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AUTHOR’'S NOTE

This little sermon is not sent forth to create strife,
or prejudice, but to impart information. Neither does
- filé' gilthor .c]aim for it any literary mevit . The sermon
15 a plain, simple, concise statement of the “Truth” as the
Free Wiil Baptists understand the “Plan of Salvation.”
E. L. St. CLAIRE,

Glermville, Ga .
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What Free Will Baptists
Believe and Wihy

HISTORICAL

The Free Will Baptists are not a “split oft” from
some other Baptist church ag many believe.

This question ig often asked the writer: “When did
your church split off the Migsionary Baptist church ” er
“When did you all slah off the Hardshells ?”

To this frequently asked question, I reply: “The
Free Will Baptists are not a ‘slab off.””

Most any well-informed person, on church history,
knows that we were first called “Free Wills” in 1780, in
the town of New Durham, N. H. Benjamin Randall was

‘the first breacher to bear that name, because Benjamin

Randall preached “freedom of the will,” or “the free

. agency of man. The Calvinistic Baptists dubbed Benja-

i Randall “a Free Willer,” and the name has clung to
the Free Will Baptist ever since,

The Calvinistic Baptist were quarreling among them-,

selves over mission work, Sunday Sehools and Masonry,

This quarrel culminated in the year 1832, when the Cal-

vinistic Baptist church split—zlabbed off—from each . _
other. Thoge Calvinists in the church who did not he- <
lieve in Missions, and were opposed to Mascnry, were in?“*-»;l 1
]
o

the majority and they turned the minority out of the
Calvinistic church.  Some few years after this event,
which occured in 1832, these excluded members took the

Rame of Missionary Baptists, and the other side took the

name of Primitive Baptists, it
Now reader, you can readily see that the Free Will
Baptist church is not a “split off” from the Missionary
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church, neither is it a “slab off” from the Hardshell Bap-

i rch, o
ot (':I}'H; T'ree Wills were named in 1780, T_he Calvinistic
Baptist church split in 1832, so you can easily see, We, as
a chureh, could not have been a part of something that
did not exist until fifty-two years afterwards. In other
words, the Free Will Baptists were fifty-two years old
when the Calvinistic Baptist church finished their fight
over missions and Masonry .

There were no Calvinistic Baptists before the days of
John Calvin, who introduced the “Fatalism of the Egst
into the religion of Jesus Christ. There has a!way.?, sinee
the days of Christ, been a Baptist church which did, apd
has not taught the Christalized Fatalism of_ Ju::hn Calvin,
and that Baptist church was talled “Free Will in thfa year
1780. In that year, Washington and the Revolutmna‘ry
patriots were fighting for political freedom, and Benja-
min Randall was fighting for spiritual freedom from the
meshes of India, Oriental, Bastern Fatalism .

DOCTRINAL FATALISM

-+ .. “Adam, by transgression, fell.” God did not mak‘e
bim fall, God did not cause Adam to fall. If 80, F}od is
responsible for the act, and not Adam. The cause is, aid
muét be, responsible for the effect. Adam fell, the canse
of that fail is responsible for the act, or fall,

Then it follows, that if God created Adam and cans-
ad Adam fo fall, God, not Adain, is responsible f‘le' the 'u!.
and its consequences. This may seem sacriliee, but 5t
#oot. T am only using the common sense God gave me.

In order that the Creator might hold Adam, the man
created, for his own actions, first, man must be a .‘L‘BG}']OI‘::
sible being and endowed with the “freedom _caf the will;
the power to choose between two or more things. Second,
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two or more things must be placed before man in order
that he, man, can exercise his “freedom of the will.”
Third, the opportunity must be given. ' :

This opportunity was given to man, the creature, by
God, the Creator. When He, God, gave to man, the crea-
ture, a law, with a benalty attached, and commanded man
to obey it—it necessarily follows that man, the creature,
must have the power to choose—exercise his right of
choice between obedience and disobedience in order to be
free. Otherwise he, man, is not free, not responsible, and
therefore suffering unjustly for doing what he could not
help doing. Now God is just, the law is just, and man’s
punishment Jjust, because man was unjust. The law was
for man’s good, not God’s good ; hence the law was holy,
ordained to keep man holy, as God, the loving Creator
had created man.

The Free Will Baptists have always believed that man
is responsibie to God, his Creator for his acts, hence an
s a “free will” having the power to choose between good

cand gvjl. Jesus taught this doctrine when he exclaimed,

“Whosoever will, may come.” Again our Lord taught
the doctrine of “free will when He commanded His apos-
tles to go into all the world and preach the gospel to every
creature. Because all were sinners, all have sinned. Al]
needed redemption——salvation—-—not because all were born
in sin, but becauge all, like Adam, had sinned, Calling on
all to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, believe on the only
begotten Son of God, as the only means of salvation, call-
ing all the world to repentance, not a part of it, calling on
all men to repent of their sins—not some of them, Why?
Because all have sinned, do sin, are sinning. Not calling
ot some, but all. Why cal if all cannot hear? Why die for
all if all cannot be saved? Is not His blood sufficient? Is
not the sacrifice of Christ ample?
3



Anything short of a full, free salvati_on fron} sin is
anti-Christian, savors not of a loving, dying Christ, but
smells of the slums of religion. - Calling “a}ﬂ men to repent
—everywhere.” Anything short of this is beqeath a lov-
ing God, and only finds place in the shallow mind of men;
Believe and repent! Who? All men everywhere! Why?
Because all men everywhere have sinned. -And the call
to all men everywhere reveals to us the loving nature—
the unselfish nature of the Christ and God the Fath‘er.
Faith in Christ, and repentance toward the Father, God.
All come—great and small, rich and poor, a}l come—
every man—everywhere. Come, the sacrifice is offf':red,
the sword is removed before the gates of the spmt.ual
Eden—the church. Come in every kindred, every trli‘);e,

{ nation, come in! And yet there is room—room for
zil?ryChrist died for all. Jesus Christ tasted death for
every man. Come on only devils—demong, would keep
you back—keep you away. -

Thus the Free Will Baptists have ever taught and
ever believed salvation was free and all men could be s'sav-
ed, if they would be. The Free Will Bapt_ists also believe
and teach that Baptism follows on experience f’:\lld grace,
and that trué, penitent believers are the 01‘11,*{ fit subjects
for baptism. “Repent and be baptized” said Peter to.the
anxious, believing sinners on Pentecost, and as Baptists,
we have ever taught.

Baptism, symbolizing the death and burial and resur-
rection of Jesus, the Christ. Only those who can rept::nt
and believe the Gospel are to be baptized—*“Buried with
Christ in Baptism.” ' .

It was the Catholic church {hat changed the rite of
haptismn to effusion or sprinkling, and the change was not
sancticno” vt 1351. The Free Will Baptists have not
adopted the clange—and wi;l not.

\
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The Lord’s Supper, as the Free Wil Baptists believe
it, and teach it, was established by our Lord as a memor-
ial supper of His death and sufferings on the cross—to be
perpetuated until He comes again. It is the Lord’s sup-
per, therefore, not a Baptist supper—intended for the
Lord’s people only ¥and as it is impossible for the church
to judge who are saved, the church has not any rieht to
say who shall take it. Indeed, the Lord commands the
church not to Judge—hence the Free Will Baptists ex-
clude none froem the Lord’s supper who claim to be the
Lord’s people.

This is not a new doctl'inHillce our Lord taught us
not to judge. John'Bunya_.n wrote s book entitled “Bap-
tism no Bar to the Communion” three centuries ago.

‘There was no close or restricted communion nntil the
year 339 A. D., when the Roman Catholic church adopted
the Apostles’ Creed and excommunicated all who did not
subscribe to its teachings. The Baptists refused to do so
and were excommunicated . 1In retaliation, some Baptists
excluded all others—but it was not so taught by Christ
and His apostles. et a man examine himself and so let
him eat, taught St. Paul. So the Free Will Baptists have
not taught or practiced a restricted or close communion—
since there is no divine authority for it, and as it is a
Catholic doctrine we let Catholics have it. Like the
baptism of Labies, it belongs to Catholics. Why not let
Catholics have her own ? We do not go to Catholics for
any of our doctrine, but to Christ and His apostles.

There is no Scriptural authority outside of the Cath-
olic church for cloge communion. To us, the Free Will
Baptist, the Catholic church is no authority at all. For
over three hundred years there was no close or restricted
communion. A Christian was g Christian, and entitled to
all the privileges of a Christian. It was not until the days
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* of the Roman Catholic Apostacy 339 A. D., that restricted
communion was introduced by that church. Not being
Catholics, the Free Will Baptists have not adopted it.
All Christians are welcome to the Lord’s supper, when the
Free Will Baptists observe it.

The Free Will Baptists also believe and practice
washing the saints’ feet, in connection with and imme-
diately after the Lord’s supper. They have always done
it, and doubtless always will, since the Free Will Baptists
are on the increase instead of being on the decrease. The
Free Will Baptists, being a simple folk—have always ac-
cepted the New Testament as the only source of doctrine,
adding nothing to it, and taking nothing from it. Being
a simple people, and finding in the New Testament that
the Christ washed His disciples’ feet, after He instituted
the Lord’s supper, have continued the holy example,

They have been told by wise men, and men who were
not wise, that it was not necessary to wash feet, yet be-
ing a simple people, they thought that Christ was right,
and those wise and unwise men were wrong. The Free
Will Baptists were told by their would-be instructors that
feet-washing was not continued after the Pentecost. Be-
ing a simple folk, they searched the early history of the
c¢hureh, and found that the Christian fathers did not only

practice feet-washing, but also wrote about it, so they had
no faith in those would-be instructors, but let them and
their teachings go, and held the closer to Christ and His
rlain, simnle feachings.

Again, the Free Will Baptists found by searching
diligently, that all the standard encyclopedias said that
washing the saints’ feet was a religious rite, practiced
by the early Christians. So they naturally felt that those
who opposed the holy example of humility were wrong
and not so well-informed as they pretended. The Free
Wil Baptists found by historical research that in the
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Sl?ff “?ftJt?lm Bunym}, feet-washing was mentioned by
thc fu er, as a practice among the English Baptists, and
- e:V.t-ound tl}at 1 our own beloved country that the Cal-
;r\lllxlts ;c ]?aptlsts p.l'acticed feet-washing before that body
;51" T s abl_)ead off of one another. Before the anti-Mis-
Tonary, antl.-Masoury faction turned out—excluded and
;gn—followshlpped the Missionary faction in 183; this
Cuscovery only strengthened the Free Will Bant}:ts in
men;r’;a:th——so they continued to wé.sh feét. e
vas thm:: tihe Free Will Baptists were told that 8t. John
nect:‘une\ I:; }};f apostle that mentioned feet-washing in con-
-r]nt‘jf _Vtu th.e supper, al_ld this was sufficient evidence
I't ‘hﬁ;‘{; wg..‘ l'!DL‘tO be continued. This was a hard hit.
ﬁiore t}ll 0‘1}:19. ues}rly f?.mted by the way-side., but the
i thguligiff(:? tz;)l:{;gtxgafi‘ed a}rIlﬁ found that St. John
W £ ospels. is Gospel in the yes
A. D, after all the other apostles were dead S Tots
e o Bk ; 8 we rad-—and St.
j;‘:;f r;:ll:z:)tff‘f}zmts (?{Iatt};eu-‘, Mark and Luke had iﬁnﬁ?g
3 - OL 1helr Gospels—inserted in his own Ceceed.
thus making it suye . St. John's Gospe!};1asn§1:z'§'e:;;11t
58

- -taught in it that cannot be found elge §
But no sane Rible student et
are not taught elsewhere
is tot_be rejected because St.
men lons it, then the same rule will apnly
;llf’:'flti(.}ned in 8t. John’s Gospel not Ill?ollllsidh
;hm ex?n’wle, We are not to wash feet in coms
ihe Lord’s supper because St. John is the onl
apostles that mentions it. Nonseng % e
ment! So the Free Will Baptist did
tlhe avostles condemned or opposed it; the Chiis
hsh_ed it. There ig no act of the Ch : D v
::crlhed in the Bible as this simple act. Noth
k.ed——_every detail given—mnot even our .
%6 minutely described ag the simple a

where in Gospels.
would reject them becanse they
. If washing the saints’ feat
John is the only arostle that
to all things
in the othars,
noction with
¥ eue of the
el It needs no com-
not aive it none of

ing is omit.
Lord’s baptism is

7 et of washing the
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disciples’ feet. Why so particular? There is a reason
for it. It was a simple, oriental custoni, and is today &
household duty—made sacred and holy by the Master—
placed in the church for a purpose—a duty—an example
Briefly let us examine it—let us see how minutely it is
described. 1st, Finished supper. 2nd, Riseth up. 3rd,
Takes a towel. 4th, Girds himself with it. 5th, Takes
a basin. 6th, Poureth water. 7th, Begins to wash the
disciples’ feet. Why this minute description? Why this
itemized statement of our Lord’s actions if no impor .mece
is to be attached to the act? Remember too, this ig in-
spiration: Why did not the apostles melely write “*Supper
over he washed their feet?”  But this single action of
Christ is singled out of all his actions and mmub}aly
described—because God in the form of man is tea.chmg
humility to his church. Ihave done it; so do you‘—'lt WaS
not new, it was an old custom—with a new meaning—a
spiritual meaning—an everyday household act-—mnds &
chureh act—given a spiritual meaning.

The unleavened bread used in the supper was not
neve. The Jews had eaten it for fifteen hundred years—
uiice a year. It was not new; it was an old creation!
Jesus took this old custom, placed it in His new chureh;
gave this old custom of unleavened bhread a new meaning
a gpiritual meamng “Eat it in remembrance of me; till
I come again” The Jesus ate the unleavened bread in
His own house—once a year. Christ took it and made it
a custom in His house, the newly constituted church, and
gave it another meaning—a spiritual meaning. Like-
\lj\fise, washing feet was an old custom among the Jews.
Jesus takes this old custom; places it in His house—the
church, and gives it a new spiritual meaning. “Ye ought
to do it,” he says, and they did do it, and as the apostles

went from place to place establishing churches, they

taught us also to wash the saints’ feet, because the early
8
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tihristiang practiced it in connection with and immediate-
iv after the Lord’s suppér.” St. Jerome and St. Augustine
both mention it. Christ established but little new things
—but took the old customs and gave them new, gpiritual
meanings. His most instructive lessons were taught by
old, familiar things. So long as man is vain, proud,
beastful, he needs and will need a lesson of humility and
brotherly love. Christ could not humble himself in a bet-
ter way, if He could have He would have chosen the bet-
ter way. Again, the Christ could not have chosen a bet-
ter way to teach His disciples a lesson of humility and a
life of ervice.

“’I“ne Son of Man is not come to be served, but to
serve.! There was no better way to teach this precept
than by serving them, ard He served. “Ye are servants,
not masteys: I have giver, you an example.” I have taught
you how to serve. The Christ, Master, Lord served.. “Do
ve also.”  The Free Will Baptists, a little people, a sim-
ple folk, knew no better than to follow the Master, ac-
eepting Him, the Blessed Christ their Saviour, Priest,
King and Lawgiver.

They can not do otherwise than follow His teach-
ings, and be true servafits. The world must excuse them
for their blind stubbornness in persisting in following
and practicing this holy example of Christ. Having ac-
eepted Christ, the Free Will Baptists know no other au-
thority for doctrine. Being a simple folk, others must
excuse them for not accepting their free instructions—
showmg them that it i8 not necessary to do what Jesus
gays, “ye ought to do.” 'The only true real reason the
Free Will Baptists can give for washing feet is Jesus
Christ said, “ye ought to do it.” The only real, true authon
ity the Free Will Baptists can give for washing feet is
Jesus Christ.

* The Free Will Baptists believe in the resurrection,
9



judgment, eternal life for the saved i it, eter
Ishment for the unsayed:out of Christ, home n
Sunday- Schools, and all good works whi
fore-ordained we should walk in, speak w
speaks, silent when it is silent, accepting the. :
ment as an infallible guide for faith and doctrine
Free Will Baptists recognize no earthly head
—“Christ is the head of the church”—no
has the right to dictate to the church. “M
not of this world”—church and state canno :
The Free Will Baptists recognize God’s wo
breme authority on all divine things. 8
Now reader, I have briefly stated what “Free
Baptists Believe and Why.” 1 ha!e not worried you wi
book, chapter and verse, but can ¥u s0. It is yours n
—-all T ask is-a fair, honest investigation, and you sha
try vs. We plead guilty to the charge of believing and
préaching these things. You shall try us, = . SEE
And, dear reader, all we ask iz to be tried b;
Testament in all fairness. The Free Will B:
willing to be judged and condemuad by the tea
the Christ. So mote it be. This ‘s a simple li
No elaims are made for it except that it is a. stat
facts believed and taught by Free Will Baptists.
“Not unto us, not unto us, Ch Lord, be the
Honor and Power, but unto Thee. Amen.”




