Q103) and was possibly written by an editor of 
the Second London Confession, that the first adoption of the confession in America (the Philadelphia Confession, 
mentioned in the main text above) required baptism (and laying on of hands) prior to the Lord’s Supper, and 
Benjamin Keach and their church required baptism (and laying on of hands) prior to the Lord’s Supper. 
3 See footnote on the Philadelphia Confession below. It is worth noting that this particular confession seems to 
affirm more of a “closed” communion in which only the members are permitted to the Table. 
4 This Confession was the local church Confession for the Horsely-Down Church, also called the Goat Yard Church, 
which was pastored previously by Benjamin Keach, during this Confession it was pastored by John Gill, and 
afterward by Rippon and later by Spurgeon. When written by Gill, it must be remembered that he was the most 
preeminent theologian at the time, especially among Baptists. 



Philadelphia Confession (1742) 
XXXI. We believe that (Heb 5:12 and 6:1, 2 Acts 8:17, 18 and 19:6) laying on of hands (with 
prayer) upon baptized believers, as such, is an ordinance of Christ, and ought to be submitted 
unto by all such persons that are admitted to partake of the Lord’s Supper…5 
 

THE CONFESSION OF FAITH AND COVENANT PREPARED BY THE REV. ISAAC 
BACKUS, AND ADOPTED BY THE FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH IN MIDDLEBOROUGH, 

AT ITS ORGANIZATION, JANUARY 16, 1756. ARTICLES OF FAITH.6 
Part II.2 [We believe] That Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are ordinances of Christ, to be 
continued until his second coming; and that the former is requisite to the latter, that is to say, that 
those are to be admitted into communion of the Church, and to partake of all its ordinances, who, 
upon profession of their faith, have been baptized by immersion in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.  

 
Principles of Faith of the Sandy Creek Association 

X. That the church has no right to admit any but regular baptized church members to communion 
at the Lord’s table. 
 

Terms of Union Between the Elkhorn and South Kentucky, or Separate, Associations 
6th. That believers’ baptism by immersion is necessary to receiving the Lord’s Supper. 
 

New Hampshire Confession of Faith (1833)7 
XIV. Of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper 
 
We believe that the Christian baptism is the immersion in water of a believer, into the name of 
the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost; to show forth in a solemn and beautiful emblem, our faith 
in the crucified, buried and risen Saviour, with its effect, in our death to sin and resurrection to a 
new life; that it is prerequisite to the privileges of a church relation, and to the Lord's Supper; in 
which the members of the church by the sacred use of bread and wine, are to commemorate 
together the dying love of Christ; preceded always by solemn self-examination.  
 

 
5 W. J. McGlothlin, Baptist Confessions of Faith (Philadelphia; Boston; Chicago; St. Louis; Toronto: American 
Baptist Publication Society, 1911), 297. Though this is particularly in reference to laying on of hands, the concept of 
baptism as a prerequisite to the Supper is evident here in that they are talking about the initiating rites of the 
Christian life that precede admission to the Table. 
6 Though the title here makes it seem like a local confession, and indeed it was originally the confession of the local 
church in Middleborough, it was a confession adopted by several other churches as well, in New England and I have 
even heard of a church up in Canada using it, including the Baptist church in Dartmouth, MA on June 2, 1781 
(church was organized May 21,1780). It was recorded by the church clerk of the church in Dartmouth—now called 
First Church of Dartmouth—in November 16, 1787, so it likely became the confessional document around which 
Long Plain Baptist Church was organized. Notably, however, the wording of the bylaws that were also adopted that 
year were also vague enough to lead one to conclude they were more in favor of mixed communion. One biographer 
of their first pastor, Daniel Hix, avers that the reason for the openness was the influence of the Friends (i.e. Quakers) 
in the area and therefore distinguished them from “the Calvinists.” 
7This was reaffirmed by the American Baptist Association in 1905 and it serves as the template for the Baptist Faith 
& Message of the Southern Baptist Convention, including the same wording used here. 



Acts 8:36-39; Matt. 3:5-6; John 3:22-23; John 4:12; Matt. 28:19-20; Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38; Acts 
8:12; Acts 16:32-34; Acts 18:8; Acts 10:47-48; Gal.3:26-28; Rom.6:4; Col. 2:12; I Peter 3:20-21; 
Acts 22:16; Acts 2:41-42; I Cor. 11:26; Matt. 26:26-29; Mark 14:22-25; Luke 22:14-20; I 
Cor.11:28; I Cor. 5:1-8; I Cor. 10:3-32; I Cor. 11:17-32; John 6:26 
 

Abstract of Principles (1858) 
Article XV: Baptism is an ordinance of the Lord Jesus, obligatory upon every believer, wherein 
he is immersed in water in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, as a 
sign of his fellowship with the death and resurrection of Christ, of remission of sins, and of his 
giving himself up to God, to live and walk in newness of life. It is a prerequisite to church 
fellowship, and to participation in the Lord’s Supper. 
 

National Baptist Convention 
Article XIV: Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. We believe the Scriptures teach that Christian 
baptism is the immersion in water of a believer, into the name of the Father, and Son, and Holy 
Ghost; to show forth in a solemn and beautiful emblem, our faith in the crucified, buried, and 
risen Savior, with its effect, in our death to sin and resurrection to a new life; that it is 
prerequisite to the privileges of a church relation; and to the Lord’s Supper, in which members of 
the church, by the sacred use of bread and wine, are to commemorate together the dying love of 
Christ, preceded always by solemn self-examination. 

 
Doctrinal Statement of the North American Baptist Association (1955) 

13. The Lord’s Supper as a church ordinance is to be ministered to baptized believers only and in 
Scriptural church capacity. 
 

Articles of Faith of Baptist Bible Union of America (1923) 
XIV. Of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper 
We believe that Christian baptism is the immersion in water of a believer; into the name of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost; to show forth in a solemn and beautiful emblem of our faith 
in the crucified, buried and risen Saviour, with its effect in our death to sin and resurrection to a 
new life; that it is prerequisite to the privileges of a church relation and to the Lord’s Supper; in 
which the members of the church, by the sacred use of bread and wine are to commemorate 
together the dying love of Christ; preceded always by solemn self-examination. 
 

Swedish Baptist Confession of Faith (1861) 
8. We believe that baptism ought to be administered only to such as have personally by a 
trustworthy confession given evidence of possessing a living faith in Christ; that it is properly 
 

Baptist Convention of Ontario and Quebec (1881/87; 1925) 
Immersion in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the only gospel baptism 
That parties so baptised are alone entitled to communion at the Lord’s Table. 
 
 
 



Confession of Faith of the Alliance of Evangelical-Freechurch Congregations (Germany, 1944) 
Article 8 
…We furthermore believe that the fellowship of the body of Christ is particularly represented 
when we eat of the one bread and the one cup. Therefore only those may partake of the table of 
the Lord who attest in faith and conduct that they have received the forgiveness of their sins and 
have been baptized in the one Spirit and into the one body. 
administered only through the immersion of the whole person in water; and that it should 
precede admittance into the fellowship of the church and participation in the Lord’s Supper. 
 

Religious Doctrine of the Evangelical Christians (Russia, 1944) 
Only the following may participate in the Lord’s Supper: 

1) those who believe and are reborn; 
2) those who witnessed death with Christ through baptism by water (Matthew 28:19–20; 

Acts 2:41–46; 22:16) and who lead a Christian way of life (1 Corinthians 11:29) 
 

The Confession of Faith of the Baptist Union of Romania (1951) 
All those who have confessed their faith in the Lord Jesus and were baptized can partake in the 
Supper. 
 

Baldwin Place Baptist Church Articles of Faith (second Baptist church in Boston, 1743) 
Art. IX. We believe, that Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are ordinances instituted by Christ, to 
be continued until his second coming. That none have a scriptural right to baptism until they 
profess their faith in Christ; that the ordinance can be properly administered only by immersion; 
and is, by Scripture example, a pre-requisite to communion at the Lord’s Table. 
 

A History of the Rowe Street Baptist Church (third Baptist church in Boston) 
Boston, MA 

With the Declaration of Faith and The Church Covenant (1853) 
6. That the only proper subjects of the ordinances of Baptism and the Lord's Supper are 
professed believers; and that Baptism is properly administered only by immersion; and is, by 
Scripture examples, a prerequisite to communion at the Lord's table. 
 
 
  



Other 
 

Baptist Catechism 
103. Q. Who are the proper subjects of this ordinance [of the Lord’s Supper]? 
A. They who have been baptized upon a personal profession of their faith in Jesus Christ, and 
repentance from dead works (Acts 2:41, 42)8 

 
Philadelphia Association Minutes (1784) 

 
10. In answer to a query from one of our churches: What measures ought to be taken with a sister 
church who holds and actually admits unbaptized persons to the Lord's supper? we observe, That 
such a church may and ought, in the first instance, to be written to by a sister church, exhorting 
them to desist from such a practice, and to keep the ordinances as they were delivered to them in 
the word of God. 
 

A Catechism for Girls and Boys (1798) 
 
136. Q. Who should partake of the Lord’s Supper? 
A. The Lord’s Supper is for those only who repent of their sins, believe in Christ for salvation, 
receive, baptism, and love their fellow men (Mt 5:21º24; 1 Cor 10:16, 17; 11:18, 20, 27–33; 1 Jn 
3:24–27; 4:9–11).

 
8 See also, Benjamin Beddome, A Scriptural Exposition of the Baptist Catechism (Birmingham, AL: Solid Ground 
Christian Books, 2006; original 1776), 174–75. 



Various Baptist (and Other) Theologians9 
 

Justin Martyr 
“This Food we call the Eucharist, to which no Man is admitted, but only he that believeth in the 
Truth of our Doctrine, being washed in the Laver of Regeneration for Remission of Sins, and 
liveth as Christ hath taught. That is, none were admitted to the Lord’s Supper, but such who were 
first baptized.”10 
 

Thomas Aquinas 
 
“…every Christian, from the fact that he is baptized, is admitted to the Lord’s table…”11 

 
Obadiah Holmes (Confession of Faith) 

28. I believe none is to go forth but by commission, and carefully to observe the same according 
as Christ gave it forth without adding or diminishing; first to preach Christ, that is to make 
disciples, and then to baptize them, but not to baptize them before they believe; and then to teach 
them what Christ commanded them. For as the Father had his order in the former dispensation, 
so hath the Son. In former times the Lord spake in diverse ways and manners, but now hath he 
spoken by his Son. 
 
29. I believe that as God prepared a begetting ministry, even so doth he also prepare a feeding 
ministry in the church, where a called people out of the world, by the word and Spirit of the 
Lord, assembling of themselves together in a holy brotherhood, continuing in the apostles' 
doctrine, fellowship, breaking bread and prayer. 
 

William Kiffen (Kiffin) 
Wrote a long treatise entitled: “ASOBER DISCOURSE OF RIGHT TO CHURCH – 
COMMUNION: Wherein is proved by Scripture, the example of the Primitive times, and the 
practice of all that Have professed the Christian Religion: That no unbaptized person may Be 
regularly admitted to the Lord’s Supper.” 
 

Benjamin Keach 
I might write a Book of things of this Nature, as touching the Sentiments of worthy Writers, 
being generally all of the same Belief and Practice; howsoever in other things they may differ 
from us, and one from another; nor will those of the Church of England, Presbyterians, or 
Independants, admit any as Members into their Communions, as to partake of the Lord’s Supper, 

 
9 Though it is the clear reasoning of other theologians, that baptism is prerequisite, it does not always receive 
explicit statement because it was assumed. Consider, for example, William Perkins: “The first sacrament is that 
whereby Christians are initiated and admitted into the church of God, and this is baptism. The second sacrament, 
whereby they are perpetually preserved and nourished in the same church, is the Lord’s Supper.” “A Golden Chain,” 
in The Works of William Perkins, ed. by Joel R. Beeke and Greg A. Salazar (Grand Rapids, MI: Reformation 
Heritage Books, 2018), 6.161. See, the Lord’s Supper is for those in the church and baptism is how one enters the 
church. To reverse the order makes no sense. 
10 Justin Martyr, Apology 1.66. 
11 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologia, 3.80.6. 



except they have been baptized in their sense, they calling Sprinkling, or Pouring, Baptizing; 
which we deny to be the Ordinance.12 
 

Wilhelmus à Brakel 
(4) Neither may it [the Lord’s Supper] be administered to the unbaptized, for no one can eat 
unless they first be born. Also, no one can partake of a meal together with the church unless he 
first be in the church, has been received as a member of her, and has been sealed as such.13 
 

John Gill 
“AFTER the ordinance of Baptism follows the ordinance of the Lord’s supper; the one is 
preparatory to the other; and he that has a right to the one has a right to the other; and none but 
such as have submitted to the former, ought to be admitted to the latter.”14 
 

Andrew Fuller 
(After explaining the Protestant arguments for the order of the Great Commission and taking 
both elements) “But the reasoning in both cases proceeds on the supposition, that the ordinary 
way in which the mind of Christ is enjoined in the New Testament, is by simply stating things in 
the order in which they were appointed and are to be practised; and that this is no less binding 
on us than if the connexion had been more fully expressed… All the recorded facts in the New 
Testament place baptism before the celebration of the Lord’s supper.”15 
 

Jacob Knapp 
“It may be seen from the apostolic example that no person, however pious, has a right to 
participate of the Lord’s supper until baptized. Baptism is everywhere required immediately after 
repentance or faith in Christ, and there is not a single instance recorded in the word of God 
where communion was administered before baptism.”16 
 

John L. Dagg 
“the Lord’s supper has been committed to the local churches for observance and perpetuation; 
and that local churches, if organized according to the Scriptures, contain none but baptized 
persons. It follows hence, that baptism is a pre-requisite to communion at the Lord’s table.”17 
 

James P. Boyce 

 
12 Benjamin Keach, Gold Refin’d, Or, Baptism in Its Primitive Purity (London: Printed for the author, 1689), 178–
179. 
13 Wilhelmus à Brakel, The Christian’s Reasonable Service, 2.566. 
14 John Gill, A Complete Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity: Or A System of Evangelical Truths, Deduced 
from the Sacred Scriptures, New Edition., vol. 2 (Tegg & Company, 1839), 647. 
15Andrew Fuller, “The Admission of Unbaptized Persons to the Lord’s Supper Inconsistent with the New 
Testament,” The Complete Works of the Rev. Andrew Fuller, vol. 3, 511. 
16Jacob Knapp, “Restricted Communion,” in Autobiography of Elder Jacob Knapp, 241. 
17 J. L. Dagg, Manual of Theology, Second Part: A Treatise on Church Order (Charleston, SC; Richmond, VA; 
Macon, GA; Selma, AL; New Orleans: Southern Baptist Publication Society; S. S. & Publication Board;B. B. & 
Colporteur Society; B. B. & Book Depository; B. B. Depository, 1859), 214. 



5. Is there any established order in which these ordinances are to be observed? 
Yes; the believer must be baptized before he partakes of the Lord's Supper.18 
 

A. H. Strong 

5. Prerequisites to Participation in the Lord’s Supper 

A. There are prerequisites. This we argue from the fact: 

(a) That Christ enjoined the celebration of the Supper, not upon the world at large, but only 
upon his disciples; (b) that the apostolic injunctions to Christians, to separate themselves from 
certain of their number, imply a limitation of the Lord’s Supper to a narrower body, even among 
professed believers; (c) that the analogy of Baptism, as belonging only to a specified class of 
persons, leads us to believe that the same is true of the Lord’s Supper. 

The analogy of Baptism to the Lord’s Supper suggests a general survey of the connections between the 
two ordinances: 1. Both ordinances symbolize primarily the death of Christ; then secondarily our spiritual 
death to sin because we are one with him; it being absurd, where there is no such union, to make our Baptism 
the symbol of his death. 2. We are merged in Christ first in Baptism; then in the Supper Christ is more and 
more taken into us; Baptism = we in Christ, the Supper = Christ in us. 3. As regeneration is instantaneous 
and sanctification continues in time, so Baptism should be for once, the Lord’s Supper often; the first single, 
the second frequent. 4. If one ordinance, the Supper, requires discernment of the Lord’s body, so does the 
other, the ordinance of Baptism; the subject of Baptism should know the meaning of his act. 5. The order 
of the ordinances teaches Christian doctrine, as the ordinances do; to partake of the Lord’s Supper before 
being baptized is to say in symbol that one can be sanctified without being regenerated. 6. Both ordinances 
should be public, as both “show forth” the Lord’s death and are teaching ordinances; no celebration of 
either one is to be permitted in private. 7. In both the administrator does not act at his own option, but is the 
organ of the church; Philip acts as organ of the church at Jerusalem when he baptizes the eunuch. 8. The 
ordinances stand by themselves, and are not to be made appendages of other meetings or celebrations; they 
belong, not to associations or conventions, but to the local church. 9. The Lord’s Supper needs scrutiny of 
the communicant’s qualifications as much as Baptism; and only the local church is the proper judge of these 
qualifications. 10. We may deny the Lord’s Supper to one whom we know to be a Christian, when he walks 
disorderly or disseminates false doctrine, just as we may deny Baptism to such a person. 11. Fencing the 
tables, or warning the unqualified not to partake of the Supper, may, like instruction with regard to Baptism, 
best take place before the actual administration of the ordinance; and the pastor is not a special policeman 
or detective to ferret out offences. See Expositor’s Greek Testament on 1 Cor. 10:1–6. 

B. The prerequisites are those only which are expressly or implicitly laid down by Christ and 
his apostles 

(a) The church, as possessing executive but not legislative power, is charged with the duty, not 
of framing rules for the administering and guarding of the ordinance, but of discovering and 
applying the rules given it in the New Testament. No church has a right to establish any terms of 
communion; it is responsible only for making known the terms established by Christ and his 
apostles. (b) These terms, however, are to be ascertained not only from the injunctions, but also 
from the precedents, of the New Testament. Since the apostles were inspired, New Testament 
precedent is the “common law” of the church. 

 
18James P. Boyce, Catechism. 



English law consists mainly of precedent, that is, past decisions of the courts. Immemorial customs 
may be as binding as are the formal enactments of a legislature. It is New Testament precedent that makes 
obligatory the observance of the first day, instead of the seventh day, of the week. The common law of the 
church consists, however, not of any and all customs, but only of the customs of the apostolic church 
interpreted in the light of its principles, or the customs universally binding because sanctioned by inspired 
apostles. Has New Testament precedent the authority of a divine command? Only so far, we reply, as it is 
an adequate, complete and final expression of the divine life in Christ. This we claim for the ordinances of 
Baptism and of the Lord’s Supper, and for the order of these ordinances. See Proceedings of the Baptist 
Congress, 1896:23. 

The Mennonites, thinking to reproduce even the incidental phases of N. T. action, have adopted: 1. the 
washing of feet; 2. the marriage only of members of the same faith; 3. non-resistance to violence; 4. the use 
of the ban, and the shunning of expelled persons; 5. refusal to take oaths; 6. the kiss of peace; 7. formal 
examination of the spiritual condition of each communicant before his participation in the Lord’s Supper; 
8. the choice of officials by lot. And they naturally break up into twelve sects, dividing upon such points as 
holding all things in common; plainness of dress, one sect repudiating buttons and using only hooks upon 
their clothing, whence their nickname of Hookers; the holding of services in private houses only; the 
asserted possession of the gift of prophecy (A. S. Carman). 

C. On examining the New Testament, we find that the prerequisites to participation in the 
Lord’s Supper are four, namely 

First,—Regeneration 

The Lord’s Supper is the outward expression of a life in the believer, nourished and sustained 
by the life of Christ. It cannot therefore be partaken of by one who is “dead through.… trespasses 
and sins.” We give no food to a corpse. The Lord’s Supper was never offered by the apostles to 
unbelievers. On the contrary, the injunction that each communicant “examine himself” implies 
that faith which will enable the communicant to “discern the Lord’s body” is a prerequisite to 
participation. 

1 Cor. 11:27–29—“Wherefore whosoever shall eat the bread or drink the cup of the Lord in an 
unworthy manner, shall be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself, and 
so let him eat of the bread, and drink of the cup. For he that eateth and drinketh, eateth and drinketh 
judgment unto himself, if he discern not the Lord’s body.” Schaff, in his Church History, 2:517, tells us 
that in the Greek Church, in the seventh and eighth centuries, the bread was dipped in the wine, and both 
elements were delivered in a spoon. See Edwards, on Qualifications for Full Communion, in Works, 1:81. 

Secondly,—Baptism 

In proof that baptism is a prerequisite to the Lord’s Supper, we urge the following 
considerations: 

(a) The ordinance of baptism was instituted and administered long before the Supper. 

Mat 21:25—“The baptism of John, whence was it? from heaven or from men?”—Christ here intimates 
that John’s baptism had been instituted by God before his own. 

(b) The apostles who first celebrated it had, in all probability, been baptized. 

Acts 1:21, 22—“Of the men therefore that hare companied with us all the time that the Lord Jesus went 
in and went out among us, beginning from the baptism of John.… of these must one become a witness with 



us of his resurrection”: 19:4—“John baptized with the baptism of repentance, saying unto the people that 
they should believe on him that should come after him, that is, on Jesus.” 

Several of the apostles were certainly disciples of John. If Christ was baptized, much more his disciples. 
Jesus recogrnized John’s baptism as obligatory, and it is not probable that he would take his apostles from 
among those who had not submitted to it. John the Baptist himself, the first administrator of baptism, must 
have been himself unbaptized. But the twelve could fitly administer it, because they had themselves 
received it at John’s hands. See Arnold, Terms of Communion, 17. 

(c) The command of Christ fixes the place of baptism as first in order after discipleship. 

Mat. 28:19, 20—“Go ye therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them into the name 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit: teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I 
commanded you”—here the first duty is to make disciples, the second to baptize, the third to instruct in 
right Christian living. Is it said that there is no formal command to admit only baptized persons to the Lord’s 
Supper? We reply that there is no formal command to admit only regenerate persons to baptism. In both 
cases, the practice of the apostles and the general connections of Christian doctrine are sufficient to 
determine our duty. 

(d) All the recorded cases show this to have been the order observed by the first Christians and 
sanctioned by the apostles. 

Acts 2:41, 46—“They then that received his word were baptized.… And day by day, continuing 
stedfastly with one accord in the temple, and breaking bread at home [rather, ‘in various worship-rooms’] 
they took their food with gladness and singleness of heart”; 8:12—“But when they believed Philip.… they 
were baptized”; 10:47, 48—“Can any man forbid the water, that these should not be baptized, who have 
received the Holy Spirit as well as we? And he commanded them to be baptized in the name of Jesus 
Christ”; 22:16—“And now why tarriest thou? arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on 
his name.” 

(e) The symbolism of the ordinances requires that baptism should precede the Lord’s Supper. 
The order of the facts signified must be expressed in the order of the ordinances which signify 
them; else the world is taught that sanctification may take place without regeneration. Birth must 
come before sustenance—‘nascimur, pascimur.’ To enjoy ceremonial privileges, there must be 
ceremonial qualifications. As none but the circumcised could eat the passover, so before eating 
with the Christian family must come adoption into the Christian family. 

As one must be “born of the Spirit” before he can experience the sustaining influence of Christ, so he 
must be “born of water” before he can properly be nourished by the Lord’s Supper. Neither the unborn nor 
the dead can eat bread or drink wine. Only when Christ had raised the daughter of the Jewish ruler to life, 
did he say: “Give her to eat.” The ordinance which symbolizes regeneration, or the impartation of new life, 
must precede the ordinance which symbolizes the strengthening and perfecting of the life already begun. 
The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, dating back to the second half of the second century, distinctly 
declares (9:5, 10)—“Let no one eat or drink of your Eucharist except those baptized into the name of the 
Lord; for as regards this also the Lord has said: ‘Give not that which is holy unto the dogs’.… The Eucharist 
shall be given only to the baptized.” 

(f) The standards of all evangelical denominations, with unimportant exceptions, confirm the 
view that this is the natural interpretation of the Scripture requirements respecting the order of the 
ordinances. 

“The only protest of note has been made by a portion of the English Baptists.” To these should be added 
the comparatively small body of the Free Will Baptists in America. Pedobaptist churches in general refuse 



full membership, office-holding, and the ministry, to unbaptized persons. The Presbyterian church does not 
admit to the communion members of the Society of Friends. Not one of the great evangelical denominations 
accepts Robert Hall’s maxim that the only terms of communion are terms of salvation. If individual 
ministers announce this principle and conform their practice to it, it is only because they transgress the 
standards of the churches to which they belong. 

See Tyerman’s Oxford Methodists, preface, page vi—“Even in Georgia, Wesley excluded dissenters 
from the Holy Communion, on the ground that they had not been properly baptized; and he would himself 
baptize only by immersion, unless the child or person was in a weak state of health.” Baptist Noel gave it 
as his reason for submitting to baptism, that to approach the Lord’s Supper conscious of not being baptized 
would be to act contrary to all the precedents of Scripture. See Curtis, Progress of Baptist Principles, 304. 

The dismission of Jonathan Edwards from his church at Northampton was due to his opposing the 
Halfway Covenant, which admitted unregenerate persons to the Lord’s Supper as a step on the road to 
spiritual life. He objected to the doctrine that the Lord’s Supper was “a converting ordinance.” But these 
very unregenerated persons had been baptized, and he himself had baptized many of them. He should have 
objected to infant baptism, as well as to the Lord’s Supper, in the case of the unregenerate. 

(g) The practical results of the opposite view are convincing proof that the order here insisted 
on is the order of nature as well as of Scripture. The admission of unbaptized persons to the 
communion tends always to, and has frequently resulted in, the disuse of baptism itself, the 
obscuring of the truth which it symbolizes, the transformation of Scripturally constituted churches 
into bodies organized after methods of human invention, and the complete destruction of both 
church and ordinances as Christ originally constituted them. 

Arnold, Terms of Communion, 76—The steps of departure from Scriptural precedent have not 
unfrequently been the following: (1) administration of baptism on a weekday evening, to avoid giving 
offence; (2) reception, without baptism, of persons renouncing belief in the baptism of their infancy; (3) 
giving up of the Lord’s Supper as non-essential,—to be observed or not observed by each individual, 
according as he finds it useful; (4) choice of a pastor who will not advocate Baptist views; (5) adoption of 
Congregational articles of faith; (6) discipline and exclusion of members for propagating Baptist doctrine. 
John Bunyan’s church, once either an open communion church or a mixed church both of baptized and 
unbaptized believers, is now a regular Congregational body. Armitage, History of the Baptists, 482 sq., 
claims that it was originally a Baptist church. Vedder, however, in Bap. Quar. Rev., 1886:289, says that 
“The church at Bedford is proved by indisputable documentary evidence never to have been a Baptist 
church in any strict sense.” The results of the principle of open communion are certainly seen in the 
Regent’s Park church in London, where some of the deacons have never been baptized. The doctrine that 
baptism is not essential to church membership is simply the logical result of the previous practice of 
admitting unbaptized persons to the communion table. If they are admitted to the Lord’s Supper, then there 
is no bar to their admission to the church. See Proceedings of the Baptist Congress, Boston, November, 
1902; Curtis, Progress of Baptist Principles, 296–298. 

Thirdly,—Church membership 

(a) The Lord’s Supper is a church ordinance, observed by churches of Christ as such. For this 
reason, membership in the church naturally precedes communion. Since communion is a family 
rite, the participant should first be a member of the family. 

Acts 2:46, 47—“breaking bread at home [rather, ‘in various worship-rooms’]” (see Com. of Meyer); 
20:7—“upon the first day of the week, when we were gathered together to break bread”; 1 Cor. 11:18, 22—
“when ye come together in the church … have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? or despise ye the church 
of God, and put them to shame that have not?” 



(b) The Lord’s Supper is a symbol of church fellowship. Excommunication implies nothing, if 
it does not imply exclusion from the communion. If the Supper is simply communion of the 
individual with Christ, then the church has no right to exclude any from it. 

1 Cor. 10:17—“we, who are many, are one bread, one body: for we all partake of the one bread.” 
Though the Lord’s Supper primarily symbolizes fellowship with Christ, it symbolizes secondarily 
fellowship with the church of Christ. Not all believers in Christ were present at the first celebration of the 
Supper, but only those organized into a body—the apostles. I can invite proper persons to my tea-table, but 
that does not give them the right to come uninvited. Each church, therefore, should invite visiting members 
of sister churches to partake with it. The Lord’s Supper is an ordinance by itself, and should not be 
celebrated at conventions and associations, simply to lend dignity to something else. 

The Panpresbyterian Council at Philadelphia, in 1880, refused to observe the Lord’s Supper together, 
upon the ground that the Supper is a church ordinance, to be observed only by those who are amenable to 
the discipline of the body, and therefore not to be observed by separate church organizations acting together. 
Substantially upon this ground, the Old School General Assembly long before, being invited to unite at the 
Lord’s table with the New School body with whom they had dissolved ecclesiastical relations, declined to 
do so. See Curtis, Progress of Baptist Principles, 304; Arnold, Terms of Communion, 36. 

Fourthly,—An orderly walk 

Disorderly walking designates a course of life in a church member which is contrary to the 
precepts of the gospel. It is a bar to participation in the Lord’s Supper, the sign of church 
fellowship. With Arnold, we may class disorderly walking under four heads:— 

(a) Immoral conduct. 

1 Cor. 5:1–13—Paul commands the Corinthian church to exclude the incestuous person: “I wrote unto 
you in my epistle to have no company with fornicators;.… but now I write unto you not to keep company, 
if any man that is named a brother be a fomioator, or covetous, or an idolater, or a re viler, or a drunkard, 
or an extortioner; with such a one no, not to eat.… Put away the wicked man from among yonrselves.”—
Here it is evident that the most serious forms of disorderly walking require exclusion not only from church 
fellowship but from Christian fellowship as well. 

(b) Disobedience to the commands of Christ. 

1 Cor. 14:37—“If any man thinketh himself to be a prophet, or spiritual, let him take knowledge of the 
things which I write unto you, that they are the commandments of the Lord”; 2 Thess. 3:6, 11, 15—“Now 
we command you, brethren, … that ye withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, 
and not after the tradition which they received of us.… For we hear of some that walk among you disorderly, 
that work not at all, but are busybodies.… And if any man obeyeth not our word by this epistle, note that 
man, that ye have no company with him, to the end that he may be ashamed. And yet count him not as an 
enemy, but admonish him as a brother.”—Here is exclusion from church fellowship, and from the Lord’s 
Supper its sign, while yet the offender is not excluded from Christian fellowship, but is still counted “a 
brother.” Versus G. B. Stevens, in N. Englander, 1887:40–47. 

In these passages Paul intimates that “not to walk after the tradition received from him, not to obey the 
word contained in his epistles, is the same as disobedience to the commands of Christ, and as such involves 
the forfeiture of church fellowship and ita privileged tokens” (Arnold, Prerequisites to Communion, 68). 
Since Baptism is a command of Christ, it follows that we cannot properly commune with the unbaptized. 
To admit such to the Lord’s Supper is to give the symbol of church fellowship to those who, in spite of the 
fact that they are Christian brethren, are, though perhaps unconsciously, violating the fundamental law of 
the church. To withhold protest against plain disobedience to Christ’s commands is to that extent to 
countenance such disobedience. The same disobedience which in the church member we should denominate 



disorderly walking must a fortiori destroy all right to the Lord’s Supper on the part of those who are not 
members of the church. 

(c) Heresy, or the holding and teaching of false doctrine. 

Titus 3:10—“A man that is heretical [Am. Revisers: ‘a factious man’] after a first and second 
admonition refuse”; see Ellicott, Com., in loco: “αἱρετικὸς ἄνθρωπος = one who gives rise to divisions by 
erroneous teaching, not necessarily of a fundamentally heterodox nature, but of the kind just described in 
verse 9.” Cf. Acts 20:30—“from among your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away the disciples after them”; 1 John 4:2, 3—“Hereby know ye the Spirit of God: every spirit that 
confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: and every spirit that confesseth not Jesus is not 
of God: and this is the spirit of the antichrist.” B. B. Bosworth: “Heresy, in the N. T., does not necessarily 
mean the holding: of erroneous opinions,—it may also mean the holding of correct opinions in an 
unbrotherly or divisive spirit.” We grant that the word ‘heretical’ may also mean ‘factious’; but we claim 
that false doctrine is the chief source of division, and is therefore in itself a disqualification for participation 
in the Lord’s Supper. Factiousness is an additional bar, and we treat it under the next head of Schism. 

The Panpresbyterian Council, mentioned above, refused to admit to their body the Cumberland 
Presbyterians, because, though the latter adhere to the Presbyterian form of church government, they are 
Arminian in their views of the doctrines of grace. As we have seen, on pages 940–942, that Baptism is a 
confession of evangelical faith, so here we see that the Lord’s Supper also is a confession of evangelical 
faith, and that no one can properly participate in it who denies the doctrines of sin, of the deity, incarnation 
and atonement of Christ, and of justification by faith, which the Lord’s Supper symbolizes. Such denial 
should exclude from all Christian fellowship as well. 

There is heresy which involves exclusion only from church fellowship. Since pedobaptists hold and 
propagate false doctrine with regard to the church and its ordinances—doctrines which endanger the 
spirituality of the church, the sufficiency of the Scriptures, and the lordship of Christ—we cannot properly 
admit them to the Lord’s Super. To admit them or to partake with them, would be to treat falsehood as if it 
were truth. Arnold, Prerequisites to Communion, 72—“Pedobaptists are guilty of teaching that the baptized 
are not members of the church, or that membership in the church is not voluntary; that there are two sorts 
of baptism, one of which is a profession of faith of the person baptized, and the other is profession of faith 
of another person; that regeneration is given in and by baptism, or that the church is composed in great part 
of persons who do not give, and were never supposed to give, any evidence of regeneration; that the church 
has a right to change essentially one of Christ’s institutions, or that it is unessential whether it be observed 
as he ordained it or in some other manner; that baptism may be rightfully administered in a way which 
makes much of the language in which it is described in the Scriptures wholly unsuitable and inapplicable, 
and which does not at all represent the facts and doctrines which baptism is declared in the Scriptures to 
represent; that the Scriptures are not in all religious matters the sufficient and only binding rule of faith and 
practice.” 

(d) Schism, or the promotion of division and dissension in the church.—This also requires 
exclusion from church fellowship, and from the Lord’s Supper which is its appointed sign. 

Rom. 16:17—“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing the divisions and occasions of 
stumbling contrary to the doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them.” Since pedobaptists, by 
their teaching and practice, draw many away from Scripturally constituted churches,—thus dividing true 
believers from each other and weakening the bodies organized after the model of the New Testament,—it 
is imperative upon us to separate ourselves from them, so far as regards that communion at the Lord’s table 
which is the sign of church fellowship. Mr. Spurgeon admits pedobaptists to commune with his church “for 
two or three months.” Then they are kindly asked whether they are pleased with the church, its preaching, 
doctrine, form of government, etc. If they say they are pleased, they are asked if they are not disposed to be 
baptized and become members? If so inclined, all is well; but if not, they are kindly told that it is not 



desirable for them to commune longer. Thus baptism is held to precede church membership and permanent 
communion, although temporary communion is permitted without it. 

Arnold, Prerequisites to Communion, 80—“It may perhaps be objected that the passages cited under 
the four preceding subdivisions refer to church fellowship in a general way, without any specific reference 
to the Lord’s Supper. In reply to this objection, I would answer, in the first place, that having endeavored 
previously to establish the position that the Lord’s Supper is an ordinance to be celebrated in the church, 
and expressive of church fellowship, I felt at liberty to use the passages that enjoin the withdrawal of that 
fellowship as constructively enjoining exclusion from the Communion, which is its chief token. I answer, 
secondly, that the principle here assumed seems to me to pervade the Scriptural teachings so thoroughly 
that it is next to impossible to lay down any Scriptural terms of communion at the Lord’s table, except upon 
the admission that the ordinance is inseparably connected with church fellowship. To treat the subject 
otherwise, would be, as it appears to me, a violent putting asunder of what the Lord has joined together. 
The objection suggests an additional argument in favor of our position that the Lord’s Supper is a church 
ordinance.” “Who Christ’s body doth divide, Wounds afresh the Crucified; Who Christ’s people doth 
perplex, Weakens faith and comfort wrecks; Who Christ’s order doth not see, Works in vain for unity; Who 
Christ’s word doth take for guide, With the Bridegroom loves the Bride.” 

D. The local church is the judge whether these prerequisites are fulfilled in the case of persons 
desiring to partake of the Lord’s Supper.—This is evident from the following considerations: 

(a) The command to observe the ordinance was given, not to individuals, but to a company. 
(b) Obedience to this command is not an individual act, but is the joint act of many. 
(c) The regular observance of the Lord’s Supper cannot be secured, nor the qualifications of 

persons desiring to participate in it be scrutinized, unless some distinct organized body is charged 
with this responsibility. 

(d) The only organized body known to the New Testament is the local church, and this is the 
only body, of any sort, competent to have charge of the ordinances. The invisible church has no 
officers. 

(e) The New Testament accounts indicate that the Lord’s Supper was observed only at regular 
appointed meetings of local churches, and was observed by these churches as regularly organized 
bodies. 

(f) Since the duty of examining the qualifications of candidates for baptism and for membership 
is vested in the local church and is essential to its distinct existence, the analogy of the ordinances 
would lead us to believe that the scrutiny of qualifications for participation in the Lord’s Supper 
rests with the same body. 

(g) This care that only proper persons are admitted to the ordinances should be shown, not by 
open or forcible debarring of the unworthy at the time of the celebration, but by previous public 
instruction of the congregation, and, if needful in the case of persistent offenders, by subsequent 
private and friendly admonition. 

“What is everybody’s business is nobody’s business.” If there be any power of effective scrutiny, it 
must be lodged in the local church. The minister is not to administer the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper at 
his own option, any more than the ordinance of Baptism. He is simply the organ of the church. He is to 
follow the rules of the church as to invitations and as to the mode of celebrating the ordinance, of course 
instructing the church as to the order of the New Testament. In the case of sick members who desire to 
communicate, brethren may be deputed to hold a special meeting of the church at the private house or sick 
room, and then only may the pastor officiate. If an invitation to the Communion is given, it may well be in 
the following form: “Members in good standing of other churches of like faith and practice are cordially 
invited to partake with us.” But since the comity of Baptist churches is universally acknowledged, and since 



Baptist views with regard to the ordinances are so generally understood, it should be taken for granted that 
all proper persons will be welcome even if no invitation of any sort is given. 

Mr. Spurgeon, as we have seen, permitted unbaptized persons temporarily to partake of the Lord’s 
Supper unchallenged, but if there appeared a disposition to make participation habitual, one of the deacons 
in a private interview explained Baptist doctrine and urged the duty of baptism. If this advice was not taken, 
participation in the Lord’s Supper naturally ceased. Dr. P. S. Henson proposes a middle path between open 
and close communion, as follows; “Preach and urge faith in Jesus and obedience to him. Leave choice with 
participants themselves. It is not wise to set up a judgment-seat at the Lord’s table. Always preach the 
Scriptural order—1. Faith in Jesus; 2. Obedience in Baptism; 3. Observance of the Lord’s Supper.” J. B. 
Thomas: “Objections to strict communion come with an ill grace from pedobaptists who withhold 
communion from their own baptized, whom they have forcibly made quasi-members in spite of the only 
protest they are capable of offering, and whom they have retained as subjects of discipline without their 
consent.” 

A. H. Strong, Cleveland Sermon on Our Denominational Outlook, May 19, 1904—“If I am asked 
whether Baptists still hold to restricted communion, I answer that our principle has not changed, but that 
many of us apply the principle in a different manner from that of our fathers. We believe that Baptism 
logically precedes the Lord’s Supper, as birth precedes the taking of nourishment, and regeneration 
precedes sanctification. We believe that the order of the ordinances is an important point of Christian 
doctrine, and itself teaches Christian doctrine. Hence we proclaim it and adhere to it, in our preaching and 
our practice. But we do not turn the Lord’s Supper into a judgment-seat, or turn the officers of the church 
into detectives. We teach the truth, and expect that the truth will win its way. We are courteous to all who 
come among us; and expect that they in turn will have the courtesy to respect our convictions and to act 
accordingly. But there is danger here that we may break from our moorings and drift into indifferentism 
with regard to the ordinances. The recent advocacy of open church-membership is but the logical 
consequence of a previous concession of open communion. I am persuaded that this new doctrine is 
confined to very few among us. The remedy for this false liberalism is to be found in that same Christ who 
solves for us all other problems. It is this Christ who sets the solitary in families, and who makes of one 
every nation that dwells on the face of the earth. Christian denominations are at least temporarily his 
appointment. Loyalty to the body which seems to us best to represent his truth is also loyalty to him. Love 
for Christ does not involve the surrender of the ties of family, or nation, or denomination, but only 
consecrates and ennobles them. 

“Yet Christ is King in Zion. There is but one army of the living God, even though there are many 
divisions. We can emphasize our unity with other Christian bodies, rather than the differences between us. 
We can regard them as churches of the Lord Jesus, even though they are irregularly constituted. As a 
marriage ceremony may be valid, even though performed without a license and by an unqualified 
administrator; and as an ordination may be valid, even though the ordinary laying-on of hands be omitted; 
so the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper as administered in pedobaptist churches may be valid, though 
irregular in its accompaniments and antecedents. Though we still protest against the modern perversions of 
the New Testament doctrine as to the subjects and mode of Baptism, we hold with regard to the Lord’s 
Supper that irregularity is not invalidity, and that we may recognize as churches even those bodies which 
celebrate the Lord’s Supper without having been baptized. Our faith in the larger Christ is bringing us out 
from our denominational isolation into an inspiring recognition of our oneness with the universal church of 
God throughout the world.” On the whole subject, see Madison Avenue Lectures, 217–260; and A. H. 
Strong, on Christian Truth and its Keepers, in Philosophy and Religion, 238–244. 

E. Special objections to open communion 

The advocates of this view claim that baptism, as not being an indispensable term of salvation, 
cannot properly be made an indispensable term of communion. 



Robert Hall, Works, 1:285, held that there can be no proper terms of communion which are not also 
terms of salvation. He claims that “we are expressly commanded to tolerate in the church all those 
diversities of opinion which are not inconsistent with salvation.” For the open communion view, see also 
John M. Mason, Works, 1: 369; Princeton Review, Oct. 1850; Bib. Sac., 21:449; 24:482; 25:401; Spirit of 
the Pilgrims, 6:103, 142. But, as Curtis remarks, in his Progress of Baptist Principles, 292, this principle 
would utterly frustrate the very objects for which visible churches were founded—to be “the pillar and 
ground of the truth” (1 Tim. 3:15); for truth is set forth as forcibly in ordinances as in doctrine. 

In addition to what has already been said, we reply: 

(a) This view is contrary to the belief and practice of all but an insignificant fragment of 
organized Christendom. 

A portion of the English Baptists, and the Free Will Baptists in America, are the only bodies which in 
their standards of faith accept and maintain the principles of open communion. As to the belief and practice 
of the Methodist Episcopal denomination, the New York Christian Advocate states the terms of communion 
as being: 1. Disciple-ship; 2. Baptism; 3. Consistent church life, as required in the “Discipline”; and F. G. 
Hibbard, Christian Baptism, 174, remarks that, “in one principle the Baptist and pedobaptist churches agree. 
They both agree in rejecting from the communion at the table of the Lord, and denying the rights of church 
fellowship to all who have not been baptized. Valid baptism, they consider, is essential to constitute visible 
church membership. This also we [Methodists] hold.… The charge of close communion is no more 
applicable to the Baptists than to us.” 

The Interior states the Presbyterian position as follows: “The difference between our Baptist brethren 
and ourselves is an important difference. We agree with them, however, in saying that unbaptized persons 
should not partake of the Lord’s Supper. Close communion, in our judgment, is a more defensible position 
than open communion.” Dr. John Hall: “If I believed, with the Baptists, that none are baptized but those 
who are immersed on profession of faith, I should, with them, refuse to commune with any others.” 

As to the views of Congregationalists, we quote from Dwight, Systematic Theology, sermon 160—“It 
is an indispensable qualification for this ordinance that the candidate for communion be a member of the 
visible church of Christ, in full standing. By this I intend that he should be a man of piety; that he should 
have made a public profession of religion; and that he should have been baptized.” The Independent: “We 
have never been disposed to charge the Baptist church with any special narrowness or bigotry in their rule 
of admission to the Lord’s table. We do not see how it differs from that commonly admitted and established 
among Presbyterian churches.” 

The Episcopal standards and authorities are equally plain. The Book of Common Prayer, Order of 
Confirmation, declares: “There shall none be admitted to the holy communion, until such time as he be 
confirmed, or be ready and desirous to be confirmed”—confirmation always coming after baptism. Wall, 
History of Infant Baptism, part 2, chapter 9—“No church ever gave the communion to any persons before 
they were baptized. Among all the absurdities that ever were held, none ever maintained that any person 
should partake of the communion before he was baptized.” 

(b) It assumes an unscriptural inequality between the two ordinances. The Lord’s Supper holds 
no higher rank in Scripture than does Baptism. The obligation to commune is no more binding 
than the obligation to profess faith by being baptized. Open communion, however, treats baptism 
as if it were optional, while it insists upon communion as indispensable. 

Robert Hall should rather have said: “No church has a right to establish terms of baptism which are not 
also terms of salvation,” for baptism is most frequently in Scripture connected with the things that 
accompany salvation. We believe faith to be one pre-requisite, but not the only one. We may hold a person 
to be a Christian, without thinking—him entitled to commune unless he has been also baptized. 

Ezra’s reform in abolishing mixed marriages with the surrounding: heathen was not narrow nor bigoted 
nor intolerant. Miss Willard said well that from the Gerizim of holy beatitudes there comes a voice: “Blessed 



are the inclusive, for they shall be included,” and from Mount Ebal a voice, saying: “Sad are the exclusive, 
for they shall be excluded.” True liberality is both Christian and wise. We should be just as liberal as Christ 
himself, and no more so. Even Miss Willard would not include rumsellers in the Christian Temperance 
Union, nor think that town blessed that did not say to saloon keepers: “Repent, or go.” The choir is not 
narrow because it does not include those who can only make discords, nor is the sheepfold intolerant that 
refuses to include wolves, nor the medical society that excludes quacks, nor the church that does not invite 
the disobedient and schismatic to its communion. 

(c) It tends to do away with baptism altogether. If the highest privilege of church membership 
may be enjoyed without baptism, baptism loses its place and importance as the initiatory ordinance 
of the church. 

Robert Hall would admit to the Lord’s Supper those who deny Baptism to be perpetually binding on 
the church. A foreigner may love this country, but he cannot vote at our elections unless he has been 
naturalized. Ceremonial rites imply ceremonial qualifications. Dr. Meredith in Brooklyn said to his great 
Bible Class that a man, though not a Christian, but who felt himself a sinner and needing Christ, could 
worthily partake of the Lord’s Supper. This is the logic of open communion. The Supper is not limited to 
baptized persons, nor to church members, nor even to converted people, but belongs also to the unconverted 
world. This is not only to do away with Baptism, but to make the Lord’s Supper a converting ordinance. 

(d) It tends to do away with all discipline. When Christians offend, the church must withdraw 
its fellowship from them. But upon the principle of open communion, such withdrawal is 
impossible, since the Lord’s Supper, the highest expression of church fellowship, is open to every 
person who regards himself as a Christian. 

H. F. Colby: “Ought we to acknowledge that evangelical pedobaptists are qualified to partake of the 
Lord’s Supper? We are ready to admit them on precisely the same terms on which we admit ourselves. Our 
communion bars come to be a protest, but from no plan of ours. They become a protest merely as every act 
of loyalty to truth becomes a protest against error.” Constitutions of the Holy Apostles, book 2, section 7 
(about 250 A.D.)—“But if they [those who have been convicted of wickedness] afterwards repent and turn 
from their error, then we receive them as we receive the heathen, when they wish to repent, into the church 
indeed to hear the word, hut do not receive them to communion until they have received the seal of baptism 
and are made complete Christians.” 

(e) It tends to do away with the visible church altogether. For no visible church is possible, 
unless some sign of membership be required, in addition to the signs of membership in the invisible 
church. Open communion logically leads to open church membership, and a church membership 
open to all, without reference to the qualifications required in Scripture, or without examination 
on the part of the church as to the existence of these qualifications in those who unite with it, is 
virtually an identification of the church with the world, and, without protest from Scripturally 
constituted bodies, would finally result in its actual extinction. 

Dr. Walcott Calkins, in Andover Review: “It has never been denied that the Puritan way of maintaining 
the purity and doctrinal soundness of the churches is to secure a soundly converted membership. There is 
one denomination of Puritans which has never deviated a hair’s breadth from this way. The Baptists have 
always insisted that regenerate persons only ought to receive the sacraments of the church. And they have 
depended absolutely upon this provision for the purity and doctrinal soundness of their churches.” 

At the Free Will Baptist Convention at Providence, Oct., 1874, the question came up of admitting 
pedobaptists to membership. This was disposed of by resolving that “Christian baptism is a personal act of 
public consecration to Christ, and that believers’ baptism and immersion alone, as baptism, are fundamental 
principles of the denomination,” In other words, unimmersed believers would not be admitted to 



membership. But is it not the Lord’s church? Have we a right to exclude? Is this not bigotry? The Free Will 
Baptist answers: “No, it is only loyalty to truth.” 

We claim that, upon the same principle, he should go further, and refuse to admit to the communion 
those whom he refuses to admit to church membership. The reasons assigned for acting upon the opposite 
principle are sentimental rather than rational. See John Stuart Mill’s definition of sentimentality, quoted in 
Martineau’s Essays, 1:94—“Sentimentality consists in setting the sympathetic aspect of things, or their 
loveableness, above their æsthetic aspect, their beauty; or above the moral aspect of them, their right or 
wrong.” 

OBJECTIONS TO STRICT COMMUNION, AND ANSWERS TO THEM (condensed from Arnold, Terms of 
Communion, 82): 

“1st. Primitive rules are not applicable now. Reply: (1) The laws of Christ are unchangeable. (2) The 
primitive order ought to be restored. 

“2d. Baptism, as an external rite, is of less importance than love. Reply: (1) It is not inconsistent with 
love, but the mark of love, to keep Christ’s commandments. (2) Love for our brethren requires protest 
against their errors. 

“3d. Pedobaptists think themselves baptized. Reply: (1) This is a reason why they should act as if they 
believed it, not a reason why we should act as if it were so. (2) We cannot submit our consciences to their 
views of truth without harming ourselves and them. 

“4th. Strict communion is a hindrance to union among Christians. Reply: (1) Christ desires only union 
in the truth. (2) Baptists are not responsible for the separation. (3) Mixed communion is not a cure but a 
cause of disunion. 

“5th. The rule excludes from the communion baptized members of pedobaptist churches. Reply: (1) 
These persons are walking disorderly, in promoting error. (2) The Lord’s Supper is a symbol of church 
fellowship, not of fellowship for individuals, apart from their church relations. 

“6th. A plea for dispensing with the rule exists in extreme cases where persons must commune with us 
or not at all. Reply: (1) It is hard to fix limits to these exceptions: they would be likely to encroach more 
and more, till the rule became merely nominal. (2) It is a greater privilege and means of grace, in such 
circumstances, to abstain from communing, than contrary to principle to participate. (3) It is not right to 
participate with others, where we cannot invite them reciprocally. 

“7. Alleged inconsistency of our practice.—(a) Since we expect to commune in heaven. Reply: This 
confounds Christian fellowship with church fellowship. We do commune with pedobaptists spiritually, here 
as hereafter. We do not expect to partake of the Lord’s Supper with them, or with others, in heaven, (b) 
Since we reject the better and receive the worse. Reply: We are not at liberty to refuse to apply Christ’s 
outward rule, because we cannot equally apply his inward spiritual rule of character. Pedobaptists withold 
communion from those they regard as unbaptized, though they may be more spiritual than some in the 
church. (c) Since we recognize pedobaptists as brethren in union meetings, exchange of pulpits, etc. Reply: 
None of these acts of fraternal fellowship imply the church communion which admission to the Lord’s table 
would imply. This last would recognize them as baptized: the former do not. 

“8th. Alleged impolicy of our practice. Reply: (1) This consideration would be pertinent, only if we 
were at liberty to change our practice when it was expedient, or was thought to be so. (2) Any particular 
truth will inspire respect in others in proportion as its advocates show that they respect it. In England our 
numbers have diminished, compared with the population, in the ratio of 33 per cent.; here we have increased 
50 per cent. in proportion to the ratio of population. 

“Summary. Open communion must be justified, if at all, on one of four grounds: First, that baptism is 
not prerequisite to communion. But this is opposed to the belief and practice of all churches. Secondly, that 
immersion on profession of faith is not essential to baptism. But this is renouncing Baptist principles 
altogether. Thirdly, that the individual, and not the church, is to be the judge of his qualifications for 
admission to the communion. But this is contrary to sound reason, and fatal to the ends for which the church 
is instituted. For, if the conscience of the individual is to be the rule of the action of the church in regard to 
his admission to the Lord’s Supper, why not also with regard to his regeneration, his doctrinal belief, and 
his obedience to Christ’s commands generally? Fourthly, that the church has no responsibility in regard to 



the qualifications of those who come to her communion. But this is abandoning the principle of the 
independence of the churches, and their accountableness to Christ, and it overthrows all church discipline.” 

See also Hovey, in Bib. Sac., 1862:133; Pepper, in Bap. Quar., 1867:216; Curtis on Communion, 292; 
Howell, Terms of Communion; Williams, The Lord’s Supper; Theodosia Ernest, pub. by Am. Bap. Pub. 
Soc.; Wilkinson, The Baptist Principle. In concluding our treatment of Ecclesiology, we desire to call 
attention to the fact that Jacob, the English Churchman, in his Ecclesiastical Polity of the N. T., and 
Cunningham, the Scotch Presbyterian, in his Croall Lectures for 1886, have furnished Baptists with much 
valuable material for the defence of the New Testament doctrine of the Church and its Ordinances. In fact, 
a complete statement of the Baptist positions might easily be constructed from the concessions of their 
various opponents. See A. H. Strong, on Unconscious Assumptions of Communion Polemics, in Philosophy 
and Religion, 245–249.19 
 

 
19 Augustus Hopkins Strong, Systematic Theology (Philadelphia: American Baptist Publication 
Society, 1907), 969–980. 


