Newdletter November 2014

This is the first in a series of monthly newslettdescribing the means by which secularism and neo-
paganism has corrupted the Temporal Church throgitutionalized churchianity, which we definedlast
month’s October 2014 Newsletter. In an earlier Aid2012 newsletter, we discussed the traditionaptibm
and in our July 2013 Newsletter we discussed the'€Supper in some detail. In this newsletter Wwalls
more narrowly direct our attention to the abusebath practices through sacramental ritualism, whsch
regularly taking place through institutionalizediathianity. In doing so, we shall utilize editectespts taken
from Comprehensively Reformed Christianity Book 11, Chapter 13.2.

It is most unfortunate that the simple traditiorfs baptism and the Lord’s Supper became the
instruments of traditional formalized churchiaralynost as soon as the apostles left the earthhesdde true
meaning of these practices were soon distorted eantellished through added formalism and pagan
mysticism. Since that time, these rituals have lrepeatedly abused from century to century enstthieg
perpetuation of institutionalized churchianity oedemental first-century Christianity. The primaybstance
of this abuse is the insistence that these twalsitmust be carried out exclusively within the gielus
framework of a temporal church surrounded by folynatdained clergy in a strictly prescribed manner.
Through that means, they were subjugated by th@desahchurch and were viewed as its own exclusive
property to define and to give out or withhold tasawv fit.

Theologians have always sought to find a singleprehrensive word to express a complex doctrine in
order to avoid becoming swamped in voluminous repetsuch as the word “Trinity” when describingeth
complexity of the Godhead as we saw earlier in Jamuary 2014 newsletter. In like manner, the Stusil
baptism and the Lord’s Supper have often been estlta a single word that purports to represent. bidtle
word most commonly used over the centuries is &uaents.” The Latin wordacrament is not found in any
English translation of the Bible and, like “Trinityt is not a word used or coined by any of theMNestament
writers. The primary meaning sicrament is a “solemn pledge or oath.” Both ritual baptiand the Lord’s
Supper can be viewed as God’s solemn pledge ahdaaseal of ownership) given to his elect. Inisgyhis,
we must be very clear that it is not our promisewroath given to God and most certainly not teraporal
church. It is we who receive the promises and Glod graciously provides them for our benefit.

Unfortunately, the wordacrament carries with it additional baggage suggesting ithest “something
regarded as possessing an intrinsically sacrecctearor mysterious significance.” The Greek wargterion
was translatedacrament in theLatin Vulgate, and that is the origin of the anglicized wordt ilsan use today.

In English texts, the Greek womsterion was directly translated as “secret,” “mystery,™loidden things.” It

is in the sense of mystery that the word “sacraimigggins to deviate from being an acceptable t&ktile
there are many places in Scripture where the Gnemkl musterion is found, it is not found anywhere in
connection with either ritual baptism or the Lord&upper. (cf. Ep.1:9; 3:3; Col.1:26; 1Ti.3:16 etc.)
Consequently, there is no Scriptural reason wheerhusterion or sacrament should be used in connection
with either the tradition of ritual baptism or therd’s Supper.

The Latin wordsacrament was first applied to those ritual practices dutimg Roman Catholic Church
era. Using words like “sacred,” “mystery,” or “higldl’ tended to put a supernatural cloak of obscaritund
ritual baptism and the Lord’s Supper in the Romamrch, such that it could only be penetrated byioeetl
priests. The laity could only engage in either pcacindirectly as a third party through the bishay the
Roman church who alone “held the keys” to the sep@dmystery” (cf. Lu.11:52). That restriction iffeet
separated the believer from the body and bloodhoisCby a wall of clergy. This “wall of clergy” nso likely
emulates the hated practice of the Nicolaitans ibatis mentioned in two of his letters to the sehemches
found in the book of the Revelation (cf. Re.2:6,\8f find this mysterious aspect of the waeedrament
demonstrated in the Roman Catholic “celebratiothefMass” to this very day. The Roman Mass is pcsgd
reoccurrence of the sacrifice of Christ through“tBecharist” (bread and wine), which has been nmigisly
transformed into the actual body and blood of Glfris. transubstantiation; cf. Book I, page 450).

Since the word “sacrament” carries so much Romahdlia baggage along with it, many Protestant
churches choose to refer to both baptism and the'd_8upper as “ordinances.” This term effectivedfutes
the mysticism associated with the Roman Mass. Agamever, we find that the word “ordinance,” altbbu



found in various places in Scripture, has no dioectnection with either ritual baptism or the Ler&upper.
Some say that it is implied indirectly by the ApedRaul’s words in his first epistle to the Coriatis: “Now |

praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in glb#) and keep the ordinances, as | delivered toeyou”

(1Co0.11:2). Nevertheless, there is no immediatéezdmo support that view, as examining surroundiegses
of this Scripture will make quite clear. The tratigln of this verse from the Greek should more grigprender
this word as “traditions” rather than "ordinancds s used in the context of Paul providing thei@thians a
personal example for individual Christian condcotigh his own life and teaching.

The English word “ordinance” implies “statute,” W& “command,” or a “decree.” It is something that
must be obeyed to the letter and is backed up e fib ignored or disobeyed. The implication of tkem
“ordinance,” is that we must initially receive sayigrace through submission to baptism and theterance
of our salvation by engaging in the Lord’s Suppader the force of law. These simple practices tiemome a
matter of useless ritualistic works (cf. Ep.2:8,Bhe term, “ordinance,” as it is ecclesiasticatyerpreted
requires the believer to submit to the rules (lamwvordinances) of a particular Protestant denonainabr
temporal church in order to engage in fellowshighvather believers. In many churches, baptismdsired
before being allowed to partake of the Lord’s Tabtaal baptism is actually seen to separate gliever from
the unbeliever. Those who have not received baptfistineir church are in effect treated as unbet®we at
best uninitiated “seekers.” Church membership msoat universally denied in today’s churches untbess
believer submits to the church’s own rules regaydne time and mode of ritual baptism.

Either term, whether sacrament or ordinance, atetopposition a ritual between man and God in an
attempt to block grace as a free unconditionallmgitowed directly by God according to his willr@o- not
through human agency. We must be very clear abeutatct that there is now no more intervening sulcs,
temple, temporal church, or ritual, between theéekel and the grace of God; Jesus Christ has prdvésh
open door to all that believe in Him (cf. Mt.27:5)stead of the temporal church providing the ofyuty to
celebrate these wondrous prerogatives of gracellmaship with other believers, many churches éffety
deny it to them unless they become submitting mesnbktheir organized church. Although some chusche
today properly practice “open communion” — makingvailable to all who profess Christ in their heas a
matter of conscience — baptism still remains ¢yosed to church membership as a mandatory irotetite.

A word to be preferred over using either “sacrarhentordinance” is “privilege,” since it is the @e
given privilege of all Christians to engage in théso practices. They are not something that wet ohoisn
obedience to Christ to earn or maintain our salwatnor are we ever commanded to perform themroersder
our redemption in Christ. They should not be mads smto an initiation rite that we must submiinaorder to
join ourselves to or maintain our membership incl church — lest in doing so we forfeit the tipeve have
in Christ through his fulfilment of God’s Law orup behalf (cf. Col. 2:14). In no way do either bkse
practices provide a means of salvation, but arelynaeymbolic of salvation previously received agifa In
fact, to participate in these rituals before weenee salvation, would only serve to further condemsn(cf.
1Co0.11:27). Our redemption rests solely upon theatie fact that Jesus offered Himself a livingrdece for
our sins. To believe in the efficacy of these tgua the elements used in their practice in anith@ihselves is
to give a foot-hold to evil men who work their wiso the church hierarchy and use these very pexctio
place believers under both civil and legalistioggielis bondage to a temporal church.

By wielding the “sacraments” like a sword and dectthem to be the exclusive means of receiving
God’s grace, all people, even including powerfulnamchs, were forced to yield to the demands of the
powerful churchianity of the imperial Roman chuafithe middle ages. The “sacraments” were also tsed
obtain and retain political power by threateningvithhold spiritual grace from any nation that webdisagree
with the edicts of the Roman church hierarchy. didy did the church threaten to withhold graceythkso
often threatened and directed physical punishmentouand including death for infractions of various
additional church edicts and ordinances. Todaydd3tant churches have greatly moderated their drokthe
lives of individuals in their congregations, but shatill insist that baptism and the Lord’s Supperst be
exercised exclusively within the confines of a lanatitutionalized church. The common reason gifarthis
insistence is that baptism and the Lord’s Suppardvbe abused and demeaned if not properly sugenig
clergy. However, within the Corinthian church soamerror was prevalent in the ritual practice & tord’s



Supper that the Apostle Paul had to rebuke thethdrfirst letter he sent to them (cf. 1Co.11:17-3ice
Paul saw that elders were appointed wherever chsrralere founded, it would appear that laity held no
singular claim on this kind of error (cf. Tit.1:3tven today, well-supervised churches continuentt@duce
erroneous notions into those practices that temjeot legalistic ritualism into the doctrine @lgation over a
freely received redemption through grace alone.

We must certainly agree that reverence and guidanmua only reasonable and proper but is impezativ
any time or place that baptism is administeredherLiord’s Supper is celebrated,; it is not sometleingy to be
taken lightly but to be approached with seriousemplation. If we arrogantly partake of the Lor8spper in
an unworthy manner — not discerning the body aaddbf Christ — we eat and drink further condenamato
ourselves (cf. 1C0.11:27). Likewise to engage iptisen without truly knowing and having accepted i§thr
through a spiritual rebirth is a condemning acte Theeting of the local church should provide theaid
occasion for the exercise of these practices ag dsrthey are properly supervised without dictasirigtrary
rules and imposing unreasonable extra-biblical ttamgs upon believers. Nevertheless, to say thatuach
with an ordained clergy is the only way or placat those privileges can ever be exercised is engapof the
same sort, if not the same magnitude, that the Rarharch exercised them. In some foreign landsilitzsn
and small groups of believers huddle in home chag¢b worship with no formal church structure ataimed
clergy to guide them. Should they be denied thélege of participating in baptism and the LordigoPer just
because they have no accredited church hierarciwthenticate them? As home churches necessariBaise
in opposition to a progressively corrupt churchipnas we approach the final apostasy of the lagsd
ritualism would not in any way serve to encouragd eomfort the persecuted elect remnant as theyt awa
Christ’s soon return.

Since our salvation is freely received and is lpttcure apart from these practices, some mawhgk
we engage in them at all. The chief answer toghestion is that ritual baptism and the Lord’s Su@re both
scriptural, reasonable, and comforting responsesafbelieving Christian as long as we view themaas
privilege through which we can more intimately itignourselves with the Holy Spirit in our new Hirt
through baptism, and with Christ in his death tigtoparticipation in the Lord’s Supper. They are stiiimg
that God has given us to provide an opportunityttierHoly Spirit to aid us in confirming our faith Christ.
Although they are not in themselves a conveyancesaweing grace, they are a means by which we can
subjectively confirm the grace of God, which we édalready received in the spirit, in a tangible wWapugh
our physical senses. They are a great privilegeweamay exercise to serve our faith before God tand
provide a testimony before men as God Himself mpkedgsion for the fleshly weaknesses of our minds.

In conclusion, we have seen that the two simpl&lstof baptism and the Lord’s Supper can lead to
superstition, suspicion and division among belisar well as becoming the basis for a form of tyyamhen
exercised by temporal church leaders through utistitalized churchianity. Both rituals began as
uncomplicated expressions of faith using the vemypkest of elements; there is nothing mysteriousuab
water, juice, and bread. We know that water, jutéhe grape, and bread were readily availablelesa
every believer as they washed and set down toheatmeals in their own homes in the early dayshef
Church, not consecrated elements made availabjetmolugh clergy within a church building (cf. Ac1B). If
these rituals were to have been administered amiiemstrict ecclesiastical control, surely suchpdarand
available elements would not have been chosen.idBa@nd the Lord’s Supper were never meant to be
restricted to “super saints” sitting in the pewsaohighly organized church, but were to be maddilsea
available to all who believed in Jesus Christ withedded conditions in order that the greater lwjdhelievers
would be encouraged, strengthened, and contingeote in numbers. The two rituals began as quitgplem
observances that have been unnecessarily comgdlicatgtricted, and controlled by institutionalizeftlirch
organizations to promote their own ecclesiastiogharity through ritualism. In doing so they aclgesectarian
control over their subjects through the furtherasgion of churchianity over simple profound Chaistiy in
which Christ alone is recognized as the authorgdtiead of his Church.  &thur J. Smith November 2014



