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A Review 

This work is well done work with 11 chapters and 4 appendixes.  It gives to us several missing pieces in the overall picture of early Particular Baptist succession from old England into New England. By taking this work, with the original works from the 1600s, and then joining these with the historical writings currently available from The Baptist Historical Society of Great Britain and Ireland, we can establish a three-fold cord that cannot easily be broken.

I like to turn to the conclusion of a good book first and read it.  By doing this I hope to get a  picture or feel about the writer and his thesis.  So, I turned to the four appendixes first and obtained a very good picture of Dr. Asher himself.  I already knew Dr. John Clarke, but not as fully as I do now thanks in part to Dr. Asher.  I knew Dr. Clarke as a Particular Baptist minister, a statesman and a medical doctor. I didn’t know how accomplished he was in each of these fields, and in several other fields, such as a lawyer, jurist, and multi-linguist. These four appendixes showed to me that Dr. Asher seemed to love Dr. Clarke and his theology and gospel order. I have the impression that Dr. Asher himself, according to the best of his understanding, would have been one with Dr. Clarke and those old Particular Baptists, if he lived then.  I am glad I read these four appendixes first.

After reading the four appendixes, I feel like Dr. Asher was a very kind, loving, fair and honest man.  This is so refreshing when we consider that most historians have a preconceived thesis first and then write in an effort to force their subjects to conform to their own personal views.  I never had the blessing of meeting Dr. Asher in this world, but I feel I have met him now, and know him a little bit and have a very high regard for him and respect his blessed and loving memory. The way Dr. Asher presented Dr. Clarke and his theology and gospel order, shows to me that he was a very loving, kind and gracious man who loved Jesus Christ and His martyrs and witnesses.  Dr. Asher seemed to love the truth very much.  His dear wife and children were greatly blessed to have known him as their husband and father during their earthly years.

Appendix A. is an Outline Assessment of Dr. John Clarke, 1609-1676.  Dr. Asher gives us a very good overview of Dr. Clarke’s life and works.  He presents Dr. Clarke as a physician, minister, pioneer and colonizer, statesman, attorney at law, patriot, author, philosopher and philanthropist. Dr. Clark’s scholarly and political accomplishments are astonishing.  Not only did he write Ill New from New England, but also wrote a Bible Concordance that I had never heard about.  He was multi-linguistic.  He established the first and oldest Trust Fund in America, a Bequeathed Trust Fund for the education of Needy Children.

Appendix B contains the Articles of Faith that are usually assigned to Elder Obediah Holmes.  Dr. Asher attributes these both to Dr. Clarke and Elder Holmes.  Never before had I seen these articles jointly attributed to both of these older men of God.  On page 121, Dr. Asher gives us an interesting footnote: a.  These articles of faith were originally in the Newport Church Records; b. Obediah Holmes was educated at Oxford University.

Since these articles of faith were originally a part of the Newport Church’s Records then it follows that they were not the personal faith of only one man, as many have tried to suggest.  This leads me to a question, in Dr. J. R. Graves’ and S. Adlam’s work, The First Baptist Church in America, Dr. Graves included some articles of Faith and informs us that they were from Clarke’s and Holmes’s church and were free from any traces of Calvinism.  I now ask, where did that confession come from?  To me, it has always looked like a form of a General Baptist Confession rather than a Particular Baptist Confession. It’s wording is totally UNLIKE the Baptist Confessions of those days.  In the past, I have tried to find the original confession of the First Church at Newport, but was never able to do so.  Now, Dr. Asher has showed us the Articles of Faith, which were jointly written by Dr. Clarke and Elder Holmes, which were a part of the official church records.  That makes them very certain and official to say the least. I am glad of that also because, for years, I have looked in vain for the personal confession of Dr. John Clarke.  Now, I will look no further. We now have the Articles of Faith that were a part of the official records of the First Baptist Church founded in America, in 1638.

At this point let me note this, the First Baptist Church in America, in her early days enjoyed these three men for her teachers and pastors; Dr. John Clarke, Elder Mark Luker, and Elder Obediah Holmes.  Dr. Clarke was a university graduate in medicine and other disciplines, Elder Holmes was an Oxford graduate, I know not in what discipline, and Elder Mark Luker was with John Spilsbury and the old church at Wapping as early as 1633.  Elder Mark Luker came from one of the most wealthy and influential families in old England.  Because of this, there is much material about Elder Luker in the historical writings of the Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland.  The Baptist Union historians are always happy to devote much time and space to the notable and influential family members of old England when they had Baptists among them.  In that way, they seem to feel it helps resolve the Baptists of their image as being merely low and mean social outcasts.  Before we move on, let us note this point very well.  Elder Mark Luker came into New England from Spilsbury’s church at Wapping, one of the Seven Particular Baptist Churches in London.  Roger Williams was well aware of Elder Luker and identifies him as a co-elder or teacher with Dr. Clarke.  While Dr. Asher does not give us much information on Elder Luker, he does mention him, as I shall note at the proper time.  Elder Luker serves, with others in the membership at Newport, to establish one of the links between the old church at Wapping in Old England, and the one in Newport in New England.  Can you imagine for a few moments that old church at Newport and these three outstanding Particular Baptist ministers teaching and preaching for her?  What a great blessing indeed!

Furthermore, as you read these Articles of Faith and Dr. Clark’s Ill News and the theological section in it, you will quickly note the similarity between them and the First London Confession of Faith and Cox’s Appendix. Not only is there the strong Particular Baptist position on the doctrines of Grace, but the Christology of the First London Confession and its New Covenant emphasis is noteworthy and fully appreciated.

Appendix C, is the outline of Dr. Clarke’s message preached in the home of William Witter at Lynn, Mass. This meeting resulted in the three arrests and the sever whipping of Holmes and his near death by the hands of the kindly Puritans around Boston.  Because of all this, President Duster, of Harvard, was converted and became a Baptist.  President Duster helped lay the foundation for the First Baptist Church in Boston.

Dr. Asher took these sermon notes from John Comer’s Diary, pages 74 and 75, and states that the message was “an expository message from Rev. 6,” page 123.  The original source for these notes, according to Comer, is Dr. Clarke’s Personal Narrative. These notes reflect the historical pre and post mill concepts the Particular Baptists and others understood in those days.  It would be interesting to see just how much difference the gospel-mill brethren would find in Dr. Clarke’s notes and their own views? I doubt that there would be much difference.  I find it very refreshing that Dr. Asher presented these notes without trying to apologize for them or correct them.  This way of historical presentation is truly refreshing indeed.  Dr. Clarke, and others of the historic and gospel mill concepts, understood these seals to present to us the First Coming of Christ and the entire age of conflict between Christ and His New Covenant system and the forces of antichrist. They show us the divine origin and unbroken succession of the New Covenant system of Jesus Christ.

In Appendix D, Dr. Clarke’s position on the meaning and mode of baptism are held forth in nine orderly and systematic points.  In these points you will be able to see that Dr. Clarke had a very good understanding of the Greek and Biblical arguments which favor dipping as the only mode for baptism. Some of his views about the spiritual side of baptism are seen as well.

My Conclusions to Dr. Asher’s Four Appendixes

I came away with the impression that, as much as he understood them, Dr. Asher had a deep appreciation for Dr. Clarke’s theology and gospel order.  Indeed, I concluded that these were Dr. Asher’s views as well. Because of this, I concluded that he would give a very fair, friendly and trustworthy review of Dr. John Clarke, his life, accomplishments and struggles in both New England and Old England, to the best of his ability.  I have not been disappointed.

Dr. Asher’s John Clarke is a friendly, favorable, trustworthy and very informative study into Particular Baptist’s struggles, life, theology and gospel order in America in the early and mid 1600s.  This is so very refreshing because there is no WHITSITTISM, no apology for Dr. Clarke’s faith and order, no embarrassment over his separation from the Puritans and his union with the lowly followers of the New Covenant system of life and worship.  Though I never met Dr. Asher personally, I feel like I have met him now and could embrace him as a dear and wonderful follower of Jesus Christ.

This work will be a great help in my studies into the difficult times of the early 1630s in my Particular Baptist Origins and Outreaches, 1633-1660.  Thank you Lord for bringing Dr. Asher’s John Clarke into my life at this time.  AMEN.

Please remember that this work can be ordered from Brother Richard Eckstein.

After a brief review of Dr. Asher’s final remarks in his four appendixes, we now come to the various chapters and from these, I shall note some important points.

Chapter 1

The Quest for Identity
Dr. Asher shows why there is so much confusion when we try to study Dr. Clarke.  At this time several men both in Old and New England lived and under this name.  From 1630-1664 there were at least 5 men living in New England named John Clarke, page 1.

Dr. Asher shows that Dr. Clarke arrived in Boston from Old England during November of 1637, page 2.  He supposes that Dr. Clarke’s conversion from Pedobaptism to the Baptists occurred sometime between April and Nov. of 1637, page 3.  He suggests that Clarke’s conversion would explain Dr. Clarke’s opposition to the Mass. Puritans “from the moment of his arrival.” Page 3.  Apparently, Dr. Clarke’s views preceded him because Gov. Winthrop “treated Dr. Clarke so coldly by ignoring his arrival in the records and in his future hostile treatment and arrest of Dr. Clarke?” Page 4.

An added point of interest is that Dr. Asher informs us of Gov. Winthrop’s dealings with Obediah Holmes’ conversion to Baptist views, page 4.

Dr. Clarke was born in the Parish of Westhrope, Suffolk County, England, on Oct. 3, 1609.  He received the pedobaptist rite of baptism on Oct. 8, 1609, being 5 days old, page 4.  This source may be found in the Clarke family Bible at the Rhode Island Historical Society Library.  This is the 1608 Geneva Version, page 5.

By considering all the evidence, we can conclude that when Dr. Clarke first arrived in New England, he was a Separatist. He had no plans on becoming a part of the New England Puritan or Pedobaptist movement.  Whether this was due to his being then a Particular Baptist, or simply an Antinominian, or both together, I cannot determine. However, when he sought land, he told the Puritans that he wanted to have a place where he and the others could be by themselves and have no attachment with anyone else.  It would appear from this that Dr. Clarke and some others, were total and complete Separatists. They were Particular in theology, and might have already been Baptists in their Church Order.

CHAPTER II.

John Clarke, Man of Letters
Dr. Asher went into details in trying to determine the place and extent of Dr. Clarke’s university education and training.  During these times many persons attained unto great learning and literary achievements, page 7.  He was unable to find exact and clear information about Dr. Clarke’s early education but Dr. Asher concludes that Dr. Clarke attended Cambridge University, page 7. Dr. Clarke studied at St. Catherine’s, Cambridge, where he received his B. A., in 1631.  Later, he entered Corpus Christi, to study Law and/or to earn his Masters degree, page 8.

His medical studies seemed to have began in 1635.  Dr. Asher again went into detail and gathered many facts about this part of Dr. Clarke’s live.  Again, there is a problem because there were so many different John Clarke’s even in Medical School.  Dr. Asher concludes that Dr. Clarke studied medicine in this manner:

Whatever formal training that Dr. Clarke acquired, it seems evident that he obtained it before he arrived in the New World. Granting that he read law under his father, then attended Cambridge University from about 1627 to 1631 (or even before), Clarke would have had at least four years in which to study law further and/or theology before matriculating at Leyden in 1635 Two years at Leyden were sufficient for Clarke to receive his medical degree, he would then have had time to return to England and leave from there for America in   time to arrive by November 1637. 48

As it stands—at present—too much uncertainty enshrouds Dr Clarke's educational background. Maintaining a low profile, he never wrote about his formal training and seldom mentioned his native past. Further, we are without doubt certain that he has been confused with other John Clarkes, and in all probability, some of his materials have been lost among other records or unintentionally scattered. To be sure, some of the materials pur​suant to colonial matters have been mixed with other John Clarkes 49 This makes it very difficult to evaluate accurately Dr Clarke's educational back​ground; as a result, unfortunately a most significant phase of his life re​mains obscured. Pages 15, 16.

Dr. Clarke’s Diagnosis of an Hydatidifom Mole in Anne Hutchinson.

Dr. Asher gives us an account of how Dr. Clarke saved Anne’s Hutchinson’s life in making a correct prognosis about her supposed pregnancy with the devil.  This is what the Puritans were saying about her.  As it turns out, she suffered from an Hydatidifom mole.  This was very uncommon among Western peoples then, and even today.  It is quite common among the American Indians and many eastern nationalities.  Dr. Clarke’s correct diagnosis is the first recorded instance of this in America and stand as a medical wonder.  It also saved Mrs. Hutchinson from being hunted down, tried and burned as a witch.

Dr. Asher’s Vaulable Historical Information in His Footnote.

Dr. Asher gives us some of the most important historical information in a footnote on page 16.  He shows us about the Lollard Anabaptists, their Schools and Colleges in England during the 1620s, and 1630s. You will note that John Fox’s work is sited as one of the sources.  Perhaps Brother Brown can research this out further and inform us about this in his John Fox?

In conclusion to this chapter, we note that Dr. Clarke arrived in New England as a recognized and practicing physician.  His credentials were not questioned. He practiced his profession without any charges against him. If his credentials were not unquestionable and in order, the Puritans and other Pedobaptists would have charged him with practicing medicine without a proper license or education.  This never came about.

At this point, we must realize that many persons lived in the New World to escape the persecutions of Laud and his High Commission.  After arriving in New England, Dr. Clarke practiced medicine.  Soon, also, he would form a settlement in which he and all others would live freely no matter their religious beliefs.  The Puritans and other  National Pedobaptists knew this and they were unable to stop him.

It seems unlikely that Dr. Clarke  studied medicine at one of the Lollard-Anabaptist colleges in or about London, though he may have.  In addition, it would seem that he knew about them.  These colleges may have been the English forms of those in Germany and others places which belonged to the Collegians.  We must remember that during this time, Dissenters and Separatists and their children were not allowed in the state colleges and universities.  Therefore, from some place Dr. Clarke received a very good medical education.  As we shall later see, he was well-versed in legal matters or the Law as well.

In the Next Review, we will discuss the religious crisis of New England during the 1630s and 1640s, or Antinomianism.

Chapter III

Antinomianism or Religious Pluralism

In New England during the late 1630s-1650s, the Antinomian Controversy raged strongly.  Antinomianism is one of the flag words many use to black ball people.  It is like Hyper-Calvinist or Hardshell or any number of labels placed upon people which is designed to cause others to flee away from them and not even consider what they have to say.

Antinomian, briefly stated, is the belief that we are under the New and Everlasting Covenant rather than the old Law Covenant of Moses.  The Anabaptists of the 1500s were Antinomians.  This concept governed the first generation of Particular Baptists as well.  It was not until the General Baptists came among the Particular Baptists during the days of Keach and the others of his theology, than the Particular Baptists abandoned the Antinomian concepts and became more involved with Protestantism and Calvinism.  This underlying foundation is one of the more important points distinguishing between the First and Second London Confession of Faith.  See my Introduction to The Confessions.  These points, as well as the section on Christology, cause many of us to regard the First London as a superior Confession over the Second London.

This brings us to the question-just what is Antinomianism as Dr. Asher uses the term in its relationship to Dr. Clarke and the other dipped separatists, as Robert Bailey called them?  This period is one of the most misunderstood and ignored periods in Church History.  It all depends on whom you are following as to what an Antinomian really is.

The Puritans considered Anne Hutchinson as an Antinomian because she believed in justification by Christ on the Cross-, and faith as its evidence rather than its meritorious cause.  See our Samuel Richard’s Justification by Christ Alone, with William Kiffen’s Introduction.  The Nationalist Pedobaptists in Germany and in other Protestant countries considered the Anabaptists of the 1500s as Antinomians because the Anabaptists regarded the Christian experience to be a New Covenant life and experience, not a mixture of both covenants.

In the 1700s, Epheram Piggett considered Dr. Gill and others as Antinomians because they believed in the particular redemption of the elect, that is that Christ died for the individual sins of each of His elect as well as for His elect.  They reasoned, correctly I might add, that if the death of Christ was sure and certain for the elect and their sins, then the elect and their sins were just as certain and sure.  They were correct, and that made Dr. Gill and the others into Antinomians though Dr. Gill was not a New Covenant theologian.  His view was that there was but one covenant with two administrations. He was incorrect; the Bible teaches us there are two convents, not one.  See Thomas Patience on The Doctrine of Baptism and The Distinction of the Covenants.

Definition of Antinomianism

Dr. Asher demonstrates a clear and proper view of what Antinomianism really is.  He defines it in this manner:

“Unlike the Puritans who were governed by a “covenant of works,” who considered it their duty to manifest sanctification by the works of Old Testament Law, the Antinomians felt they were not under the Old Testament dispensation but considered themselves under the New Testament “covenant of grace.” Page 20.

This is a fair, friendly and accurate definition.  It further shows the links of the early Particular Baptists with the theology of the Anabaptists of the 1,500s.  It also shows that the Keach led generation of Particular Baptists WERE not one in theology with the earlier Particular Baptists nor their forefather, the Anabaptist-Waldneses of the 1500s.

In this chapter, Dr. Asher rightly shows us that Dr. Clarke and the others involved in the Antinomian conflicts of the 1630s-1650s, were first Antinomians and then many in addition were Particular Baptists.  This is a fair conclusion, and we must remember that not all the Antinomians were Baptists anymore than all the Fifth Monarchy men were Baptists.  Dr. Asher does a very good job in dealing with this subject and its real meaning and the involvement of Dr. Clarke and the others in Antinomianism.

In a milder way, the Antinomians in New England, under Dr. John Clarke’s, leadership succeeded in doing what many of those called Anabaptists (many were not properly Anabaptists) in Germany tried and failed to do in the early 1,500s.  Much has already been written about the Peasant Wars of this period.  See for example Lindsay’s The History of the Reformation for a fair review of this era.  Robert Robinson has a better treatment of it in his Ecclesiastical Researches.

First, these great lovers of independence and liberty, built a Free State upon Antinomian Principles.  This is what the Portsmouth Declaration was all about.  Then, later, some from  this group established the First Baptist Church in Newport. However, the Portsmouth Declaration was not a church covenant, but a Civil Covenant built upon Biblical Principles of freedom and independency. However, more of that in a further chapter.

Dr. Clarke and the other Antinomians succeeded in establishing a Civil State with full religious freedom and a form of independency unknown anywhere else in the world.  These personal and religious liberties formed the foundation for the Baptist State known as Rhode Island.

These Antinomians were a mixed group.  They included the radical separatist Anabaptists centered around Dr. John Clarke and Elder Mark Luker.  Later Elder Obediah Holmes became involved with them.  In addition, there were Seekers such as Roger Williams and his friends and followers.  Still further, there were Pedobaptists centered around Anne Hutchinson and William Wheelwright, who never became Baptists that any of us know about.  (They may have, but it is unrecorded to us if they did.)  Both of these Pedobaptists were close friends of not only John Clarke, but also Hansard Knollys.  In fact, Knollys credits much of his experience of grace, under God, to the influence and counsel of William Wheelwright.  For additional studies on this subject, and these persons, see Hansard Knollys’ Autobiography, concluded by William Kiffen.  See also a very fair treatment of this era and many of the actors in American Christianity An Historical Interpretation with Representative Documents by H. Shelton Smith, Robert T. Handy and Lefferts A. Loestcher, volume 1, 1607-1820; Charles Scribner;s Sons, New York: 1960.  In addition, Isaac Backus’ History of New England and The Baptists is very important.  However, Smith’s American Christianity gives us a better overview of this age.  Works such as Gertrude Huehns’ Antinomianism in English History; London; 1952, leaves too much to be studied, but is a good primer in order to a more advanced study.  Pope A. Duncan’ Hansard Knolly’s Seventeenth-Century Baptist; Broadman Press, 1965, is mostly a waste of time as Duncan lets his Whitsittism come out and play all too often. 

Dr. Asher shows us that these Antinomians were really Neo-Nomists, that is, they held to the New Covenant Laws rather than no laws, or a mixture of the Old and New Covenant Laws.  He does a very fair, honest and friendly work and gives us a reliable account of what this controversy was really all about and how it related to Dr. John Clarke and the Particular Baptists around him.  His investigation and this Book are further vindication of those who see a real and vital difference between those who make a distinction between the first and second London Confessions of Faith and the first and second generation of Particular Baptists in London.  Dr. Asher then discusses whether Dr. Clarke was ever a Puritan or not? He concludes that he was not.  This will disagree with some others, but I favor Dr. Asher’s conclusion because he did investigate this subject more completely than anyone else before him did.  In addition, Dr. Asher shows the closeness between Dr. Clarke’s person confession found in his Ill News from New England, and the First London Confessions. Dr. Clarke and these Particular Baptists would not have fit well with Keach and the Second Generation and their Second London Confession, nor would have Keach and the Second Generation fit in well in those days in Rhode Island.  The pedobaptists and Puritans would have tolerated Keach and his generation better than Clarke and his followers.

So to conclude Dr. Asher’s excellent third chapter, we find that Dr. Clarke and many of his friends and those who followed him into Rhode Island did so because they were Antinomian Separatists. Particular Baptists or Anabaptists also were in this larger number.  Dr. Clarke was never a Puritan, but a well confirmed Antinomian when he reached New England.  

This period in American Church History needs to be studied closely from the original documents. When this is done, then, I am sure further light and more information will come forth.  Until then, Dr. Asher’s work serves as a very good textbook covering this little known and greatly ignored controversy with its time and persons.

Chapter IV and Pioneer Colonizer.

During the 1630s, the Antinomians left Boston and followed Dr. Clarke into R. I. because they refused to live under the theocratic government which the New England Puritans and other Pedobaptists were trying to establish. The Pedobaptists were trying to remake New England into another Old World by using the sword, whip and fire.  The milder means of conversion included such things as the threat of banishment into the wilderness during the hard, long and terrible winters.  It is amazing that when Christians were forced away from these “Christian white men” from Old England, the Lord God had His “Indian savages” there ready to take and help these poor outcasts.

Dr. Asher points out on page 27, while some of the Antinomians also wanted a sort of “theocratic government” Dr. Clarke did not.  He wanted a full religious and personal state of freedom.  This is the same type of freedom, Robert Baillie, the Pedobaptist writer, attributed to the Anabaptists of Germany during the early 1500s.

In this chapter, Dr. Asher brings together Roger Williams, page 27.  He is careful to note that this was a social and political union, no church union.  Dr. Asher gives an interesting account of the friendly and respectable interchange between the Indians and Dr. Clarke and his friends.  I have found it interesting in my American Indian studies to understand that most of the Indians were friendly with the white people until the French-Indian Wars, and from the French, the Indians learned many of their terrible habits such as scalping and other things.

Along these lines further, in Thomas Patience’s The Doctrine of Baptism and the Distinction of the Covenants, you can find some of this kind of information while Patience was in New England and had to flee home to Old England where he might live in a more free state.  Mr. James Lynch, then the curator of The American Baptist Historical Society in Rochester, copied for me and mailed to me some interesting historical information concerning Thomas Patience and his work among the American Indians while he was an Anglican.  It seems that even  then Brother Patience practiced dipping, for the Indians called him the “deep water preacher.”

Dr. Asher shows very clearly that Dr. Clarke and the others did not establish a state church in the Portsmouth Covenant formed during May of 1638. They did establish a Civil Covenant founded upon Biblical principles.

Roger William directed the Antinomians into Sowames (Barrington) and Aquidneck Island.  The New Colony sent Dr. Clarke and 2 others from Portsmouth to Plymouth and their Magistrates in order to secure a land charter for  their new settlement.  It was here that Dr. Clarke learned that the Pedobaptists already had claimed Sowomes.  Later, this would not stand up and it too, would become part of Rhode Island. It was during this meeting that Dr. Clarke issued his famous separatist statement: “to get clear of all, and be of ourselves.” This was why they wanted the land that would later become known as the Baptist state, or Rhode Island.

By Roger William’s kind help, Dr. Clarke and the others received a document which granted these new pioneers a new home, page 28.  After they made the settlement of the land secure, Dr. Clarke and the others established Pocasset, which would later be changed into Portsmouth after they founded Newport.

The first general meeting of Portsmouth was on May 13, 1638.  Dr. Clarke and 12 others participated, page 29. This meeting house is the first public building in Portsmouth and they used it for general purposes.  This was a community building or town house.  They used it openly for public community activities, page 30. Dr. John Clarke conducted the first public worship service in their New World in this town meeting house.

I find it interesting in our early American history, and up to about the 1960s, most of the public buildings in the various states could be used for Christian meetings and other services.  Often times, in the olden days, ministers moved into a community and conducted gospel meetings from the schoolhouses. While in Oklahoma, in the early 1960s, I remember witnessing street preachers coming into town and then going up to the courthouse and preaching from the court house. The New World Order government which occupies American today, has changed times, seasons and others things like this.  While pastoring in Ringling, Oklahoma during the late 60s, the School Superintendent called on me several times to start off the new week each Monday morning by inviting me to give a short devotional to the entire study body and teachers.  Among our older brethren like Brother Wayne Camp, and I, many of us can recount memories wherein the state buildings and properties were often used for religious purposes with no public outcry.  Antichrist has changed times and seasons in our days. I have gone into some detail on this point in order to show further the correctness of Dr. Asher’s showing that this was not the establishment of a state church, as many have supposed, but merely civil government with a public town house or meeting hall for general public usage.

Dr. Asher then goes on and shows us the emergence of an Autocracy, and still further the Divisions and Separation starting among the Pedobaptist Antinomians.  There were different power struggles emerging from the pedobaptist Antinomians.  These two fractions, those who followed Coddington and those who followed William and Anne Hutchinson, caused a wide gap in the Portsmouth area.  Dr. Clarke and his friends were not much involved in these matters and would soon leave Portsmouth.

Because of the new power struggles at Portsmouth, Dr. Clarke and his friends, with some others, left and went southwest.  This is why they founded another new town and named it Newport on May, 1, 1639, about a year after they helped found Portsmouth.

Summary to This Chapter:

In this chapter, Dr. Asher snows us how Dr. Clarke and the others lived and worked with the Asiatic Indians. He shows us about Dr. Clarke’s continued efforts to find peace and freedom with full independence.  He distinguishes between the Civil Covenant at Portsmouth and a church covenant.  He concludes by showing why and when Dr. Clarke settled at Newport in 1639.

Here is an interesting point which must be considered as a consequence of all this:

The First Baptist Church at Newport could not have been founded in Newport in 1638 because that town did not exist at that time and Dr. Clarke and the others were still in Portsmouth.  However, this church could have been established or gathered while they were in Portsmouth in 1638, and then moved to Newport in 1639.  That was common then. 

Dr. Asher rightly shows, in my opinion, that Dr. Clarke and his Baptist friends, were not overly active in civil matters.  When they were called upon to help, they did their best, but most of the time they wanted to be alone and of themselves to enjoy their freedom to worship and serve Jesus Christ.

Chapter VI Religious Innovator

As we begin our review of this chapter, I find herein some points coming to a head that I noted in the past but said nothing then about.  I have noted that Dr. Asher has hesitancy in affirming just when Dr. Clarke became a Baptist, with good reason, and just when the church he gathered became a Baptist, without good reason. I don’t often disagree with Dr. Asher, and he has helped me put together many pieces into the Particular Baptist puzzle, but I will have to make some points of difference and clear up some of the indecision.  I regret to find in this section that Whittistism in general and George A. Lofton in particular influenced Dr. Asher to a small bit.  Had Dr. Asher lived longer, I feel he would have taken great delight in the old Particular Baptist works that are now available and he would not have had these doubts that Whitsittism suggests. But, let make this very clean, these doubts are not such which would change or alter the value of this great work.  This is a stand alone work which occupies a place that no other work occupies and is therefore, extremely valuable and useful.

In this chapter there are some very important points introduced which are:

1. Elders Robert Lenhel, Hansard Knollys and Mark Lucar;

2. George A. Lofton and one of his works defending William Whitsitt;

3. W. T. Whitley’s affirming that Mark Luker was baptized in 1642;

4. Did Dr. John Clarke gather a Mixed Communion church which later became a Baptist Church?  Page 44.

Important distinctions:

Pedobaptist Mixed Communion—for a time many persons embraced Baptist concepts and some of them received true and proper gospel baptism.  Since there was not yet a Baptist church about, due to persecution, many of these persons, though baptized properly remained in the congregation of the Pedobaptists.  It was not the custom of Baptists that baptism made one member of the church.  So newly baptized brethren remained in the Pedobaptist congregation until something happened to them.  They were discovered as Baptists, and driven off, or soon there would be enough others under true baptism. Then they would form into a separate church. Of course, there would be a regular Baptist minister to perform this act as they were not Seekers, though the Seekers were often called Anabaptists as the case of Roger Williams shows.

Baptist Mixed Communion- starting in England with Henry Jessey, some Baptists started newly formed Baptist churches, but did not limit their membership to only Baptized believers, that is, they included persons baptized as infants.  Henry Jessey claims to have been the first one in England doing this, and seems very happy about it.  He claimed that it never caused him any problems and helped win over some to baptisms that the more stricter brethren could not have reached.  He make these statements in his work Storehouse, published about 1647, which I will directly quote from later in Particular Baptist Origins.

It is important to remember these two different types of mixed communion churches.  However, Dr. Clark and those with him were not involved in either of these cases.  Robert Baillie, the Presbyterian who was contemporary with those old brethren and wrote about then in 1647, shows them to be dippers and one with the Anabaptist dippers of old Germany in the 1,500s.  Please see my quotations from Baillie, Featly, Taylor and Gangrene Edwards in Particular Baptist Origins. Baillie was a Presbyterian from Scotland, Featly and Taylor were Anglicans, and Edwards was a former Anglican, whom the Particular Baptists claimed converted over to the Presbyterians under Cromwell in order to keep his money coming in as a state preacher.

The Baptismal Change in Old England

After the Presbyterians became the state church in England under Oliver Cromwell, one of their first major acts was to change the mode of baptism in England from dipping to sprinkling.  Up to that time, dipping was the lawful act for baptism in all England, for the Anglicans as well as the Baptists.  Remember, however, the Baptists didn’t care what the Anglicans considered as the true mode or baptism, except only for debating purposes, that is, to help prove the proper mode of baptism as dipping.

As the Presbyterians gained the power they lusted after, the Baptists, being aware that they were bringing into England a new mode of baptism, sprinkling, sought to fight it in a paper way.  In the 1641-2 era, Edward Barber, a General Baptist, issued his Treatise of Baptism.  In this, he affirms that only dipping is baptism.

The Whitsittes make much of this and claim that everybody sprinkled before this and that this is when Baptists all started dipping.  They like to ignore that the Presbyterians changed the mode of baptism from dipping into sprinkling.

Dr. John Gill gives us a very well written, but short account of this in the following:

“Whoever reads Sir John Floyer’s History of cold bathing, and the many cures that have been performed thereby, which he there relates, will never that that this is a sufficient objection against plunging in baptism (that is it leads to serious health complications and even death, as many Baptist ministers were charged and held for attempted murder because of their cold water dipping in baptism- REP) which learned physician has also of late published An Essay to Restore the Dipping of Infants in their Baptism, which he argues for, not only from the signification of baptism, and its theological end, but likewise from the medical use of dipping, for preventing and curing many distempers.  It may be useful for the health of tender infants, and is in many cases now made us of, it can never be prejudicial to grown persons.  He argues from the liturgy and rubrick of the church of England, which requires dipping in baptism, and only allows pouring of water in case of weakness, and never so much as granted permission for sprinkling.  He proves in this book, and more largely in his former, that the constant practice of the church of England, ever since the plantation of Christianity, was to dip or plunge in baptism; which he says continued after the reformation until King Edward in the sixth’s time and after; Nay, that its disuse has been within this hundred years: And here I cannot forbear mentioning a of his, to this purpose.  “Our fonts are built (says he) with a sufficient capacity for dipping of infants, and they have been so used for five hundred years in England, both Kings and Common people have been dipped, but now our fonts stand in our churches as monuments, to upbraid us with our change or neglect of our baptismal immersion.  And I with he had not reason to say as he does, that sprinkling was first introduced by the assembly of divines in 1643, by a vote of 25 against 24, and established by an ordinance of parliament in 1644.  Which complaint Mr. Wall has taken up, who wrote the last in this controversy, having studied it for many years; and has fairly acknowledged, that immersion is the right mode of baptism; for which reason he calls upon his brethren, the clergy, to a reformation in it: As for those who would willingly conform to the liturgy, he lays before them the difficulties they must expect to meet with; which, besides the general one of breaking an old custom, he mentions two more: The one is from those who are presbyterianly inclined, who as they were the first introducers of it, will be tenacious enough to keep it.  And the other is, from midwives and nurses, and whose pride in the fine dressing of the child will be entirely lost.  Dr. John Gill, The Ancient Mode of Baptizing by Immersion, Plunging or Dipping into Water, London: 1726, pages 76-78.

It is my understanding that Bishop Lightfoot cast the deciding vote to change from dipping to sprinkling.  Dr. Wall whom Dr. Gill referenced was William Wall, author of The History of Infant Baptism,  also an Anglican.

Point of Order

Please note this point well: Dipping was the historic mode of baptism in England before 1643.  The Presbyterians changed it by government power in 1644.  This is death to Whitsittism.  The Whitsittes would have us to believe that no one dipped for baptism before 1641.

In addition, Cutting, in his Historical Vindication’s, has a long article showing that the original and old English word, baptism, meant to dip and not to sprinkle.  I will place it in my Particular Baptist Origins in the proper place.

In the1630s, the Anglican writer, John Taylor affirmed that John Spilsbury practiced baptism in the Anabaptist fashion in the mid 1630s.  He made fun of Spilsbury’s baptism of Sam Eaton.  Dan. Featly, in his The Dippers Dipt, shows us that the Anabaptists had been dipping near his home for over 20 years, placing that back into the 1620s.  These were both Anglican writers.  Then Robert Baillie, Presbyterian, in 1647 shows us that the old German Anabaptists were also dippers, and John Spilsbury and the English Anabaptists were just like them, radical separatist dippers.

My Rule of Order

On this matter of church origins and histories, I practice letting the churches in question give their own history.  I mean by that, if the First Baptist Church in Newport feels that it is justified to affirm that it began in 1638 then we should receive that date, until documented evidence will prove them wrong. To this date, that has not happened.

In addition, these old writers in question give their own accounts of their origins, I mean, William Kiffen, Hansard Knollys and Thomas Kilcop.  They testify that the Particular Baptists began in the days of Laud, and they were gathered properly as baptized churches in true gospel order.

Kiffen, Knollys and Kilcop Testify about Particular Baptist Origins

Kiffen, Knollys and Kilcop’s testimonies about Particular Baptist origins settle the issue.  Since I have never given these testimonies, let me now share them with you.

William Kiffen, raised as a dissenter, became a Particular Baptist sometime in the mid 1630s, and joined with John Spilsbury and the old Wapping church gathered in 1633.  In about 1638, Kiffen, due to the church growing larger and the need for security from the Anglicans, separated and started up the Devonshire Squire Church and pastored it for near 50 years.  He often was in and out of prison and wrote a few works, but was not much for writing.  However, when an issue over baptism and the reception of some persons from the newly established Presbyterian church arose, William Kiffen defended the several false churches in his work called:

A Brief REMONSTRANCE of The reasons and grounds of those People commonly called ANABAPTISTS, for their Separation, or Certain QUERIES concerning their Faith and Practice, propounded by Mr. Robert Poole; answered and Resolved, by William Kiffen; London, 1645.

QUERIE II

By what Scripture warrant do you take upon you to erect new framed Congregations, separated to the disturbance of the great Work of Reformation now in hand?

Answer.  This quire hath in it these two parts, 1.  That we erect new framed Separate Congregations; 2.  We do by this disturb the great work of Reformation now in hand.

To the first, it is well know to many, especially to ourselves; that our Congregations were erected and framed as now they are, according to the Rule of Christ, before we heard of any Reformation, even at that time when Episcopacy was in the height of its vanishing glory (and we are confident, will remain in the despight of all cruelty) even when they were plotting and threatening the ruin of all those which opposed it, and we hope you will not say, we sinned in separating from them, whose errors you now condemn. PAGE 6.

Observe these points:

Date, when was this said, in 1645!  About whom is this said, the Particular Baptist Congregations, plural, not just one of them, but plural.  What is said?  This is very important, according to William Kiffen, those Particular Baptists Congregations were gathered during the terrible reign of Laud, and they were gathered during Laud’s time under great persecution just as they exited in 1645.

Remember that a direct testimony from those very men who were doing those things is worth all the Revisionist and Whitsittes’ remarks and their wish history.  William Kiffen forever destroys Whitsittism.  If you doubt that the Particular Baptists were dipping believers before 1645, please go and read the First London Confession issued in 1644.

Hansard Knollys on Particular Baptist Origins

In that same year Elder Hansard Knollys issued his A Moderate Answer unto Dr. Bastwick’s Book, London; 1645.

In the final pages of this small but wonderful little work of nearly 25 pages, Elder Knollys gives the Baptist concepts of Ekklesia as being self governing independent bodies of baptized believers, each with their own officers. In the final pages, he deals with the time and manner of the origin of the Particular Baptist Churches in London in this way:

“I shall now take the liberty to declare, what I know by mine own experience to be the practice of some Churches of God in this City. That so both the Dr. and the Reader may judge how near the Saints, who walk together in the Fellowship of the Gospel do come in their practice, to these Apostolic rules and practices propounded by the Dr. as God’s method in gathering Churches, and admitting Members.  I say, that I know by mine own experience (having walked with them) That they were thus gathered; VIZ. Some godly and learned men of approved gifts and abilities for the ministry, being driven out of the countries, where they lived by the persecutions of the Prelates, came to sojourn in this great City (London-REP), and preached the Word of God both publicly, and from house to house, and daily, in the Temples and in every house, they ceased not to teach and preach Jesus Christ; and some of them have dwelt in their own hired houses, and received all that came in unto them, preaching the Kingdom of God, and teaching those things, which concern the Lord Jesus Christ.  And when many sinners were converted by their preaching of the Gospel, some of them that believed, consorted with them, an of professors a great many, and of the chief women not a few. And the condition which those Preachers both publicly and privately propounded to the people, unto whom they Preached, upon which they were to be admitted into the Church was Faith, Repentance, and Baptism, and none other.  And whosoever (poor as well as rich, bond as well as free, servants as well as Masters) did make a profession of their Faith in Christ Jesus, and would be baptized with water into the Name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, were admitted members of the church; but such as did not believe, and would not be baptized, they would not admit into church-communion.  This has been the practice of some Churches of God in this City . . . . .  Pages 19, 20.

Again note the following points:

Who said this?  Elder Hansard Knollys?  What is he talking about?  The gathering of the Particular Baptist Churches in London.  When did this happen?  During the days of the prelates or the Anglicans and their hellhounds under Laud.  How did this happen:

1. ministering brethren of know and approved gifts, came into the City of London from the Country;

2. they preached to the people and those who were converted were then baptized and afterwards added unto the churches;

3. these churches were formed from baptized believers and upon no other plan.

4. They were never open membership or open or mixed communion churches;

5. They did not evolve into being churches and then as unbaptized, start up baptism de facto.

Remember, this is direct testimony about their Origins from one of their Elders living at the time, one who had a part in these matters, Elder Hansard Knollys.  Did he lie about it?  I think now.  Therefore, now only William Kiffen, but also Hansard Knollys destroys Whitsittism and all Revisionist concepts.  

Before moving on, let me resolve this doubt about those ministering brethren.  Here s what Elder Knollys said to the Seeker, John Saltmarsh during these very days about how the Particular Baptist Ministers became Particular Baptist ministers:

We do not affirm, that every common Disciple may Baptize, there was some mistake in laying down our Opinion, page 14.  Where it is conceived, that we hold, Whatsoever Disciple can teach the word, can make out Christ, may Baptize, and administer other Ordinances.  We do not so.  For though believing Women being baptized are Disciples, Acts 9:36, and can make out Christ; yea, and some of them (by their experimental knowledge and spiritual understanding of the way, order, & Faith of the Gospel) may be able to instruct their Teachers, Acts 18:26; Rom. 16:3, yet we do not hold, that a woman may preach, baptize, nor administer other Ordinances.  Nor do we judge it meet, for any Brother to baptize or to administer other Ordinances; unless he have received such gifts of the Spirit, as fitteth, or enables him to preach the Gospel.  And those gifts being first tried by and known to the Church, such a Brother is chosen and appointed thereunto by the Sufferage of the Church.

This is from page 16 of Knolly’s work:

THE

    SHINNING OF A FLAMING FIRE IN ZION

 or,

        A Clear Answer unto 13 Exceptions,

        against the Grounds of New BAPTISM;

       (so-called) in Mr. Saltmarsh his Book, Intitled,

             The Smoke in the Temple, p. 15, ect.

   Which Exceptions

   Were tendered by him to all Believers, to show them, how

 little they have attained, and that there is a more glorious

        fullness to be revealed.

       ALSO  A POSTSCRIPT;

          Wherein (to the like end) some Queries are propounded 

    unto Believers.

-------------------------------------------------------------

by HANSARD KNOLLYS, 

a Minister, and a Witness of Jesus Christ. 

-------------------------------------------------------------

Isaiah 4:5; Matt. 21:24, 25

-------------------------------------------------------------

LONDON,

 Printed by JANE COE, according to Order, 1646.

This is from our reprint of that old work. Here is how the Seeker, John Saltmarsh viewed those old Particular Baptists at that time:

(These remarks are taken from pages 14-19, REP.)
A N A B A P T I S M

So Called;  What it is, or what they hold.

     The Church of Christ are a Company of Baptized believers; and whatsoever Disciple can teach the Word, or make out Christ, may Baptize or administer other Ordinances. Heb. 12:21; Acts 10:48; Acts 2:41; Acts 16:32,33; Matt.10:1, compared with Matt. 18:18; John 4:1; John 8:31; Isa. 1:16; Acts 9:10; Acts 1:15.

     That the Church of Body, though but of two or three, yet may enjoy the Word and Ordinances, by way of an Administrator, or one deputed to administer, though no Pastor. I Cor. 12:5

     That none are to be Baptized but believers.

     That those commonly called Church-Officers, as Pastors, &c. are such as the Church or Body may be without.

     That none are to be called Brethren but Baptized believers.

     All administrations of Ordinances were given to the Apostles as disciples; not so under the notion of Church-power as pretended.

     That none ought to communicate in the Ordinances of Christ till first baptized.

These remarks defining the Anabaptists came from this old work:

THE SMOKE IN THE TEMPLE

wherein is a

D E S I G N    F O R

PEACE AND RECONCILIATION

Of Believers of the Several Opinions

of these Times about ORDINANCES, to a

Forbearance of each other in Love,

and Meekness, and Humility.

By John Saltmarsh, 

Preacher of the Gospel at Brasteed in Kent

 London,

 1646.
It is evident that John Saltmarsh and the others certainly had to problem understand how the Particular Baptist Churches had been gathered and that they were closed membership and closed communion churches.

Thus far, I have demonstrated the following:

1. The London Particular Baptists started in the 1630s, during the time under Laud’s persecutions;

2. They were gathered by ministers who came into the City seeking safety from Anglican persecution;

3. They were gathered as closed communion and closed membership churches;

4. They existed in 1645 and 46 as they were gathered under Laud’s Reign of terror in the 1630s.

5. These churches did not evolve into being Baptist Churches.

6. Immersion was the common practice in the English Nation until the Presbyterians changed it in about 1643-44.

There is one more question to be resolved, did any of those old Particular Baptist Churches form themselves into churches without being baptized first, and then start baptism de facto?  This is a very important question and I answer NO THEY DID NOT!  Here is more Proof.

Thomas Kilcop.

Who was Thomas Kilcop?  He was one of the founding ministers of the old Particular Baptist Church known as The Petty France Church.  Richard Blount baptized him and John Mabbatt, and Thomas Shepherd, two more Particular Baptist ministers and many others after Blount returned from taking up baptism from the old Collegiants in Holland.

 In early 1642 Kilcop wrote against Praise God Barebones on the matter of baptism.  In 1646, he wrote against the Seekers in a work called Seekers Supplied.  And the later in 1651, he wrote his larger work:

The Unlimited Authority of Christ’s Disciples Cleared, or The Present Church and Ministry Vindicated; London, 1651.  Kilcop wrote this against a Pedobaptist work called A Sober Word to a Serious People, which tried to affirm the Pedobaptist concept that the Great Commission was given to the 12 considers not as disciples but as Apostles.  On pages 14-15 Kilcop deals with the charge of taking up baptism de facto:

Chapter IIII.

His third affirmation is Scripture does not clear Church-gathering, without ministers and baptism preceding, page 12. I answer, true, and we by the aforesaid ministry (that is the true gospel ministry REP) were converted, and were also baptized, before we congregated:
He adds, some say believers may consent to be a Church, . . .and as a visible church appoint one to baptize, . . . I answer none but self-seekers will so say, who being before leaders would be so full, and so found out this by way:  others, after baptism, by consent became a Church.

Then Kilcop shows that the usual problems charged upon the Anabaptists and their disorderly origins  and ministry, simply referred unto those who were not among the churches and ministers.  Here is what he said: “8ly, the bell he speaks of; has not been so much among the Churches as among the non church ones, they have not only questioned the present ministry, but their own believing also for want of miracles, ect.” Page 45.

In his earlier work, Seekers Supplied, Elder Kilcop demonstrated that the entire question of no true baptism, did not concern itself with water baptism, but there was no true apostolic baptism, or the Visible Baptism of the Holy Spirit. This Visible Spiritual Baptism meant with signs, miracles and wonders as in the days of the Apostles.

Please note that point well, the issue over baptism was not over water baptism, but over Holy Spirit baptism with visible gifts.

As I continue with my review of this very important and enlightening chapter in Dr. Asher’s work, I must mention once again the following points:

1.    In the early 1640s, the issue over baptism was not over water baptism, but what many called the apostolic baptism, that is, a visible baptism into the Holy Spirit which the Apostles administered.  The Baptists lacked true baptism because there were no visible signs and manifestations as in the Apostolic days.  This is what John Spilsbury is dealing with in his great work, God’s Ordinances, part One.  In Thomas Kilcop’s little work, Seekers Supplied, he makes this even more plain that John Spilsbury did.  I will place more of Kilcop’s remarks in this review in their proper place.  Kilcop’s work is not yet in modern English, but I hope to have it done soon as it is a very important work explaining the question of the missing apostolic baptism.

2. The entire source of all the problems which Whitsittism brings forth may be traced back to

the mid 1800s, and to one man, George Gould and his remarks in his mis-history concerning Baptists and Open Communion.  Gould passed on his mis-information to Armitage, and then it went to Norman Fox, then to his disciple, William Whitsitt.  The original writings from the Particular Baptists, the Anglicans and the Presbyterians of those days destroys all Whitsittism and Revisionism.

In addition, the three-fold Particular Baptist testimony I just gave further disproves the false idea that these churches were first mixed communion churches and then evolved into being closed communion churches. Remember, in 1645, William Kiffen told the Presbyterian, Poole, that those churches were gathered during the days of Anglican persecutions and existed just as whey were then, in 1645.  Now, back to Dr. Asher’s great work on Dr. John Clarke.

To help understand more completely the issues which Dr. Asher reviews in this chapter the following works will be very helpful:

1. James Culross’ Hansard Knollys, 1598-1691; London 1895; (This is a good and friendly work and has some very important statements concerning Baptist Succession.)

2. William Kiffen, The Life and Death of Mr. Hansard Knollys; London, 1692, reprinted in London in 1812.

3. William Kiffen, A Brief Remonstrance, London; 1645.

4. Hansard Knollys, A Moderate Answer unto Dr. Bastwick’s Book, London; 1645.

5. Thomas Kilcop, Seekers Supplied, London; 1646.

6. Thomas Kilcop, The Present Church and Ministry Vindicated, London; 1652.

7. John Gill, The Ancient Mode of Baptizing; London: 1726.  In the final pages, Dr. Gill 

           gives a brief, but wonderful defense of closed communion.

8. Thomas Crosby, The History of the English Baptists.

9. Joseph Ivimey, The Life of Mr. William Kiffen, London; 1833.

Dr. Asher opens this chapter with a balanced discussion showing the pros and cons about when Dr. Clarke became a Particular Baptist.  What church order was Dr. Clarke when he came into New England?  No one today knows, except that he was then recognized as both an Anabaptist and an Antinomian, page 37.   Actually, these points never became questioned until after Whitsittism.  That is very note worthy.  From Dr. Clarks’ times to the late 1800s, no one every questioned Dr. Clarke’s being a Baptist and gathering a Baptist Church.  To the Revisionist historians like William Whitsitt, and his main defender, George Lofton, belongs the dishonor of trying to make Dr. Clark and this old church into something else rather and a closed communion and closed membership Particular Baptist minister and Church. Kiffen, Knollys and Kilcop have proved the vainness of Whitsittism.

There is no proof that Dr. Clarke ever changed his religious order after he left England and came into New England, page 37.  Dr. Asher assigns much of this to the fact that the old Baptists didn’t use the Baptist name, and their enemies called them different names, chiefly Anabaptist.  The old brethren referred to themselves and each other as a Church of Christ or a Church of Saints.  In addition, due to persecution, there were very few records kept from those days.  Records would mean evidence that one was one of the terrible Anabaptists.

Dr. Asher rightly shows that the First Baptist Church in Newport, traces its origin as a Baptist Church back to 1638.  This is what we should all respect until shown otherwise which has yet to be done, page 37.  This church was first founded in Portsmouth and then moved to Newport in 1639.  Then as early as 1640 the new church in Newport refused to recognize and honor pedobaptist churches and their messengers, page 38.

Dr. Asher rightly concludes that Dr. Clarke and this church refused to cooperate with either the Separatists Churches of Plymouth Colony, or the Puritans, both of whom were pedobaptists, pages 38, 39.

Point of Order: These adult dippers were rigid separatists holding to the Particular Baptist Concepts of faith and order, then what were they but Old Particular Baptists walking in the old landmarks of the historic faith of God’s elect?  They would not fellowship with nor recognize the Pedobaptists.

At this point we need to remember two facts:

1.  The statements which Robert Baillie made about those old Particular Baptists as they followed their ringleader, John Spilsbury, and;

2. The differences between the old Church at Newport and the new church that would later be

gathered at Boston; The First Baptist Church at Boston came into being as a result of Dr. John Clarke and Elder Obediah Holmes’s sufferings in Lynn Mass, in 1651-2.  However the First Church at Boston, after her first members of old England died off or moved away, went

into the practice of inviting the Pedobaptists into its official services and actions.

Brother Don Moffitt, of Backus Publications did furnish me with a copy of Wood’s History of The First Baptist Church in Boston.  In this valuable history, much of this is seen.

But, returning to our points, Dr. Clarke and this old church were rigid Anabaptist Separatists.

In the early 1640s, the Presbyterian Kirk of Scotland sent Mr. Robert Baillie, Minister at Glasgow, into England. The English Presbyterians called out to Scotland for help against the Anabaptists, to repress them. Mr. Baillie issued his Anabaptism, The True Foundation of Independency, Brownism, Antinomy, and Familism, and the most of the other Errors, which for the time do trouble the Church of England, Unsealed.  Also, The Questions of Pedobaptism and Dipping handled from Scripture.  In A Second Part of The Dissuasive from the Errors of the time.  London, Samuel Gellibrand; 1647.

Mr. Baillie set forth this thesis in his work: The English Anabaptists of the 1600s are one with the older Anabaptists in Germany and other places, from the 1500s.  He covers the older Anabaptists of the 1500s and makes sure he can place before his readers as many evil reports and slanders as he can dig up.  However, in spite of all this, he gives a very good overview of those times and their different groups of Anabaptists. One of the constants in his work is the place of John Spilsbury and his leadership among the London Particular Baptists.  He shows that John Spilsbury wrote most of the First London Confession of Faith.

Baillie shows that the older Anabaptists were rigid Anabaptist dipper separatists.  They were not only separatists, but also rigid dipper separatists.  He explains by showing that they withdrew from all others who were not of their dipped way.  He then shows that the English Anabaptists are just like them in this same regard of dipped separation.

Baillie claims one of the main problems with the Anabaptists of the 1500s was their desire to have a church made up only of true believers dipped.  This is what led them away from all other groups.  He then shows the same is true of the Anabaptists in England during his time, the 1640s.

In his efforts to make the Anabaptists look like an unorganized mob of dipped madmen with many, many different opinions, he singles out John Tombes for closer consideration. Baillie introduces us to John Tombes, the first English writer in favor of open communion in England.  It seems that Tombes promoted open communion Baptist concepts a few years before he became baptized and joined up with some of the Anabaptists.

Baillie settles this question for us, did Spilsbury and the others walking with him in their church constitutions, practice open communion and mixed membership? He lists them as part of the rigid separatists Anabaptists like those of the 1500s. They were not open communion or open church membership like Tombes and later Jessey, and still later, John Bunyan.  Baillie shows us that the conclusions of Gould and Whitsitt, centuries later, were unfounded, misleading and false.

John Tombes is placed almost alone and the Rigid Anabaptists are centered around John Spilsbury where they should be. Baillie shows us that the English Rigid Anabaptists held to the ordinance of hearing, that is, they would not even hear the Pedobaptist ministers.  He shows us that they inherited this practice from the older Anabaptists of the 1500s. Remember that John Spilsbury was the main mover and writer among the Rigid English Anabaptists. In Baillie’s work, Spilsbury is targeted as the main writer of the First London Confession and the leader among the Rigid Anabaptist Dippers.  He succeeded in causing John Spilsbury later to move into the country away from London due to persecution.

As I give Baillie’s definition of Rigid Separation, please remember he shows that the English Anabaptists of his days practiced the same concept. This destroys the groundless falsehood that Spilsbury and Kiffen separated over Pulpit Affiliation, that is, Spilsbury invited unbaptized men into his pulpit.

Along with Featley and Taylor, Baillie shows that the older Anabaptists of the 1500s and the English Anabaptists of the 1600s were constant dippers.  Thus, he destroys the very foundation of Whitsittism. However, one of his most important efforts centers around John Tombs, showing him as writing in favor of open communion before he became a dipped Anabaptist.
John Tombes, not Dr. John Clarke nor any of the other English Particular Baptists, is the First English Writer in Favor of Open Communion.  Distinction here between open communion and open or mixed membership should be noted.  Later Henry Jessey started the English practice of open or mixed membership, that is a church can include both the unbaptized and the baptized.  However, early in Tombes’ ministry, even before he became an open communion Baptist in practice, he wrote in favor of open communion.  Soon following Tombes’ book, Jessey simply practiced what Tombes had written, but had not done.  Tombes is the first English writer in favor of open communion and mixed membership and Jessey is the first to practice it in England.

Orchard’s History of Open Communion, show its origin, and rise among the Polish Socinian Anabaptists. For our purposes in England, Tombes and Jessey are the originators of this disorder. Dr. John Clarke and the Particular Baptists in London were never charged with this disorder during their life and times.  It is reserved for Gould and Whitsitt later to distort these facts and try to make them into open communion and open membership Baptists. Now, we will take up some of Baillie’s remarks:

The Increase of the Mennonists:

While all the other factions of the Anabaptists did decrease, the followers of the priest Menno did much increase.  They did reject the earthly Kingdom and Polygamy of the Monasterians and Battenburgicks, also the revelations and extraordinary calling of the Hophmanists, with the most of the blasphemies of David George.  Against all these, Menno did write with passion.  But to the point of Anabaptism and separation from all other reformed Churches to independency, and to a number more of the Anabaptists’ tenets he did firmly adhere, alluring many thousands to his way, who continue to this day propagating their error to many countries.

The Errors of the Mennonists

The wickedness of that spirit which reigned in Menno, and yet rages in his followers, notwithstanding of all their profession of great piety, of singular modesty and extreme destation of all the other sects of Anabaptists, is apparent in the manifold grievous heresies and gross schisms, whereby they themselves have of old broken out and preserve therein to this day.

Who are pleased to read the late little and accurate and learned Treatise of Clopenburgh, may perceive that the Mennonists dippers do oppose the truth of Christ’s human nature.   (Editor’s Note, they believed in the pre-existence of Christ’s human nature, REP) Page 16.

Independency the Cause of their Increase and Boldness

Hence, it was that the Anabaptists made little noise in England, till of late the Independents have corrupted and made worse the principles of the old Separatists, proclaiming for errors a liberty both in Church and State; under this shelter the Anabaptists have lift up their head, and increased their numbers, much above all other sects of the land.  Their ways as yet are not well known, but a little time it seems will discover them, for their singular zeal to propagate their way will not permit them long to lurk.  Only the Confession of Faith which the other year seven of their Congregations did put forth, and of late again in a second corrected edition have set out with a bold preface to both Houses of Parl. May not no more be taken for the measure of their faith, then that Confession which their elder Brethren in Holland did print not long ago in the name of all their Congregations. (see Mr. Marshall’s Defense against Tombes, page 76, REP)    Page 18.

The Tenets of the old Anabaptists

The Most applauded Tenets of our modern Anabaptists are the self same with

 what the old Anabaptists did invent.

THE errors of thc Anabaptists and their divisions among themselves are so many that to set them down distinctly in any good order, is a task which I dare not undertake, much less can I give assurance what is common to them all and what proper to their several sects.  Only that I may demonstrate the same very spirit to breath this day in the Anabaptists of Britain, which inspired their Fathers of former times in Germany, I will remark what tenets Authors of good credit ascribe to both; hoping that this discovery maybe a means to bring many simple well-meaning people who are not yet plunged in the deeps of obstinacy to a more accurate trial and greater suspicion of their ways: when they shall all see it made visible and palpable upon undeniable evidence, that their most beloved tenets and practices which they, believe to be full of truth and holiness, are no other but the same very singularities which thc known event doth now convince all who without prejudice can but read unquestionable Histories, to have been the inventions and dictates of the false and unclean spirit which acted and moved in Muncer, Becold, David George, and such like abominable monsters of mankind.

Their first and prime Tenet was a necessity of gathering Churches out of Churches, and of separating from the best reformed in their time, because of mixed communion.

The first and leading tenet of the old Anabaptists was a necessity to gather new Churches out of that which Luther and Zuingles and their followers had reformed from Popery. It is remarkable that these men had never a stomach to trouble themselves with any labor to make converts from Popery or profaneness, only so soon as gracious persons had drawn any Cities or Countries out of thc kingdom of' Antichrist, then they fell on and everywhere did much disturb the work of thc new Reformation. 

At the beginning, they dissembled the grossest of their errors and their intention to quarrel infant’s baptism they did only press a greater measure of holiness and mortification then was ordinary, in this all good men went along with them: but when they began to teach that the Church behoved to consist of no other members but such as were not in profession and aim alone, but also visibly, and really holy and elect, and therefore that new Churches behoved to be gathered, and that all the old any where extant behoved to be separate from as mixed, and so corrupted societies.  Then Luther and Zunglius did oppose themselves to this schismatic honor. Page 29.

When the found themselves disappointed of the assistance of Luther and Zuinglius, and all the rest of the orthodox Preachers, without more delay they fell upon their intended work themselves alone, first by private conventicles, then by preaching in the open streets they gathered and set up Churches after their own mind, consisting merely of Saints, who did forbear communion in religious exercises with al other Churches, whom they avowed to be for the most part but worldly, carnal, and profane Gospels, and their best Preachers, especially Luther and Zuinglius, to be but Scribes and Pharisees, false Prophets, large as evil as the Pope and his Antichristian Priests.

Antipedobaptism became at last their greatest darling

For the stricter engagements of the Saints and godly party their adherents, and for the clearer distinction of them from the profane multitude of all other Congregations, they thought meet to put upon them the mark and character of a new Baptism, making them renounce their old as null, because received in their infancy, and in a false Church.  At the beginning this rebaptism was but a secondary and less principle doctrine among them, for Muncer himself was never rebaptized, neither in his own person did he rebaptize any, yet thereafter it became a more essential note of a member of their Church, and the crying down of infant’s baptism came to be a most principal and distinctive Doctrine of all in their way. Unto their new gathered Churches of rebaptized and dipped Saints, they did ascribe very ample privileges, for first they gave to every one of them a power of questioning in public before the whole Congregation any part of their Preacher’s Doctrine.  Secondly, to every one of their members they have a power of public preaching.  Page 30.
Their Pastors must renounce all former Ordination, and take their full call of new, 

must come from the hands of their people.

Thirdly, to their particular Churches they gave power of electing and ordaining such of their own Prophets whom they thought fittest to be Pastors to the rest.. whoever was not elected and ordained, whoever had not their full calling from the people their full call alone, and did not renounce what ever ordination they had from any other, to them were no Pastors at all. 

The Ordinance of Hearing

Upon this ground among others they refused to hear any of the Ministers of the reformed Churches, because they did not renounce their former ordination and calling to the Ministery that they might take it again from the hands of their new gathered and separate Congregations.

The Congregation Has The Highest Power

Seventhly, unto their single Congregations they gave supreme and independent power to judge in all Ecclesiastical causes, not only judicially to pronounce all questions about their Pastor’s Doctrine, but also to proceed to the highest censure of excommunication, as well against their Pastors as others when they found cause.  Page 31.

Every Anabaptist is at Least a Rigid Separatist

For the first, the soberest Anabaptists do embrace the whole way of the rigid separation.  The Brownists did borrow all their Tenets from the Anabaptists of old, it is but equal that the Anabaptists this day should seek back again their Father’s debt from the Brownists.  The chief singularities of Brownism are about the constitution and government of the Church, they say the Church is made up only of members who are really and convincingly holy, of such who do evidence the truth of their regeneration to the satisfaction of the whole or the greater part of the Church.  Page 49.


Though the Independents offer to Conclude with the Anabaptists, yet they separate from the Independents no less then from the Brownists as Antichristian.

The first of these pleas the Independents hold fast with both their hands, and upon it are as rigid Separatists as any we know.  But the Anabaptists take possession of both the grounds, that the walls of their separati0ojn may the more firmly be established.  They will have all their members to be real Saints, and they separate from all other Churches who neglect to press the necessity of such a qualification, but to strengthen the right of their separation, they go on to pronounce all these Churches from whom they separate Antichristian.  And, this their charity they extend to their other ways very dear friends the Independents and Brownists, for all even of them are such who by their doctrine and practice of Pedobaptism, deny that Christ is yet come in the flesh.  The Brownists in their honest simplicity are loath to be long in the Anabaptist’s debt.  They quickly unchurch and excommunicate them also for denying baptism to infants, but the Independents will be wiser then their Fathers, Anabaptism to them is so small a peccadillo that is deserves no censure at all.  They are most willing to retain the Anabaptists in their bosom, but here they pity, no caresses can keep the most of the Anabaptists in the Independent Congregations.  So soon as they begin to weigh their own principles, they find their infant baptism a clear nullity, and so a necessity laid upon them to be rebaptized.  The Independents denying to them this Sacrament, they cannot choose bot to go out to the avowed Anabaptists, who by this means embodies them in their Churches, where they alone can partake of baptism.  Page 50

They avow all their Members to be Holy and Elect, and some of them 

are for their Perfection.

But for the more clear and distinct demonstration of these things, consider yet further first that in the qualification of members, the Anabaptists go as far as either the Independents or Brownists.  The Confession of the Seven Churches do clearly bear this much, but others go further, avowing with their Fathers, the Dutch Perfectionists, that all of their society are so perfectly holy as they may not pray for the remission of any the least sin. Page 51.

After They Separate from all other Churches, they run next away

from them their own selves.

As for the second, a natural result of the former, a separation from all other reformed Churches as impure, it is clear by their constant uniform practice which M. Kiffen, one of their prime Confessionists does justify at length against his opposite, Mr. Ricraft.  In this separation, they run on so rashly that themselves know not where to stop it; for first with the Separatists they divide from all other Protestants, thereafter they shake off the Separatists.  For the most intelligent and zealous among them refuse to remain in any congregation either of the Independents or Brownists.  Lastly, the break among themselves in many pieces. Page 51.

They Separate from all who renounce not Pedobaptism

Fifthly, by their rejecting of infant baptism, they fall into the error of rigid Separation; they baptize none but actual believers, such as give them satisfaction of their actual faith and holiness.  Thus far, they go along with the rigid Separatists.  But hence they proceed to another ground, whereupon they leave the Separatists and all who follow them not to Anabaptism.  They take baptism for a sacrament of initiation, for a door and means of entering into the Church.  These who are not baptized, they count not as Church members.  Infant baptism they pronounce a nullity, and such a disobedience to the Gospel as infers Antichristianism, and a real denial that Christ is yet come in the flesh.  So the separatists who are all baptized in their infancy, and refuse to be rebaptized, to them are no better than unbaptized and Antichristian rebels, not capable of Church membership, or of any Church communion.  Upon this ground (as their great Patron asknowledgeth)  (Spilsbury REP) they are forced to declare the Independent and Brownists Congregations, how dear otherwise soever, to be but Antichristian Synagogues, and no true Churches. Pages 90, 91.

Mr. Tombs’ New Way

Seventhly, of those who impugn Pedobaptism some go a new way of their own, wherein as yet they have very few followers, if any at all, for to this day I have heard of none.  Mr. Tombs, a learned and very bold man, at this time when so many new ways are in hand, had thought meet to make a hotchpotch of many of them together:  First, with all his strength and greater diligence then any before him, he impugns Pedobaptism.  Secondly, though as yet I have marked nothing to fall from his pen, neither for any of the old Anabaptist for the rite of dipping, or against our custom of sprinkling, yet in spoiling of Christian infants not only of Baptism but of all interest in the Covenant of Grace, as much as the children of Turks, and Pagans, in making Circumcision a seal to the Jews only of earthly and temporal privileges; in denying to Jewish infants all right to the New Covenant, till their riper years when they become actual believers; in giving a power to persons unbaptized to baptize others; in making apologies for the work of the Anabaptists, even those of Munster, and invectives against the best that oppose them, the first reformers, the Assembly at Westminster, the Church of Scotland, M. Marshall, Mr. Goodwin, and others; he flies as high as any civil and discrete Anabaptist I have met with:  but in those things he goes far beyond all the Anabaptists I have heard of.

He makes Baptism a Rite Needless either to Young or Old

First, he esteems baptism so unnecessary a rite, that men who are meet to receive it, may very well be without it, as Constantine, Ambrose, and others, did delay to their old age that Sacrament; and as it seems, himself is careless to this day to be baptized; for his infant baptism according to his arguments must be null, and another Baptism, so as yet it seems he has not received; for he professed an unwillingness to join himself as a member to any of the Anabaptist Churches.  I suppose they are unwilling to baptize any who will not join in communion with them.

He Allows of a Frequent Rebaptism

Secondly, when a man is baptized according to his own mind he allows him to be oft thereafter rebaptized; even so often as he repents for sin, which by the godly is done, at least ought to be done, every day oftener than once.

He admits unbaptized persons to the Lord’s Table

Thirdly, he makes it lawful for persons before they are baptized to partake of the Lord’s Supper.

He is a Gross Erastian.

Fourthly, to show how little inclinable he is to join with the Anabaptists, he declares himself a  complete Erastian; avowing that no scandalous professor ought to be kept from the Lord’s Table.  Also, that there is no such thing as any censure of excommunication; further, that Christ in Scripture has not appointed nay particular government for His Church, but that the governing of the Church belongs to the Magistrate only, and to such whom he appoints to that service by virtue of a commission flowing from himself.  Pages 91, 92. This concludes Mr. Baillie’s remarks.

Mr. Baillie’s remarks come directly from the very period we are discussing and have to do with the very people we are dealing with.  Dr. John Clarke, the London Particular Baptists, and the New England Particular Baptists were never charged with holding to John Tombes’ disorder or for joining with Henry Jessey in practicing that disorder.

What is the conclusion of all this?  Dr. Clark and the London Particular Baptists were rigid, separatist dipped Anabaptists from the very first.

Elder Robert Lenthal

Now back to Dr. Asher’s great work.  He introduces us to a new person.  Before reading Dr. Asher’s great work, I was totally ignorant of Robert Lenthal.  When Mr. Robert Lenthal left old England in 1637, he was till a Pedobaptist.  However very soon following his arrival in Boston in 1637, he became involved in the Antinomian controversy. Soon he became an Anabaptist much to the dismay of the Puritans and other Pedobaptists, pages 38-39.

Robert Lenthal wanted to gather a new church “on foot as all baptized ones might communicate in without any further trail.” Page 39.  Again, Dr. Asher gives a balanced account about when Elder Lenthal became a Baptist, was it when he arrived in Boston in 1637, or while he was till in old England before 1637?  Either way, Dr. Asher feels comfortable in affirming that not only Antinomian teaching was in Boston and other new England areas in 1638, but that Anabaptist views were there also, page 39.

In 1640, Elder Lenthal moved into Newport.  Before this, he already accompanied a Pedobaptist committee to deal with the new church in Newport.  This was early in 1640.  Because of this contact with Dr. Clarke and the others at Newport, Lenthal relocated in Newport and was there received as a Freeman in Newport on August 6, 1640.  Dr. Asher points out that Elder Lenthal lived a very hard life there, mostly unemployed, but happy and working in the church with Dr. Clarke.  That was the terrible price he had to pay for becoming one of those terrible Anabaptists.

Dr. Asher shows us that Elder Lenthal was the first public school teacher in America, 1640-1641.  He and Dr. Clarke were close friends and co-workers in the church at Newport.  Soon after this, Elder Lenthal returned to Old England and we lose sight of him. Page 39.

Elder Hansard Knollys

Now, Dr. Asher brings Elder Hansard Knollys into the picture.  In this account, Dr. Asher has convinced me that Elder Knollys was indeed a Particular Baptist before he left Old England in the 1638s.  Before, I had been skeptical of this and tried to place Elder Knollys’ conversion to Baptist views in the early 1640s following his return back to England.

I don’t often disagree with Dr. Asher but on this I must.  Dr. Asher incorrectly affirms that Elder Knollys was a Presbyterian, page 39.  This is not the case.  Hansard Knollys was raised up an Anglican and entered into the Anglican ministry. Soon he was installed into office at the very same Anglican church where his earthly father once served in office.  James Culross helps us here:

On March 30th, 1629, he entered as a pensioner of Catharine Hall, * Cambridge, with a view to ordination in the Church of England. Richard Sibbes was then the Master, and was exceedingly popular both with gownsmen and townsmen. Though one of the minor colleges, Catherine Hall boasts some illustrious names in its record—John Bradford the martyr, William Strong, John Arrowsmith, William Spurstowe, John Lightfoot, Thomas Goodwin, John Ray, John Strype, and Thomas Sherlock.   "When Sibbes accepted the mastership the college was in a state of decay, but by 1629 it had revived, and was honored with a large accession of students.   It was so steadfastly and so largely Puritan that it did not contribute a single man to those ejected in 1644, except Dr. Brownrigge.

On June 29th, 1629, Knollys was ordained a Deacon, and the next day a Presbyter, by the Bishop of Peter​borough, Dr. Dove, formerly a chaplain to Queen Elizabeth. He had first tested his fitness by preaching above sixteen sermons.  On August 24th, 1631, the Bishop of Lincoln presented him to the living of Humberstone, near Scartho, his father's parish. The places were within an easy walk of each other. + Here he labored for two years with great and self-denying earnest ness, but with few tokens of real usefulness. Many were " reformed and moralized," but he saw no signs of "conversion."   He was in the habit of preaching on all Church festivals and holy days, and at every funeral, whether of rich or poor. On Lord's day he preached twice at Humberstone, and twice at other places, Holton (or Howton) and Scartho.   The morning of every weekday he spent in study, the afternoon in visitation.  In 1631 he married Anne, daughter of John Cheney, Esq., about ten years younger than himself. She was "a holy and discreet woman," a true helpmeet both in the home and in the ways of holiness, and a solace in his many sufferings. Their union lasted forty years with unbroken trust on both sides, when she died in full assurance of eternal life.'

• Notes and Queries. Vol. III. Third Series.

+ Humberstone is a village of much the same size as Scartho, but not nearly so pretty. It lies about a mile from the coast to the southeast of Cleethorpes. From the west it is approached by a fine avenue of elms, over a mile and a half long. The houses are very widely scattered, so that it is difficult to believe that one is in a Village, unless one happens to be in the immediate vicinity of the church.  The general aspect of the neighborhood is bleak and cheerless, especially on that side next the sea.   The church is commodious; the tower is built of stone, and the body of brick. Originally the whole was of stone; but in the early part of last century, the greater part of it was destroyed by fire. There is also a small Wesleyan Chapel.— R. C. Ford, M.A. Hansard Knollys, A Minister and Witness of Jesus Christ, 1598-1691; London; 1895; pages 14,15.

The Whitsittes fail to note that the Presbyterians took over the Established Church in England after 1641 and held that place until about 1660s.  It was during this time that sprinkling came in the place of dipping as an official rite of the English Church.  This is not to say that some of the Anglican ministers poured water as well as dipped, for they did.  It would be well here to remember Dr. Gill’s remarks.

Now back to Dr. Asher. He very ably discusses the pros and cons about Knolly’s becoming a Baptist before he left Old England on pages 40, 41. He presents unquestionable evidence showing that Knollys was already a Baptist when he left Old England in 1638.  I appreciate this part very well.  Here is why:

For many years, I held that Knollys became a Baptist after he returned back to Old England in about 1641 or 2.  The main reason being, one of the Pedobaptist Churches in Dover claims Knollys as its founder.  

Dr. Asher deals with that and shows this point which helped me decide the issue:

Knollys did gather a church in Dover, (Piscataqua) and ministered to this church from his first days until his return to Old England in 1641.  After Knollys returned to Old England in 1641, this church he gathered in Piscataqua moved to Long Island, New York. John Drake, descendent of Sir Francis Drake, pastored there from 1689-1739.  This old church has always been known as a Baptist Church from its first gathering, page 40.

What, then, about the Congregationalist Church in Dover which claims Hansard Knollys as its founder?  Here is a simple solution to this question.  We must remember that in those days of beginnings, often times those old Baptists would hold public worship services in different places.  Large congregations would attend these services.  The congregation may have 500 persons it it, but the church may only number 10 or 15 members.  The church and the congregation met in the same building and the minister preached to both groups at the same time. This is why the old brethren were fond of addressing the church and the congregation at such and such a place.

Due to the shortage of ministers, the Pedobaptists would often join in where Baptists started a public meeting and then would withdraw when they had their own ministers. This seems like what happened here.  But could not this have been a mixed church also?  If so, then why was it not recognized during those days as such?  The Pedobaptists in New England would have cried long and loud about such a thing as they did in Old England about John Tombes and Henry Jessey.

But, even further, here is what Elder William Kiffen said about his early knowledge with Elder Hansard Knollys:

The Author of these ensuing Experiences was that eminent and faithful Servant of God, Mr. Hansard Knollys, who departed this Life in the 93rd year of his Age, having been employed in the Words and services of Christ, as a faithful Minister for above 60 years, in which time he labored without fainting under all the discouragements that attended him, being contented in all conditions, though never so poor in this world, under all persecutions and sufferings, so he might therein serve his blessed Lord and Savior.  I have myself known him for above 54 years and can witness to the Truth of many things left by him under his own hand; it is great pity that the last 20 years of his life cannot be found among his writings, which to the knowledge of many were attended with the same sufferings as formerly, and with the holy behavior under them; he in that time was a prisoner in the New Prison for the Truth’s sake for many months, where with great cheerfulness he remained, comforting and encouraging all that came to visit him, with many blessed exhortations to cleave to the Lord; none were sent empty away without some spiritual instructions, and many of his fellow prisoners were greatly strengthened and comforted by that heavenly counsel that dropped from his lips, spending much of his time therein Prayer and Study of the Word of God, daily preaching to them the things that concern the Kingdom of God.

He was chosen an Elder to a Congregation in London with whom he labored or near 50 years, under many difficulties that did attend him, but neither the proverty of the Church, nor the persecutions that attended him, were any temptation to him to neglect his duty towards them, but was willing to be poor with them in their proverty, and to suffer with them in their sufferings, being willing to labor for his own and his families’ bread by keeping a school, when they were not able to supply his wants, although he wanted not opportunity to have advanced himself in the world, if he would have accepted of them; but like a faithful pastor, he chose  rather to be poor, and suffer afflictions, then to leave the duty and work he was called unto, in which he was employed, until he arrived tot he age of above Ninety years, and when he found weakness attended him, his love and affection to that poor church was such, that he was daily exercising for them in his room; declaring to several of his friends what great satisfaction it would be to him, to see one settled among them, and that he would be willing to part with something of that little which he had (if there was need) for his maintenance of the church, towards the supply of him. And, it pleased God to provide one for them, to his great satisfaction and rejoicing.  And so great was his natural affection and tender care for his Daughter and Grandchildren, who he knew were like to come to some distress, that he did accordingly at that great age against undertake the teaching of a school that he might do to the uttermost of his ability to provide for them.

And, after having finished his work, he fell asleep in the Lord, the 19th day of September 1691.  That these experiences may be of use to all those who read the same is the desire and prayer of thine in the Lord, William Kiffen.  The last 3 pages of To the Reader. The Life and Death of Mr. Hansard Knollys, London; 1692.

Now, let us note some dates.  This was published in 1692.  Kiffen and Knollys had been friends above 54 years.  That would place their friendship stating sometime in either 1637 or 38. In 1638, William Kiffen gathered the Devonshire Square Particular Baptist Church.  Kiffen and this old church had been members with John Spilsbury at Wapping. Elder Knollys received his baptism from the succession of the old church coming from the efforts of John Spilsbury. This is why Hansard Knollys could speak with clarity to Dr. Bastwick about the origin and order of the Particular Baptist Churches in London during the 1630s. In addition, note that Elder Knollys became an elder in the new church he helped to gather near 50 years before.  That would mean it was gathered sometime in the 1641-42 era.  This all seeming to be true, then Knolly's new church would also come under the baptismal succession of the old church at Wapping John Spilsbury gathered in 1633.  Dr. Asher remarks that Elder Knollys taught school in London for his first year and gathered the Great St. Helens Church sometime near 1642, page 40.  This would be in the same era in which William Kiffen dated the origin of the church.

It takes more than words can describe to observe the terrible persecutions the Anglicans placed upon those old Baptists and others at that time.  Knollys was an aged and broken man, but still seemingly, a terrible threat to the beast and his city of the nations in England.  How old was this terrible dissenter, in his 60s and 70s! Not only was he a supposed threat to England, but also Knollys felt the fatherly responsibility to take care of his daughter and her children after her husband and their father left them.  One thing I have found in the study of the Old Testament as well as in Baptist history is, the families of the saints, and their terrible sufferings and persecutions show us, that it is through much tribulation that we must enter into the Kingdom of God.

.

CHAPTER VII

BIBLICAL CONTEX OF RELIGION

In this chapter, Dr. Asher introduces us to Elder Mark Luker.  Therefore, we will now turn our attention to Elder Mark Luker and establish further the close connection between the Newport Church and Dr. John Clark with the London Particular Baptists and William Kiffen and John Spilsbury.

During Archbishop Laud’s final few years, his main efforts were to rid England of the terrible Anabaptists.  Most of the Particular Baptists churches in and around London were scattered by persecution during the early 1620s.  Then his attention turned to the country.  Seeking refuge, many of the Particular Baptist ministers came into London to hide.  In the course of the next few years, these new brethren proceeded to gather Particular Baptist Churches.  See Hansard Knolly’s A Moderate Answer to Dr. Bastwick.   Some of this is discussed in Dr. Christian’s History of the Baptists, Volume 1, chapter XV. “The Baptists in the Reformation Period in England, starting on page 189.  The weak point in Christian’s discussion is that he failed to note that among the English Baptists of the 1641 era onward, when they spoke of the Reformation, they were referring to the Presbyterian Reformation in England which began in the early 1640s, and not the Protestant Reformation of the 1500s. However, this chapter in must reading before anyone can properly understand the setting among the Particular Baptists in England before 1640.  Their churches were mostly scattered and driven out from London.

Now, we return to Elder Mark Luker.  For this we will quote from the Kiffen Manuscript as follows: 

There having been much discussion these denying Truth of Ye Perish Churches & Ye Church now become so large yt it might be prejudicial, these following desired di-mission that they might become an Entire Church & further ye communion of these Churches in Order amongst themselves, wch at last was granted to them & performed Sept. 12th, 1633, viz.  Henry Parker and wife; Wid. Fearne, ….Hatmaker, Mary Millman, Marke Luker, Mr. Wilson, Thos. Allen, Jo. Millburn.  To these joined Rich Blount, Thos. Hubert, Rich. Treadle, and his wife Kat;, John Trimber, William Jennings and Sa, Eaton, Mary Greenway . . . Mr. Eaton with some others receiving a further baptism, others joined to them.  In 1838, those also being of the same judgment with Sa, Eaton and desiring to depart and not be censured our interest in them was remitted with prayer made in their behalf, June 8th, 1638.  They having just forsaken us and joined with Mr. Spilsbury, viz., Mr. Peter Fener, Hen. Pen, Tho. Wilson, Mm. Batty, Mrs. Allen (died in 1639) and Mrs. Norcott.  Taken from The Western Recorder, December 31, 1896, page 2; Dr. T. T. Eaton, Editor.  (Please note that The Western Recorder was then the official record of the Ky. Baptist State Convention of Southern Baptists.)

For a complete discussion on the origin and merits of The Kiffen Manuscript, see our section in my work called Particular Baptist Origins, volume One of The Particular Baptist Treasury.

 During the early 1630s, Mark Luker and his wife were some of the first ones to leave the Jacob Pedobaptist Church in the London area, go over, and join with Mr. Spilsbury and the Particular Baptist  church at Wapping.  Please also note that neither Mr. Spilsbury nor the Wapping church came from the Jacob Pedobaptist church, which was a church, made up of Pedobaptist dissenters.  Jacob gathered this dissenting pedobaptist church in the late 1500s.

Were Mr. Spilsbury originally came from we do not know. Thanks to Knolly’s remarks in his answer to Dr. Bastwick, we do understand that he was one of those who came into London from the country churches to hide from persecution.  He was one of those who gathered the lasting Particular Baptist Churches which later Kiffen, Hobson and Knollys, joined.

Now we return to Elder Mark Luker. Here are some interesting remarks from The Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland’s Historical Society, from their Transactions of the Baptist Historical Society, Volume 1, about 1909, starting on page 227.

Rise of the Particular Baptists in London, 1633-1644

Numb. 2
An Old MSS, giveing some Accott. of those Baptists who first formed themelves into distinct Congrega​tions, or Churches in London  found among certain Paper given me by Mr. Adams

Sundry of ye Church whereof Mr. Jacob & Mr John Lathorp had been Pastors, being dissatisfied 1633 with ye  Churches owning of English Parishes to be true Churches desired dismission & Joyned together among themselves, as Mr. Henry Parker, Mr. Tho. Shepard, Mr. Sam. Eaton, Marke Luker,2
1. There are two or three men of this name at this period. A minister of Cambridge in Massachusetts is of course not the man  place dale doctrine and social rank all distinguish him clearly   And probably the carpenter of St. Andrews in I London, who on 16 May 1637 was in some kind of trouble with  the High Commission is not the man Cot three other  facts about a third 1 man fit well with these notices  —On I15; Oct.   1635 Thomas Sheppard of St. Olaves  in Bermondey, a leather dresser was brought   before the High Commission as a Separatist.   About 1639  he was still 11 a prisoner in the  Marshal’s care.   In 1644 he was college with Thomas Munden mentioned  further in this document singing the Baptist Confession where his* name appears as Skeppard.  In 1646 he was replaced by George Tipping, who two years before had been a colleague.  He has left no other trace in literature.

2.  the name of Lucar at this period reminds us that Cyrll  Luker  patriarch first of Alexandria and then of Constantanople was  in friendly relations with James I. and Charles I., having been bread a Calvinist.  It was in gratitude for their kindness that he sent the famous Alexandrine manuscript of the Septuagint and the new Testament, now lodged at the British Museum.  The name sets us wondering whether our Mark Lucar was connected with his family.  When we turn to the Hatleian Soceity's Vindication of London in 1538, by Clarenceux, augmented after 1613 by William Camden, we find the Lucar family prominent enough to bear arms,  but apparently only of brief residence, for the pedigree begins with Emanuel Lucar of London, Esquire, who married Elizabeth the daughter of Paule Winthpole, by whom he had children: Emanuel, Henry, Mary, Jane. Then he married Joane, the daughter of Thomas Turnbull, by whom he had: Ciprian, Mattha, Mary, Mark and John.  This is apparently our Mark.  The names have a slightly Hellenistic flavor.  

Now the Greeks have never abandoned immersion as the only act of baptism; and if Mark Lucar had any Greek blood in him, and Greek relations coming to see him, there was an easy means of the attention being drawn to this detail.  He is well known in America as an original member of the First Baptist church at Newport,  Rhode Island, formed in 1644. 

& others with whom Joined Mr. Wm. Kiffin.3 1638. Mr. Tho. Wilson, Mr. Pen, & H. Pen, & 1638, 3 more being convinced that Baptism was not for Infants, but professed Believers joined with Mr.   Jo. Spilsbury ye Churches favor being desired therein.

3 Kiffen avowedly Joined this group under other circumstances  from his autobiography we learn it was in 1638, though apparently after Eaton's  death they were able to join Jessey.  The two lists of 1633 may be compared:      Records of an   Old Manuscript:  Henry Parker and wife,   Willow Fearne,   Mr. Wilson,  Marke Luker,   Mary Milburn,  John Milburn, Arnold    [Green] Hatmaker,   Thomas Allen, Thomas Shepard, [Eaton, afterwards] Samuel  Eaton.

A Third comparison is useful. The Jessey Records say that these six were of the same judgment with Eaton; this manuscript says they were convinced baptism was not for infants, but for professed believers.  This confirms the supposition that Eaton did not quit at the same time with Lucar, and that the ground of his separation was slightly different.  We infer that many in Spilsbury's church shared Eaton's views in 1638.

3rd. month: The church became two by mutual consent (1640) just half being with Mr. P. Barebone, and ye other half with Mr. H. Jessey.  Mr. Richard Blunt with him being convinced of baptism ye also it outh to be by dipping ye body into ye water, resembling burial and rising again, Col. 2:12; Rom. 6:4; ahd sober conference about it in ye church, and then with some of the forenamed who also were so convinced:  and fater Prayer and conference about their so enjoying it, none having then so practiced in England to professed Belivers, and hearing that some in ye Netherlands had so practised, they agreed and sent over Mr. Richard Blunt (who understood Dutch) with letters of commendation, who was kindly accepted there, and returjed with letter from them, Jo: Battee a teacher there, and from that Church to such as sent him.

They proceeded on therein, viz., thos epersons yet were persuaded baptims should be by dipping ye body had met in two companies, & did intend to to meet after this, all these agreed to proceed alike together.  And when manifesting (not by any formal words or convenant) with word was scrubpoed by some of them, but by mutual desires and agreement each testified: Those two companies did sept aport one to baptize the rest; so it was solemnly performed by them.

Mr. Blunt Baptized Mr. Blacklock yet was a Teacher amongst them, & Mr. Blunt being Baptized, he & Mr. Blacklock14 Baptized ye rest of their friends that ware so minded, & many being added to them they increased much  (15) The Names of all 11 Mo. Janu: begin  Richard Blunt,   Sam. Blacklock, Tho. Shephard, Greg. Fishburn, Doro. Fishburn, his Wife, John Cadwell, Eliz. Cadwell, Mary Millisson, Sam. Eames, Tho. Munden, Tho. Kilcop, William Willieby,  Robert Locker,  Mary Locker, John Braunson,  John Bull, Rich. Ellis, Mary Langride, W. Creak , Mary Herman, Robt. Carr,  Sarah Williams, Martin Mainprise, Joane and Anne Dunckle, Hen: Woolmare, Eliz. Woolmore, Robt. King, Sarah Nonman, Tho. Waters, Isabel Woolmore,             Henry Creak,    Judeth Manning, Mark Lukar,  Mabel Lukar,  Henry Darker, Abigal Bowden,               Eliz. Jessop, Mary Creak, Susannah King,  41 in all.

(14) Mr. Blacklock seems to have escaped recent notice, and the present editor believes he is the first to draw attention to the Clarke Papers, published by the Camden Society, wherein we read that on 3 July, 1647, Samuel Blacklock had an information against the committee of the London militia, and that on 28 December 1648, he was one of the sixteen who presented a protest to the generals, others being John Liburene and Richard Overton, both known in Baptist circles: Lawrence and Like Blackcock are fairly well known in the publishing trade then, and in colonial emigration.

(15) Many of these people figure in the High Commission Court, as well be seen in the annoted list below.  The most important of them are Thomas Kilcop, Mark Lucar, Thomas Munden, Thomas Sheppard, all of whom became Baptist leaders.

(11).* January 9 added  16  1th month,  understood John Cattope, George Denham, (as appears above, this was Jany 9th.) Nicholas Martin, Tho: Daomunt,  Ailie Stanford   Rich Colgrave Nath Matthon, Eliz Hutchinson, Mary Burch, John Croson, Sybilla Lees, John Woolmoore, thus 53 in all Those that ware so minded had communion 1644 together were become Seven Churches in London.11 | Mr. Green with  Cap Spencer had begun a Con congregation ( 1639) in Clutched Fryers, to whom Paul Hobson joined who was now with many of that Church one of ye Seven.18 These being much spoken against as unsound in (1644)  Doctrine as if they ware Armenians, & also against Magistrates &c they joined together in a Confession,   see ye notes of their Faith in fifty two Articles which gave at  ye end of Confession. 

Now we will take up the Transaction’s account of the Jacob- Jessey pedobaptist church as follows:

The Jacob-Jessey Church. 1616-1678.
FROM the three fore-going papers, we can comprehend the early history of this remarkable church: about 1653 we get another glimpse of it from the correspondence with Hexham, and from 1669 to 1678 we get further insight from the Broadmead Records, both printed by the Hansard Knollys. Society. On the basis of these documents of the church itself, we may briefly tell its story, with touches from other contemporary sources.

It was founded during 1616 in London, where there were at least two other Separatist churches, the Ancient Church of 1592 and the General Baptist Church of 1609. Its sympathies were rather with the Puritans within the Church of England, than with either of these. Its pastor. Henry Jacob, published a Confession and a plea for toleration, but failed to obtain it. so resigned about 1622 intending to emigrate to Virginia. A second ex clergyman took charge in l624. John Lathorp from Kent : in his time troubles arose both within and without; the latter were so serious when Laud came to supreme [power that Lathorp agreed in emigrated, and several members went with him in 1634 to New England, where he founded the churches at Scituate and Barnstable.  The internal troubles arose with a member from Colchester begging them to renounce all fellowship with the parish churches, and in especial to repudiate the baptism they had there received. They declined, and he left in 1630 with some others. But at the request of the Ancient Church they renewed their covenant. In 1633 another group left, including Henry Parker and Mark Lucar: these were reinforced by Richard Blunt, Thomas Sheppard, and Samuel Eaton, a button-maker of St. Giles, who induced some of them to receive baptism on profession of their faith at the hands of John Spilsbury.

(Editor’s Note, now we know that there were many additional Baptist churches in the London area dating back into the late 1,500s; see my Particular Baptist Origins.)

In 1637 a third ex-clergyman took charge of the main stock. Henry Jessey had been deprived of his living in Yorkshire for non-conformity, had come to London in 1635 and had helped this church occasionally. He remained pastor till his death in 1633, by which  the Jacob-Jessey Church, 1616-1678.

Until the power of Laud was broken, there were frequent arrests of the members, but they did not hinder great discussions and developments. Six members left almost at once to join Spilsbury, but the death of Eaton in 1639 seems to have brought about the reunion of some. In May 1640 a fresh division occurred, half forming a church under Barbon. That same year discussion arose whether baptism ought not to be immersion, and whether any other act could be so regarded. The result was that in January 1641-2 some fifty members were immersed, and although Jessey promptly adopted immersion as the only act for dedicating infants, thence forward there was a further division and separate worship. On the other hand, the church gained another ex-clergyman, Hanserd Knowles. and a young brewer's clerk called William Kiffen who was able to hold his own against the great Dr. Featley  in open debate. In 1643 Knowle's raised the point whether infants bought to be baptized at all, and after months' debate both he and Kiffen left the church. During 1644 Kiffen's new church and six others joined in a Confession very explicit on all these points, which called forth prompt protest and argument from an ancient member of this church. In the middle of 1645 Jessey himself was baptized by Knowles.

In 1647 and 1651 Jessey joined with Knowles. Kiffen and many other ministers, both Baptist and Pedobaptist, in issuing declarations as to the sobriety of their churches. But neither in l646 nor in 1651 did he sign the Baptist Confession. In 1653 we find the church at home in Swan Alley off Cole-man Street, but having apparently few London friends, for it joined in a letter to Hexham with eight others on the \\'elsh borders, whose most prominent member was John Tombes. Jessey was sent that year by several churches to visit 36 congregations in the home counties; and he expounded his views on Mixed Communion both in 1650 and 1653. By this time he needed a colleague, and found one in George Barren. In the Bedfordshire district other Mixed Communion churches were growing, which  learned to quote Jessey as justifying their practice. In April of 1657 some Baptist ministers of London begged Cromwell not to accept the title of King, and Jessey signed this request with Knollys, Spilsbury and many Others. In 1663 Jessey died, and in the troubles of the times the church declined, till Vavasor Powell owned it was but small. . In 1669 a member was dismissed to the Mixed Communion church at Broadmead, and the correspondence thus initiated carries us on one stage more. A fourth ex-clergyman, Thomas Hardcastle from Yorkshire, was on trial for eldership, but Broadmead also wanted him. A letter of his on 10 March 1670-1. Pages 246, 247; Transactions.
More from Transactions of Baptist Historical Society on Wapping Church, pages 188, 189.

The most ancient of English Particular Baptist Churches is that which has just quitted Commercial Street  It claims 1633 as its date of origin—a reference to the fact that about that time John Spilsbury is known as pastor of a little company who renounced their parish baptism and pledged them​selves anew. They met in Wapping, and presently obtained a home near the Coal Harbour, to which members reported from as far away as \\ Watford. At Broad Street they built a meeting-house, where John Norcott ministered, then Hercules Collins, Edward Elliot, William C urtis, Clendon Dawkes, and Samuel Wilson  During his pastorate new premises were occupied in Rose Branch, Goodman s Fields—better known today as Prescot Street— though  a few lingered in the old building for a year or two  from this new site went out a stream of ministers, to other churches, such as Benjamin Beddome, the writer of hymns, Josiah  Thompson, the wealthy historian; and others of less fame.  In 1752, trouble arose as to a new pastor, and those who favored James Fall lift to establish a new cause in Little Alie Street  To the parent church presently came Samuel Burford from Lyme,  who held the lot to 1768. His successor was Abraham Booth from Nottinghamshire; having been a General Baptist and having changed, he naturally adopted extreme views and became the great champion, not only of Baptist principles but of exaggerated Calvinism.   When the influence of Andrew Fuller was leavening the denomination with more evangelistic views, the tradition Booth was upheld, and the church limited itself to supporting the educational movement, which resulted in the academy at Stepney, now housed in Regent's Park.  Another home was found in Commercial Street, where a stately building testifies to the prominence of the church last century. A little faithful band has kept the flag flying, and friends in the Metropolitan Association were invited lately to the final meetings before the ancient church went forth, like Abraham, not knowing whether it should rest. 

In 1933, Spilsbury’s old Wapping church, gathered in the early 1630s, published its own history.  We will now take up some remarks from this interesting and valuable account.  
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CHAPTER II. HOW THE CHURCH BEGAN.

THE circumstances under which this little Baptist group originated were of an extraordinary kind, and the founding of a Baptist Church under such hostile conditions constitutes a challenge to the quality of present-day Christianity.

First let the bare statement of the fact be given in the words of an old manuscript which has been attributed by some ancient historians to William Kiffen. William Kiffen joined the Church about the year 1638—five years after its formation—and so was one of the earliest members.   This manuscript, commonly known as the Kiffen Manuscript, gives the following account.1
" There was a congregation of Protestant Dissenters of the independent Persuasion in London, gathered in the year 1616, whereof Mr. Henry Jacob was the first pastor; and after him succeeded Mr. John Lathorp, who was their minister at this time.  In this society several persons, 

(1) All quotations throughout the book are inserted exactly as found in respect of both spellings and punctuation. 

finding that the congregation kept not to their first principle? of separation, and being also convinced that baptism was not to be administered to infants, but such only as professed faith in Christ, desired that they might be dismissed from that communion, and allowed to form a distinct congregation,   in such order as was most agreeable to their own sentiments.

"The  church, considering that they were now grown) very numerous, and so more than could in these times of persecution conveniently meet together, and believing also that those persons acted from a principle of conscience and not obstinacy, agreed to allow them the liberty they desired, and that they should be constituted a distinct church; which was performed the 12th of Sept. 1633.   And as they believed that baptism was not rightly administered to infants, so they looked upon the baptism they had received in that age as invalid : whereupon most or all of them received a new baptism.  Their minister was Mr. John Spilsbury.   What number they were is uncertain, because in the mentioning of the names of about twenty men and women, it is added, with divers others.
“In the year 1638, Mr. William Kiffen,. Mr. I Thomas Wilson, and others, being of the same judgment, were upon their request dismissed to the said Mr. Spilsbury’s congregation."

This Independent church in Southwark, which was founded in 1616, is the keystone to the whole situation, and deserves a little reference.   As observed in the previous chapter, the members of this group, like many others, separated for con​scientious reasons from the Church of England.

The perils and persecutions of the time made the gathering together of a large company of wor​shippers unadvisable and dangerous. Hence, this consideration, in addition to the brotherly difference of view about baptism, removed any hesitation there might have been about giving friendly per​mission to the Baptists to form themselves into a distinct body.

Now it is from the records of this ancient church of 1616 that further details are forthcoming in relation to the forming of this Baptist Church. The Independent church had three ministers only: Henry Jacob, John Lathorp and Henry Jessey. It was in the time of John Lathorp that the Baptist members were dismissed.   A year later Mr. J. Lathorp went to New England. Henry Jessey was his successor.   This Henry Jessey compiled a private record of the experiences of the church to which he was called to minister. These papers of his, now known as "The Jessey Papers," were handed on to his friends, who were Baptists, and so the actual facts have been preserved in the words of eyewitnesses.

After describing the coming of John Lathorp, Jessey suddenly transports the reader into the stern and hard realities of the times in which these brave souls lived and worshipped. Here are his words;

"1632. the 2d Month (called April) ye 29th Day being ye Lords Day, the Church was seized upon by Tomlinson, ye Bps. Pursevant, they ware mett in ye house of Hump: Bernet, Brewers Clark in Black: Fryers,  he being no member or hearing abroad, At which time 18 were not committed but scaped or ware not then present." About 42 were all taken & their names given up. Some ware not committed, as Mrs. Bernet, Mr. Lathorp, W. Parker, Mrs. Allen &c. Several ware committed to the Bps Prison called then the New Prison in     [illegible] (now a merchants house again) & thence Some to ye Clink,2 some to ye Gathouse, & some that thought to have escaped he joyned to them, being in Prison together viz John Lathorp, Mr. Sargent, Widd. Ferne Sam How Sam House Sister House Bro. Arnold, Mr. Wilson, John Woddin, John Milburn, Marke Lucar, Mr Crafton, Mr Granger, Henry Parker, Mr Jones, H. Dod, deceased, a Prisoner, Mr Barbone, Mr. Jacob, Mr Lemar. Elizab. Milburn, about 26 committed ye 12th of ye 2nd Month (called May 12th) being ye Lords Day. Just a fortnight after was ye Ancient Church so seized upon & two of them committed to be fellow Prisoners with these. The Lord thus tryed & experienced them & their Friends & foes ye Space of some two Years, some only under Baill, some in Hold: in which" time ye Lord Wonderfully magnified his Name & 

1. In that time ye Lord opened their mouths so to speak at ye High Commission &
Pauls & in private even ye weake Women as their Subtill.

2 "the Clink was an old prison for keepers of brothels who exceeded the licence given them by the bishops of Winchester. . . . At Westminister, over two gateways into the Abby precincts, was the Gate-house,, very convenient for both Star Chamber and High Commission."

refreshed their Spirits abundantly, for & malicious Adversaries ware not able to resist but ware ashamed.

2. In this Space ye Lord gave them So great favour in ye Eyes of their Keepers yet they suffered any friends to come to them and they edified & comforted one another on ye Lords Days breaking bread &c.
3. By their Holy & Gracious carriage in their Sufferings, he so convinced others yet they obtained much more favour in the Eyes of all Such generally as feared God then formerly, so that many ware very kind & helpful to them, contributing to their Necessities, some weekly sending Meat &c, to them.

4. Their Keepers found so sure in their promises that they had freedom to go home, or about their Trades, or business when soever they desired, & set their time, & say they would then return it was enough without the charges of one to attend them

5. In this very time of their restraint ye Word  was so far from bound, & ye Saints so far from being scared from the Ways of God that even then many were in Prison added to ye  Church, viz     (here follow fourteen names) 6. Not one of those that ware taken did recant or turn back from the truth, through fear or through flattery, or cunning Slights but all ware ye more strengthened thereby. . . . After ye Space of about 2 Years of the sufferings & Patience of these Saints they ware released upon Bail (some remaining so tothis day3 as Mr Jones &c, though never called on) only to Mr Lathorp & Mr Grafton they refused to shew such favour, they ware to remain in Prison without release."

This record in Jessey's own words has been given at such length because it is a contemporary account of the very people who were the first members of this historic Baptist Church.  The historical value of the above narration is attested by State Papers.  This story of the trial and imprisonment of these godly people is confirmed by the official records of the Star Chamber and High Commission. These were the infamous courts by which these Christian folk were condemned and before which " even ye weak Women " were able to speak so that " their Subtill & malicious Adversaries were not able to resist but were ashamed." These State Papers give some names which Jessey omits, such as Samuel Eaton, who will be noticed again.

names of the first members.
The continuation of Henry Jessey's narrative gives an account of the formation of this Baptist Church. His story, of course, is from the point of view of the Independent church that amicably dismissed those members.   This is what Jessey says :
" 1633. There having been much discussing these denying Truth of ye Parish Churches. & ye 3 About 1641. Church being now become so large yet it might be prejudicial,4 these following desired dismission that they might become an Entire Church, & further ye Communion of those Churches in Order amongst themselves, which at last was granted to them & performed Sept. 12. 1633 viz Henry Parker & Wife, Widd : Fearne, Mark Luker, [Green] Hatmaker,  Mr. Wilson, Mary Milburn,   Tho: Allen, Jo : Milburn, Arnold.

To These Joyned Rich: Blunt, Tho: Hubert, Rich. Tredwell & his Wife Kath :, John Trimber, Wm Jennings & Samuel Eaton , Mary Greenway,— Mr. Eaton with Some others receiving a further Baptism. " Others joyned to them."

It would appear by the manner of expression here, and by other external evidences, that those in the second group joined slightly later than the first nine. Mr. Eaton, above-mentioned, was in prison till 24th April, 1634, and was again imprisoned on 5th May, 1636. He must, therefore, have been baptised by Spilsbury between those dates.

These seventeen names, with addition of the unnamed hatmaker, are the names of the first members who constituted this Baptist Church. How wonderful that, in spite of all the persecution of those days and the consequent secrecy in which these believing people had to work, their names are preserved!  These are the pioneers of Baptist privileges. 

(4)To their safety from spies
Shall the sacrifice and suffering by which they won those privileges he despised? The free​dom for which they fought, the principles they held, and the faith that possessed them are the precious heritage of Britishers to day.

THE CHURCH FORMED IN PRISON.
But at this point a little reflection reveals a fact which should create a thrill of admiration in the heart of every Baptist living.

It will be remembered that the capture of the members of the Independent church at their meeting, and their consequent imprisonment, occurred in April-May, 1632. The length of their imprisonment is described as two years.  This carried them into 1631. The Kiffen Manuscript and the Jessey Records say that the Baptist Church was founded on September 12th, 1633.
A simple comparison of the list of original members of this Baptist Church with the list of prisoners in the first extract from Jessey's papers will show that when these people resolved to be a Baptist Church seven of them were at that very moment in the Clink and the Gatehouse Prison. These are the noble seven : henry parker, WIDOW frarne, MARK LUCAR, mr WILSON, john MILBURN, BRO. arnold, SAMUEL EATON.

Perhaps some of the other members were also among the forty-two who " were taken," as Jessey recounts, and who are likewise to be honored for their steadfastness and faith. What courage is here! There is an old motto which surely moved and sustained these brave hearts—" Rather Deathe than false of faythe." Men and women in prison because of their desire to worship God according to their consciences, illegal even as Independents, in the eyes of the law with no right to exist, are here, during the very term of their imprisonment, daring to take a further step by repudiating the State church in its practice of Infant Baptism! Imprisoned in the foulest of dungeons, they fear not to form their purpose of adherence to the Scripture, in defiance of cruel intolerance, and to place themselves one step farther away from con​formity to the wishes of their most bitter persecutors!
Very shortly after their formation it would appear that John Spilsbury came to them as their first Pastor.  This has led some to call John Spilsbury the "Founder of the Baptists," but such a statement is not strictly accurate.

Below is another passage from the anonymous Manuscripts which have been attributed by some to William Kiffen and by others to Henry Jessey.

"1633. Sundry of ye Church whereof Mr Jacob & Mr John Lathorp had been Pastors, being dissatisfied with ye Churches owning of English Parishes to be true Churches desired dismission & Joined together among themselves, as Mr Henry Parker, Mr Tho. Shepard, Mr Sam. Eaton, Marke Luker, & others with whom Joyned Mr Wm Kiffen.  "1638. Mr Tho: Wilson, Mr Pen, & II. Pen. & 3 more being convinced that Baptism was not for Infants, but professed Beleivers joyned with Mr. Jo: Spilsbury ye Churches favour being desired therein."

John Spilsbury, by the above reference, seems at this moment to have been sufficiently prominent as the lender of this Church for it to be called by his name. Thus, in this remarkable way, on 12th SEPTEMBER, 1633, began the Church's long career, which has now run into three hundred years.

Editor’s Note, Kevan’s observation that this old church may have been formed in prison is very interesting.  This could well explain how that John Spilsbury and Sam Eaton came together.  If such were the case, then it would follow that John Spilsbury was already in prison.  We do know that later, when he left London, about 1653, he left for several reasons, one was the continuing threat of persecution.

If Spilsbury was one of the imprisoned ministers, then at this time, he already must have been an Anabaptist minister or teacher.  There is no record of any self-baptism in this prison, nor anywhere else for that matter.  If such had occurred, while in prison, the pedobaptists would not have let if pass, but would have made much of it.

While there are many unanswered questions concerning these historic events, I feel I have established one important factor, that is, the connection between the Newport church and the Wapping church.  This connection is further confirmed in Dr. Clark’s Ill News from New England. In this, he and Holmes address the church that walks with Mr. Kiffen and Mr. Spilsbury.

Returning to Dr. Asher’s narrative, we find his very interesting account of Clarke’s and Lucar’s outreaches involving preaching and baptizing. Please note this expression which Dr. Asher used, Missionary-pastor.  There was neither such office nor practice among those old Baptists.  That is new schoolism.  We now take up from Dr. Asher’s remarks on page 49:

By the latest in 1649 an active Baptist crusade was begun by the Baptists at Newport, Rhode Island, under the leadership of missionary-pastor John Clarke and his companion in the ministry, Elder Mark Lucar. In that year both Clarke and Lucar were at Seekonk, Massachusetts, not far from Provi​dence, Rhode Island, conducting an evangelistic missionary crusade. It was reported that they won several converts and baptized more than a dozen candidates. Roger Williams wrote to Winthrop about the event on Decem​ber 10, 1649, in which Williams stated:

At Seekonk a great many have lately concurred with Mr. John Clarke and our Providence men about the point of a new Baptism, and the manner by dipping; and Mr. John Clarke hath been there lately (and Mr. Lucar) and hath dipped them. I believe their practice comes nearer the first practice of our great Founder Christ Jesus; then other prac​tices of religion do.1
The expression "a new baptism" sparked controversial notions. As un​derstood by Winthrop, it seemed that the new baptism had to do with one performed in a different manner and for a different purpose than the origi​nal act.2 To some it was simply a repeated or rebaptism performance.3 A more probable twentieth century interpretation of the account would be like the following: "Since those baptized had been sprinkled as infants with​out making a profession of faith, a great number at Seekonk have recently agreed with Clarke and our Providence men about the act of rebaptizing on a profession of faith and performing it by dipping the candidate."

To be sure, this agrees with Clarke's account of his practice as he ex​plained it to the Massachusetts magistrates, when they accused him in 1651 of branding their practice of baptizing infants by sprinkling as null and void. The cause for all the verbal exchanges that erupted over Clarke's practice stemmed from Massachusetts Governor John Endicott's allegation against Clarke when he was arrested. Fortunately Clarke recorded Endicott's charge in his book, III Newes, as follows:

You affirmed that you did never Re-baptize any, yet did acknowl​edge you did Baptize such as were Baptized before, and thereby did necessarily deny the Baptism that was before to be Baptism... And also did in the Court deny the lawfulness of Baptizing of Infants.4
Since we have investigated the question of Elder Mark Lucar and found him to come from the old Wapping church in London, one of John Spilsbury’s co workers, we will now turn our attention to the matter of  a “new baptism.”

What is New Baptism?  Briefly there are two concepts relating new baptism.

1. Some meant by it rebaptism, or the repudiation of any former baptism, infant’s baptism or believer’s baptism renounced for any one of different reasons.  For example, the General and Particular Baptists rebaptized each other in the main until close to the 1700s.

2. Some have since meant by it that this was an entire new baptism, meaning a new subject and a new mode.  This is Whitsittism’s revisionist interoperation and without any historic justification.  It concerns itself with the restoration of adult baptisms by dipping.

However, when new converts received a “new baptism,” they were baptized in water, or received gospel baptism upon a profession of their faith in Christ.  This is a good time to make the following  summary.   Apostolic Baptism had to do with dipping of believers in water by an administrator who also could give the Holy Spirit baptism, that is, the visible manifestations as did the apostles.  It is baptism in water and in the Sprit at the same time.  This is why many denied the validity of Baptism, because there was no baptism in the Spirit in their act of water baptism.  C. Blackwood wrote on this subject about 1645, and tried to clear up the ideas that Holy Spirit baptism was not involved.  John Spilsbury deals with this in part 1 of his God’s Ordinances, 1646, but not as clearly as it should be for we have to know the circumstances involved to have a clear understanding of the concept.  The best treatment of this is found in Thomas Kilcop’s Seeker’s Supplied, London; 1646. We have no plans to modernize Blackwood’s work as he was a renegade Baptist, that is, he took state pay to preach and was disowned by the Particular Baptists.  We are now in the process of modernizing Kilcop’s work and have already do so to Spilsbury’s work.

Many persons left the Pedobaptist churches and came to the Baptists in an effort to secure the great apostolic baptism.  When they did not receive the extraordinary baptism in the Holy Spirit at their water baptism, they left the Baptists and went into either Seekerism or Quakerism. It was not a question of the invalidity of Baptist administrators due to an improper church order, but because they did not give the expected baptism in the Holy Spirit with their water baptism.

So, at least by 1649, Dr. Clarke and Elder Lucar engaged in strong Biblical outreaches by means of gospel preaching and gospel baptisms. Doing this great gospel work incurred the wrath of the Pedobaptists.  As usual, the Baptists denied this was either new baptism or rebaptism since the former baptism was no baptism.

I find it interesting to note that the Pedobaptists rightly understood the full meaning of this new baptism or rebaptism.  To them, it mean that their baptisms, churches and ordinations were all null and void. This is another example of the old Landmark of none recognition of Pedobaptists years before  J. R. Graves and friends in the mid 1800s.

In a very gentle and kind manner Dr. Asher investigates Champlin Burrage’s Whitsittism and revisionism on page 50, and gently disproves it and shows that Roger Williams did receive baptism by dipping in his aledged self-baptism.  Here we take up Dr. Asher’s remarks from pages 50, and following:

his Baptist beliefs and practices were clearly enunciated. His unwavering position on the proper subject and mode of baptism triggered the following heated and emotional argument between him and the governor:

In our examination the Governor upbraided us with the name of Anabaptists; To whom I answered, I disown the name, I am neither an Anabaptist, nor a Pedobaptist, nor a Catabaptist; he told me in hast I was all; I told him he could not prove us to be either of them; he said, yes, you have Re-baptized; I denyed it saying, I have Baptized many, but I never Re-baptized any; then said he, you deny the former Bap​tism, and make all our worship a nulllity.5
Since Williams' reference to Clarke at Seekonk marks the first clear pub​lic expression of Clarke as a Baptist, Champlin Burrage contends that 1648 marks the year that "dipping for baptism was first practiced in New En​gland by Baptists." He conjectures that probably Lucar brought the custom with him from the Particular Baptists of London.6

Because of Winthrop's choice of words and the supposition that immer​sion for baptism was not practiced among Baptists at that early period, Burrage argues that Williams himself "was evidently rebaptized by sprin​kling or pouring through the agency of one Holyman."7 Indeed on March 16,1639, Winthrop wrote of the account of Williams' baptism but he omit​ted the word dipping. He merely stated that Williams "was rebaptized by one Holyman, a poor man of late of Salem. Then Mr. Williams rebaptized him and some ten more. They also denied the baptizing of infants."8

Further Burrage suggests that the Newport church granted dipping to the Providence group. This seems hardly tenable; no evidence has been discov​ered by the author that suggests Clarke or his church ever fellowshipped religiously with those at providence nor does there seem to be any evidence extant, in fact, to show even church correspondence was carried on be​tween them at that early period. On the other hand, considerable corre​spondence occurred between Newport and other churches near Providence and even those of like faith and order in London. Moreover the baptized converts at Seekonk united with the church in Newport, not with the group at Providence. Yet the proximity of Providence, it would seem, should have drawn them into their fellowship, providing there was a church order there at the time and that it was considered of like faith and order.

The Second Baptist Church of Newport was organized in 1654; the First Baptist Church of Swanzey (Swansea), Massachusetts, migrated in church capacity from Wales in 1663, and the First Baptist Church of Boston was organized in 1665. A steady correspondence continued between these three churches and the first Baptist (John Clarke Memorial) at Newport.9
Pastor Callender was acquainted with men who knew Williams, and he at no time suggested that Williams was not immersed. On the contrary, he states quite convincingly that Williams was dipped when he spoke of Will​iams' belief about baptism, as follows:

It don t appear to me, that he had any Doubt or the true Mode, and proper Subjects of baptism, but, that no Man had any Authority, to revive the Practice, of the sacred Ordinances, without a new and im​mediate Commission.10
In addition Callender clearly pointed to immersion in his citation of Wil​liams as having submitted to a different mode of baptism when he adopted the "Opinions of the People called (by Way of Reproach) Anabaptists, in Respect to the Subject and Mode of Baptism." From a candid perspective, Callender's statement appears to support Burrage's claim that the practice of dipping was abandoned by the immediate forerunners of the Baptists. At least he suggested this meaning when he raised the subject of their reap-pearance in the manner set forth in the New Testament. One of two things, then, become apparent: Either charges had been made that the ordinances were no longer valid—as in the case of Williams—or, like John Spilsbury of London, Callender saw no problem granting this was true because Scripture gave authority and substance for the ordinance. To say the least, Callender never spoke of restored ordinances, but he concurred in the belief that they could be revived easily, granting they had fallen into disuse or become void through disuse. He made this point very clear when he said,

There was no Reason, to lay aside the Use of the sacred Institutions of Jesus Christ, because they had been perverted, for surely the Dis​ciples of Jesus Christ, must of Necessity have an inherent Right to revive or rectify, any of his Ordinances that have been misused.12
(starting on page 52). With this frank admission, a confession which placed Williams into a seemingly inextricable dilemma—religiously speaking—a frustrated state from which Williams never recovered. Eventually this led him to become a "Seeker," yet he acknowledged there had always been a God-sent ministry. Notwithstanding Williams insisted he was not completely at peace with respect to its proper church order. Here, of course, it becomes clear that Williams was at times misunderstood and misquoted, as the following con​fession demonstrates:

In the discourse it will appear, how greatly some mistake, which say I declame against all Ministries, all Churches, all Ordinances; for I professedly avow and maintain, that since the Apostasie, and the in​terrupting of the first ministry and order, God hath graciously and immediately stirred up and sent forth the ministrie of his Prophets, who during all the raigne of Antichrist, have prophesied in sackcloth, and the saints and people of God have more or less gathered to and assembled with them: they have praid and fasted together, and ex​horted and comforted each other, and so do, notwithstanding that some are not perswaded and satisfied, (as others conceive themselves to be) as touching the doctrine of Baptismes, and laying on of hands.23
Some of these ancient witnesses of Christ, whom Williams cited, were the medieval Waldenses; he counted them as witnesses to the "truths of Christ."24 At times he spoke of the Lollards of England also as representing true Christianity.25 This led some to view Williams's convictions on a valid Christian ministry as inconsistent with his own practice. In view of his confessional beliefs and practices regarding baptism, Williams assumed that he reconciled them. He did so of course in rather vague language of spiritual metaphors, such as the following:

As touching the Church, the Ministry and Ordinances of Jesus Christ; I did humbly apprehend my Call from Heaven; not to hide my candle under a Bed of Ease and Pleasure, or a Bushel of Gain and Profit; but to set it on a Candlestick of this publike Profession, for the Benefit of others, and the Praise of the Father of all Lights and Godliness.26
It appears evident from Williams's own words that in his second baptism he was immersed. To be sure, he believed it was the primitive mode. In a letter to John Winthrop, Jr., on June 13, 1675, he strongly indicated this, "How really I could have brought the whole country to have.. .received a Baptism' (or washing) though it were in Rivers (as the first Christians and the Lord Jesus himself did)."27

Contemporary witness and former associate of Williams, Richard Scott clearly stated that Williams held to baptism by immersion. Scott was his neighbor for nearly forty years and, he claims, was associated with Will​iams religiously for a short time before Scott himself became a Quaker. In a letter to George Fox, the celebrated Quaker founder, Scott characterized Williams as an unstable man religiously. With regard to baptism, he said Williams was "one time for Water-Baptism, Men and Women must be plunged into the Water."28
In view of the foregoing evidence, it seems unwarranted to argue that Williams was not immersed. Indeed although dipping could have been a nov​elty with some, the mode was not entirely unknown or not practiced during this early period, as Burrage claims. At least two noted Puritan ministers held to this mode: Henry Dunster and Charles Chauncy, the first and second presi​dents of Harvard college, respectively. Dunster would not allow his children to be baptized by sprinkling by the Puritans; he even moved from Plymouth because of this. Further Lechford recorded that at New Plymouth, "Master Chancy stands for dipping in baptisme onely necessary."29 At best, the history of both the early English Baptists and Dr. Clarke's own Baptist beginnings appears obscured.  Direct evidence that bears on important issues seems, at present, to be lacking, and some unwitting writers have specu​lated that the only known Baptist on Rhode Island as late as 1640 was Ezekiel Holiman (Holyman), whom Winthrop said rebaptized himself. Holiman left Providence and traveled to Rhode Island as late as 1640, and, according to Chapin, he was the only known Baptist on the island at that time.30
Chapin assumed, of course, that Clarke and others were not Baptists at that early date. But by some modern Baptist standards, it is not convincing that Holiman was a Baptist. Even Williams, whom Holiman baptized, did not recognize himself as a Baptist, according to the Regular Baptist order. In 1676, Williams debated the Quakers in Newport; the Quakers in turn charged Williams with inconsistency because he affirmed the Baptist persuasion yet did not identify with the Baptists in their church order.31
Although Williams's baptism may have preceded Dr. Clarke's, Clarke's work with the church at Newport stamped his group as the first active Baptist ministry of Rhode Island. The opinions of Williams, apparently, vac​illated and the absence of any settled convictions marked his work as pas​sive, at best. It was not until well into the last half of the seventeenth cen​tury that the Providence group launched an active ministry, visible to New England at large and Rhode Island in particular. Whether or not an orga​nized Baptist church existed at Providence before 1650 remains to be dem​onstrated by more than mere tradition. The only active Baptist ministry, in tact, in all of New England by 1650 was initiated and supported by the Newport church under the leadership of Dr. Clarke, Elders Lucar, and Obadiah Holmes.

Now in conclusion to this chapter let me note:

1. Burragge’s views are pure speculation.  I have already proved by Pedobaptist testimony, see my last chapter reviewed, that dipping was the practice of the old Particular Baptists and the Anabaptists before them, from whom they descended.  Burragge is a revisionist Whitsitte who lived years following the events described and did not study the original materials nor investigate properly the writings of the Pedobaptists during those days.  His conclusions, along with all other Revisionist-Whitsitte historians are to be rejected as second hand, inclusive and hearsay.  They are built upon the argument of silence and then their false assumption moves into supposed facts.  From their supposed facts, then comes their universal, invisible church concepts which have helped downgrade the true churches and ordinances of Jesus Christ and lead them into the captivity of the Antichrist system as many of them are now.

3. Roger William was dipped in an act of se-baptism.  However, this act of se-baptism was not

recognized nor practiced by the older Particular Baptists, see Thomas Kilcop’s Vindication of the Present Church and Ministry, as quoted in my last review.

4. I have introduced the controversial Kiffen Manuscript and the Jessey Church Records.  Now

is not the time to discuss the merits or demerits of these documents.  I will do that in detail in my work Particular Baptist Origins, under the part of The Kiffen Manuscripts.  However, let me say here that the Kiffen Manuscript contains some very valuable information, although it may not always be trusted.  What I mean is that the supposed questionable expression that no one practiced dipping before 1641, and that is why certain persons sent Richard Blount over to the Anabaptists to secure true baptism, that expression is dubious at best because both William Kiffen and Hansard Knollys disprove it as I have quoted in my last chapter.  Furthermore, we have a corrupted version of the Kiffen Manuscript.  George Gould and his hired secretary altered and disfigured the old Kiffen Manuscript so much that even the Baptist Union historians, in their presentation of the subject, admitted this and often sought to correct the distortion’s of Gould and his secretary.

5. By establishing the connection between the Newport Church and the Wapping church by

means of Mark Luker, we also disprove again, several parts of Michael N. Ivey’s revisionist wish history that he has entitled Welsh Succession of Primitive Baptist Faith and Practice.  He tired to disassociate the Newport church from the London Particular Baptist Churches.  As all students of Baptist history know the time modern conditionalist old line primitive Baptists in America have no succession or Biblical identity with any of the older Baptists in history.

6. We are happy to note the old history of the Wapping church and check into the  prison

activities of those older particular Baptists in the 1630s. It may have been in that old prison that John Spilsbury and the others gathered themselves into the first lasting Particular Baptist Church in London.  It may have been in that old prison that Spilsbury and Eaton became united and Eaton received baptism and ordination from Spilsbury as the Anglican, John Taylor suggests.

There is one main point that we wish to correct found on page 53.  Dr. Asher incorrectly stated that the General Baptists maintained that the church and ordinances went out of existence in the dark ages.  Please realize that the General Baptists were just as strong for succession as the Particular Baptists.  See Joseph Hooke’s A Necessary Apology for the Baptized Believers, published about 1701.  In this Hooke, traces General Baptist succession through the old Anabaptists of Bohemia and Germany.

During the 1600s both the Particular and General Baptists believed that the church was driven into the wilderness by Antichrist, and went underground or became invisible, but was not overcome and did not cease to exist.  For further study of this see Hansard Knollys’ comments on the Two Witnesses in his commentary on Revelation, John Spilsbury’s God’s Ordinances, part one, John Spittlehouse’s A Vindication of the Succession of the True Church and Thomas Tilliam’s work on The Two Witnesses.

Chapter X

In Retrospect

I previously planned for this to be my last review of Dr. Asher’s Dr. Clarke.  Upon further consideration of Dr. Asher’s last chapter, and the wonderful material in it that summarizes Dr. Clarke’s life, ministry and Biblical concepts, it seems better to divide these two chapters into two different reviews.  I will hope to follow closely with it.

As I consider the closing days of Dr. Clarke’s services to his civil state, I am made to remember David’s dying statements:

The God Israel said, the Rock of Israel spake to me, He that rules over men must be just ruling in the fear of God.  And he shall be as the light of the morning, when the sun riseth, eben a morning without clouds; as the tender grass springing out of the earth by clear shining after rain.  Although my house be not so with God, yet he had made with me an everlasting covenant, ordered in all things, and sure: for this is all my salvation, and all my desire, although he make it not to grow. 2 Samuel 23:3-5.

In addition, I remember that David also said something like this: “Righteousness exalts a nation, but sin is a reproach unto the people.”  In light of President Clinton various scandals both while in and out of the office of the Presidency of the United States of America, I find in Dr. Clarke a very refreshing contract of what civil representatives of the people were like in early America.  So, let me point out these few differences:

Some Differences Between Dr. John Clarke and President Bill Clinton

1. Dr. Clarke, unlike Clinton, was an old School Particular Baptist; Clinton is a new school Southern Baptist.

2. Dr. Clarke, unlike Clinton, had no problems understanding the doctrines of grace and maintaining them; Clinton, no doubt, has never heard of them, and would reject them in all his power if they were presented to him;

3. Dr. Clarke, unlike Clinton, had no problems with the Textus Receptus or its translations into the English language; Clinton uses a modern Bible founded from upon the Alexanderian or Origen’s Texts of the anti-trinitarians;

4. Dr. Clarke, unlike Clinton, held the gospel church of baptized believers in highest regard and considered it, as the school of Christ, the House of God and the very place where true believers are to come together to worship and serve the Lord God; Clinton uses it as a place for membership so he can gain some sort of respectability and coverage for his impure life styles and conduct;

5. Dr. John Clarke was an old Landmarker, and would not honor nor recognize the Pedobaptists as the true churches and ministers of Jesus Christ, and he considered the Pope as the Antichrist and the Papacy as the system of Babylon; Clinton on the other hand, feels that every religion is serving God, all working for the same place, and honors the Pope and does his best to keep the Pope’s blessings upon his political career;

6. Dr. John Clarke was a man of the highest moral standing and purity, and he was a member of a gospel church made up of the same, but if any man or woman fell into open and known scandalous sin or sins, that church would admonish such an offender, and if there were no manifested repentance, then they would exclude the offender; unlike Clinton who holds membership in a new school Southern Baptist Church which has probably not practiced church discipline in over 50 years, and keeps fellowship with all manner of UNGODLINESS and ungodly persons who are able to give substantial amounts of money and influence to the church and community;

7. Dr. John Clarke was a civil servant held in high esteem because of the holiness of his moral nature and the value of his personal education and his gospel ministry; unlike Clinton who is a hired politician who has no holiness nor morals and his personal education is anti-American and anti-Biblical;

8. As a Civil servant, Dr. John Clarke served his state well, without any financial rewards or salary.  He even had to mortgage his home, farm and lands just to secure the state charter for R. I., and nearly lost everything while doing his civil service; unlike Clinton, who has a huge salary, large expenses account, and untold other hidden sources of income, arising from his being a pawn of the international bankers and their one world order goals and programs;

9. As a Bible believer, and old school Particular Baptist, Dr. John Clarke had a high regard for human life and would never tolerate the murder of countless numbers of the unborn, nor given any money to support such a project; Clinton on the other hand supports such causes, courts their favor, uses their money and votes to keep himself in office and has little respect for or regard toward human life as seen by his continuing to murder countess infants and helpless women and children in his self-proclaimed protection of America, meaning the Big Bakers and their Oil Interests, in the Mid-East;

10. Dr. John Clarke married a godly woman, a woman who understood and accepted the Biblical place of a woman in the home, in the church and in society; unlike Clinton who married an …well need I say more?

11. Dr. John Clarke was a nationalist, a man who was a role model in his home, in his church and community; unlike Clinton who is an internationalist, a negative role model in his home, in his church and in his community; can you imagine the negative impact which Clinton has upon his daughter?   I wonder how high are her morals?

12. Dr. John Clarke, because he dared attend an outlawed religious service and dared to preach the Word of God, which the Pedobaptists deemed unlawful , was held in jail to be bound over for a trial because of his Particular Baptist religious beliefs. God overruled this in His kind providence and Dr. Clarke went free to preach and baptize for many, many more years; unlike Bill Clinton whom the United States of American, by their various Representatives in Congress Assembled, impeached, not for any religious acts,  nor moral acts, nor acts to save any unborn children, nor to save the morals and values of this country or to honor and protect his state or his family or marriage, but for an extra material sexual affair, (just one of his many) which he has lied about under oath and has done all he could to obstruct justice in this investigation with many, many countless other offensives too numerous to mention or investigate.

As I consider these two very different persons, I can only say, how have the mightily fallen!  What a refreshing time it would have been had I been living in those days.  There were few, in any, easy times and luxuries for those people.  They were in a new land, and suffered many untold hardships just to get through every day. They did so and these hardships made them strong persons while God’s effectual grace made them strong servants of Jesus Christ.  Therefore, they would not bend nor compromise their beliefs, nor values coming from those beliefs.  May the Lord God be pleased to revive us in these days and raise up many leaders like Dr. John Clarke and unlike President Bill Clinton.

Let us take up some of Dr. Asher’s informative remarks:
Because of financial difficulty, Clarke did not return to New England immediately after receiving the British charter.  Instead he sent the unique docu​ment to Rhode Island by Captain George Baxter. The people of the colony received the welcomed patent with a tumultuous acclaim. Mindful of the heavy expenses incurred by Clarke, at the fall meeting of the Assembly the colony voted to reimburse Clarke "the sume and full value of one hundred pound starling" in the prevailing currency. The full amount was to be paid by December 25, 1664.  In addition the Assembly voted to give Baxter twenty-five pounds sterling for his part in delivering the charter to the colony'.

Dr Clarke's long twelve-year service in England cost him dearly financially.  As it turned out, it seems that he received little financial remuneration for his professional services. Only seven days after he received the charter, in fact, Clarke mortgaged his house and land in Newport to cover his expenses and to acquire passage money for his return trip to Newport. Even the money that Clarke's wife had received in the legacy from her father in 1656 evidently was expended because this mortgage, as it turned out, was a serious venture. The mortgage (Indenture) was made between Richard Deane of Middlesex County, London, and Dr Clarke. 2

(Richard Deane was an outstanding Particular Baptist Minister in that area.  We have his writing on the Administration of Baptism.  It concerns the practice of Pedobaptist and his objections against the same.  This is a peace of valuable information that helps show us some of the Dr. Clarke’s friends in Old England.  William Kiffen and other London Particular Baptists wrote an introduction to Deane’s work. REP)

Part of the Indenture reads as follows:

This Introduction made the Fifteenth Daye of July Anno Domo 1663. And in the Fifteenth yeare of the raigne of our Soveraigne Lord Charles the second by the grace of god King of England Scotland France and Ireland defender of the faith prs Physician John Clarke gent Agent tor the Colony of Rhode Island and Providence plantations in New England America, on the one part and Richard Deane of the parish of Islington in the Countie of Midds Gent3 on the other part witnesseth That the said John Clarke for and in consideration of the sume of One Hundred and Thirtie Pounds of lawfull money of England to him in hand at or before the ensealeing and dellivene of these presents by the said Richard Deane well and truly paid whereof the said John Clarke doth acknowledge the receipt, thereof and of every part and parcell thereof, doth heareby arquitt and discharge the said Richard Deane his executor, administrators or assignes and even of them for ever by these presents doth demise grannt bargaine sell and to farmelett unto the said Richard Deane All that messnage or mansion house with the appurtenances situate lyeing or being in the Towne of Newport in New England aforesaid And all barnes stables outhouses orchards gardens 4

By this mortgage, Clarke's entire estate in Newport was endangered. The Indenture seems to have been the final act recorded of Clarke's in the pro​curement of the charter. When news reached the colony about the Inden​ture (probably by letter from Clarke), concern was expressed openly for Clarke's expenses by voting to reimburse him for much of his outlay in their behalf. Very early the Rhode Island government made an attempt to meet this deficiency.5

In the fall of 1663, the colony voted that Clarke was to "be saved harmlesse in his estate." The Assembly further stated that "all his disbursements goeing , to England, and all his expenses and engagements there alredye layd out, expended or ingaged...and in any other matters conducing to the collonys behalf in any sort whatsoever; as alsoe for their expences and engagements, he shall be necessitated yett further do disburse on such account, and untill he shall have arrived, as he sayth hee intends to come next spring."6

Albeit twenty months later the debt remained unpaid. Again, following a discussion among the Assemblymen, a further attempt was made to as​sume the debt by raising the money to pay it. But by June 26, 1670, a deficit of eighty pounds of currency still existed, and over ten years later, on Octo​ber 27, 1680—nearly twenty years after the mortgage was made and over four years after Clarke's death—Deane demanded a considerable sum from the executors of Clarke's estate. Sadly there is no record in the Archives which shows that the debt was ever paid, according to Mary T. Quinn, Assistant for the Archives, Department of State.7

Dr. Clarke spent nearly thirteen years in England in behalf of the Rhode Island colony—from the fall of 1651 to the spring of 1664. For the next ten years, Clarke was very active in colonial affairs, and he proved to be one of the most valuable and trusted men of Rhode Island.

(Please note that point.  Would it not be wonderful to find in our nation today men like Dr. John Clarke?  Indeed the righteous are the salt of the earth, REP)

Clarke arrived back in Rhode Island in time to attend the 1664 fall Gen​eral Assembly. In fact, his presence at the October meeting marked the first account of his new colonial activities. Matters that called for immediate consideration were evident; excitement was high. After all the "lively ex​periment" which the colony had envisioned and explored for some time bore fruit. No other colony in America or in the world, for that matter, could boast of such a magnanimous push forward politically. The note to Callender's work, Historical Discourse, puts it quite succinctly by honoring Rhode Island as "the first government in the world which gave to all equal, civil and religious liberty" (p. 212).

Political matters under the unique charter now called for an expanded and more precise articulation of governmental roles and responsibilities. For his initial role, Clarke was chosen a Deputy; he was appointed to a five-man committee, the task of which was to review and revise all laws of the colony.8 Further he was put on a boundary agreement committee.

The Connecticut colony had contested the Rhode Island charter provi​sion which established the Pawcatuck Rivers as the western boundary be​tween Connecticut and Rhode Island. Moreover the island's interests and welfare were further compromised by a boundary disagreement between them and their eastern neighbor, Plymouth. The committee, made up of Clarke, Captain Greene, and Joseph Torrey, was to meet with the Plymouth Commissioners and work out a conciliatory pact between them.9 This agree​ment was so critical that it was not completely settled until 1703.10 Winthrop's Connecticut document claimed for that colony the land extending to the Narragansett River or Bay, but Clarke's diplomacy had moved him to effect an agreement whereby the Naragansett River should be regarded as the Pawcatuck.11

Dr. Clarke was elected a Deputy every year from 1664 until 1669, at which time he was appointed Deputy-Governor of Rhode Island.12 In 1665, he was appointed to a committee of three: the governor, deputy-governor, and Clarke, to investigate the possibility of developing a harbor for ship​ping at Black Island.13 Meanwhile Clarke retained a cordial relationship with King Charles II of England. In 1665, he wrote King Charles and expressed his approval of the king's policy of sending rich coats to the Indian Sachems.14

In addition to the recurring boundary disputes, and ever-increasing amount of work was assigned to Clarke. In 1666, he was appointed to a committee on ratification of the newly acquired charter. Particularly the committee was instructed to seek modification of the provisions for the development of schools, for the fortifications of the colony, and for further provisions to accommodate for the increasing trade of the colony. Further the committee was to attempt this modification through the means of correspondence.15

By this time, evidently, Clarke was considered the best legal advisor for the people. On October 31, 1666, he was appointed to make a digest of the laws, "leaving out what may be superfluous, and adding what may appear unto him necessary."16 Also during that same year the General Assembly reviewed the Indenture of Clarke's which had not been resolved. The As​sembly, in turn, stated "that it shall from henceforth be deemed (not to be the debt of our sayd late agent, but) the proper debt of this Colony of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations." Further they noted "that the aforesayd Clarke shall be and is hereby declared to be fully and wholly exonerated and discharged of the aforesaid debt."17

DELAYED DEBT RETIREMENT

By the time of this action, twenty months had elapsed since the colony voted to cover this indebtedness of Clarke, yet nothing had been done. As it happened, all of the money prescribed for the debt had not been received. In fact there was some reluctance on the part of the Warwick inhabitants to appropriate their assigned share; they felt they had been required to raise more than their due amount. They argued that Clarke was employed as an agent only in his latter years in England, whereas they understood that the overall amount was to defray his expenses for the entire twelve-year stay in England. Besides the Warwick colonists contended it was too much money for an agent. They also claimed that Clarke had other employment, as the clerk stated "in which noe doubt he was encouraged by men of noe small estates, who in all licklyhood did communicate liberally unto him for such his labours and studies."18

(Please note that point also.  Isn’t this sad?  Here is a man of God, an honest and upright man serving his country and his people, and some being so selfish so as to try and deny him a lawful and rightful payment of expenses.  I feel most of us who are Baptist ministers of the dissenter sort can relate to this experience quite well. REP)

Clarke made only two personal protests on behalf of the debt On July 2, 1667, he filed a paper of 

protest with the Assembly. The claim was consid​ered and a committee was appointed to audit the records to determine the amount already paid on the debt.19 Clarke was then Deputy-Governor, at which time he drafted the committee report20 The General Assembly ap​proved the report and ordered it to be placed on record That was the extent of the action, however, for some time.

So we conclude this chapter in Dr. Clarke’s life.  In it, we still find him to be an role model, a Particular Baptist Minister, an untiring civil servant, a loyal family man who could be trusted away from his home and wife. He truly was and is a refreshing beacon and example for those of us who walk in this present land of darkness.  

Final Review of the Whole

When I started this review, in 1998, I did not have plans of its taking so long.  However, due to computer trouble and other things entering in, it has lasted longer than it should have lasted.  Therefore, I will not take much time in this final chapter.

First, I want to recommend again Dr. Asher’s wonderful work.  This volume serves to fill a large gap dealing with early Particular Baptist life and activities in New England and Old England between 1630-50.

Secondly, the sweet, kind and loving way in which Dr. Asher presents Dr. Clarke is indeed refreshing.  This shows us that Dr. Asher was in one in the main with Dr. Clarke’s religious views.

Thirdly, Dr. Clarks appears to us during these days of conflict and major problems in America, as our country is being forced into the final form of the New World Order.  He serves as a light in the midst of darkness showing how a true statesman should govern himself.  

Fourthly, Dr. Asher shows us the very important link between Dr. Clarke and the Newport Church and the London Particular Baptists in General, and John Spilsbury and the old Wapping Church in particular.

By these points we find Dr. Asher’s work to be a very important addition to American Baptist History.  It also serves to bridge the gape between the London Particular Baptists and the Particular Baptists in New England.  They are seen to be one and the same people.

May the Lord bless the family of the late, learned and dear Dr. Asher, as well as grant this volume its place among American Baptists who love and prize our history so deeply.
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