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BAPTISMAL PRACTICE – SPRINKLING AND AFFUSION

In consequence of the elders replacing the adherents’ roll with the new concept of ‘associate membership’ in July 1970, and in particular the absence of any question on the associate application form about baptism, the elders reviewed what the pastor described as ‘the long-term resident, different view on baptism’ category of worshipper in the Chapel. They were obviously among those who were likely to apply to be associate members. 

It was decided that those who had been ‘baptised’ in infancy, whether by christening in the established church, or by household baptism in Exclusive Brethren assemblies, would be asked at interview how they would respond now if the question of believers’ baptism was put to them by a younger person in the Chapel. The interview might proceed in one of three ways:

(a)
If they replied that they accepted, now, in light of their present knowledge, that the practice of the Chapel was the scriptural way, and that if they had come to faith, now, they would have wished to be baptised as believers, and that is what they would teach it, but went on to say that they were not prepared to repudiate what had been done on their behalf in infancy as invalid for them, they would usually accepted as associate members without any difficulty, on the basis of what they would say and teach others, now. [The membership status of those who had been baptized as believers but not by immersion did not become a point for discussion until the decade 1975 to 1985. For it, see Chapter 46.]
(b)
If they made clear at the interview that they did not, even then, accept the principle of believers’ baptism, the position was more delicate, and they were to be asked why they wanted to join Charlotte Chapel when they knew what it stood for. If they gave a satisfactory answer, and indicated that they would not made an issue of their views on the subject, they were all (as far as the writer is aware) received into associate membership. Some of the old adherents’ roll joined on the definite understanding that believers’ baptism, which they did not accept and never had accepted, was not a requirement to become an associate member. 
(c)
If they decided to be baptised ‘again’ in the Chapel, as believers, and to become full members, this was welcomed and the necessary steps taken. However, as the 1970s progressed, the Church of Scotland tried vigorously to dissuade anyone who had been baptised as an infant from undergoing what they called ‘a second baptism’. In consequence, from 1977 onward, it was necessary to refer those who had been baptised in the Church of Scotland to guidelines that were hammered out in a series of meetings between the Baptist Union of Scotland and the Church of Scotland (below). The writer was among those representing the former, and the guidelines were quickly agreed and accepted by both Assemblies in 1977, although they had a rather rockier ride in the General Assembly.

T. W. Moyes, then minister of the Viewfield Baptist Church, Dunfermline, explained the background to the Joint Statement (below).

In 1975, however, in Wishaw in Lanarkshire, a controversy arose which reached great proportions and drew wide media interest. The story was as follows. Two members of the same Church of Scotland, a man who was an Elder and a lady prominent in children’s work, approached the local Baptist minister independently of each other, a week apart, and asked for Believer’s Baptism. Both were advised to see their minister who reacted angrily and insisted on their attending classes in which he instructed them in covenant theology. “On finishing this course, which lasted six weeks, they were both more convinced than ever in the truth regarding believer's baptism!” The minister, therefore, suspended the lady from her duties. When he threatened disciplinary action against both through the local Church of Scotland Presbytery, the lady resigned her membership and was subsequently baptised and welcomed into membership at Wishaw Baptist Church. The Elder, convinced of God’s will for him to remain in the Church of Scotland, received “baptism only, stating his conviction in the Kirk Session Meeting before his fellow Elders, who ... supported him. The Minister, without the support of the Session, went to the Presbytery and asked for the Elder to be ... disciplined. The Presbytery on a split vote upheld the Minister’s viewpoint. The Elder then decided to appeal to the Glasgow Synod ... his appeal was upheld, with the Synod unanimously supporting his liberty of conscience and personal right of guidance in Scripture by the Holy Spirit, quoting the Westminster Confession as the basis of their decision.” The Minister and the Presbytery then brought the issue to the General Assembly and the matter became widely reported in the press, with letters and articles broadly favouring the Elder. In the General Assembly debate, well-known evangelical Church of Scotland ministers gave support to the Elder; the Assembly, however, “voted against [him], upholding the legitimacy of ‘one baptism only’, and recommended discipline in the form of instruction which it was hoped would reveal the error of his ways.” He was suspended from eldership but continued to worship in the same church.

Such unhappy matters – and this was only the most dramatic among several –demanded that the two denominations consult together. The Inter-Church Relations Committee of the Church of Scotland approached the Officers of the Baptist Union and a set of guidelines was quickly agreed. 
JOINT STATEMENT ON BAPTISMAL PRACTICE
‘The Church of Scotland and the Baptist Union of Scotland, recognising the difficulties which sometimes arise through their differing views of eligibility for baptism, recommend that their ministers adopt the following guidelines where a request is made of a Baptist minister for baptism by a communicant member of the Church of Scotland.

1. The Baptist minister, respecting the sincerity both of a Church of Scot​land member applying to him for baptism, and the sacramental beliefs of another Communion, should advise the person to consult with his or her own minister, if such consultation has not already taken place.

2. The Church of Scotland minister should explain to his member his Church’s view of the meaning and validity of infant baptism, the significance of Confirmation, and the repeated opportunity for rededication in the Sacrament of the Gospel.

3. If the member continues in his desire, both the Church of Scotland minister and the Baptist minister, as a matter of pastoral concern, should advise him to consider applying for membership of the Baptist Communion.

4. In addition, in the case of a minister or elder of the Church of Scotland requesting baptism from a Baptist minister, pastoral oversight should be exercised by the Presbytery or Kirk Session respectively, in view of the contemplated breach of his ordination vow "to uphold the doctrine and  … discipline of the Church".

The two Communions believe that if these guide-lines are followed, they may contribute to an improved climate of understanding and co-operation.’

The Chapel elders had two sets of discussions about the position of those baptised as believers by effusion.  In May 1970, the elders, after discussing at length among themselves for three consecutive meetings, persuaded Mrs W., who had been converted as a student in London and baptised in the Church of England, to be ‘re-baptised’ so that she could become a full member.  Twelve years later, in 1982, a subsequent court, after discussing it over two meetings, accepted Mr. B, who had been brought up as a Quaker and baptised as an adult believer by effusion in the Church of Scotland, first of all as a full member and later as an elder. One comment by the late Jim Cossar is worth recording. In the course of these discussions, he said:  ‘We must never make baptism a ticket for membership – it is obedience to Christ and any other motive lowers its significance for the believer.’

� ‘Scottish Baptist relations with the Church of Scotland’ in The Baptist Quarterly, October 1898, p. 181.


� Promulgated, among other places, in the Scottish Baptist Year Book, 1978, p. 90 and repeated in the Scottish Baptist Magazine, October 1984, p. 3.





