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PREFACE.

It is long since religious controversy began. The first
quarrel that arose in the human family was about religion ;
and since the proclamation “ I will put enmity between thy
seed and her seed,” the controversy has been carried on by
different hauds, by different means, and with various success.
Tt is the duty of the christian, and has ever been the duty
of the saint, to contend for the truth revealed, in opposition
to error. From the days that Jannes and ‘Jambres withstood
Moses, down to the present time, every distingnished saint
has been engaged in controversy, The ancient prophets,
the Saviour of the world, and his holy apostles, were all
religious controversialists. The Saviour's life was one con-
tinued scene of controversy and debate with the scribes, the
elders, the Pharisees, the sadducees, and with the established
priesthood of his era. The apostles were noted disputants,
and the most successful controversialists that ever lived.
Paul, the apostle, was more famous in this department than
Alexander, or Bonaparte, in the field. Whether a Stoic,
or an Epicurean philosopher, a Roman orator, a Jewish high
priest, or a Sadducean teacher encountered him, he came off .
victorious and triumphant. Never was he foiled- in battle ;
never did he give back. The sword which he wielded, and
the arm which directed it, proved resistless in the fight.

There are not a few who deprecate religious controversy
as an evil of no small magnitude. But these are either the
ill-informed, or those conscious that their principles will
not bear investigation. So long as there is good and evil,
truth and error, in this world, so long will there be opposition;
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for it is in the nature of good and evil, of truth and error, to
oppose each other. We cheerfully confess that it is much
to be regretted that controversy amongst christians should
exist; but it is more to be regretted that error, the professed
cause of it, should exist. Seeing then that controversy
must exist, the only question is, how may it be managed to
the best advantage? To.the controversies recorded in the
New Testament we must appeal, as furnishing an answer to
this question. They were in general public, open, plain,
and sometimes sharp and severe. But the disputants who
embrace the truth in those controversies, never lost the spirit
of truth in the heat of conflict; but with all calmness, mo-
deration, firmness, and benevolence, they wielded the sword
of the spirit; and their controversies when recorded by im-
partial hands, breathe a heavenly sweetness, that so refreshes
the intelligent reader, that he often forgets the controversy,
in admiration of the majesty of truth, the benevolence and
purity of their hearts. '
In the following pages, there is detailed a controversy of
seven days on a question which to some may appear of very
subordinate importance, but, in fact, of very great magnitude,
il we view all its bearings and consequences. The substance
of the debate is, we believe, faithfully presented, and not one
argument, or principal topic of illustration, or proof, left out,
or intentionally withheld. Indeed, to say nothing of the
honesty of our motives, our interest and our reputation de-
mand that the debate should be faithfully and impartially
exhibited. Our interest is to convince the reader that our
views are correct; now if we either suppressed an argument,
or presented it in a weaker form than our opponent did, or
than the reader himself would conceive of, we, in that in-
stance, injure ourselves; for so long as the reader thinks
that he could have advanced something stronger, so long he
resists the evidence adduced. Our reputation too is at stake.
A very numerous and respectable congregation heard this
discussion, and although there were many enlisted on both
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sides, yet the number of those that belonged to neither party
was very respectable. These were the only umpires, and
their testimony is of much more influence in matters of this
nature than either friends or opponents.

With regard to the length of the speeches on both sides,
it is necessary to inform those who did not hear the debate,
that I pronounced more words in a given time than my op-
ponent. I think it will be granted, on all sides, that I pro-
nounced as many words in twenty minutes as he did in
thirty. There is not, however, this disparity in the speeches
as published, for a greater portion of what I said is abbre-
viated than of what he said. And as the topics which we
were pledged to discuss were chiefly taken up in the first five
days, we have given the arguments of those days in great
length, abbreviating only such matter as had little or no
bearing upon the subject; such as the argument from eccle-
siastic history, the origin of modern sects, and such matter
as Mr. Maccalla introduced having no bearing upon the
controversy whatever. Of this the reader will have a full
specimen in the sixth and seventh days.

The correspondence which resulted in this discussion is
fully printed in this work, and is itself the best preface to
the volume. It not only fitly introduces the debate, but it
also serves to corroborate the correctuess of the narrative
given, inasmuch as the ground proposed by Mr. Maccalla,
and the topics presented in his own letters, are such as
appear in my statement of the debate. Indeed his letters
are letters of recommendation to this work as being faithful
and correct. The matter and style of his letters, the views
which they exhibit, the spirit whith they breathe, admirably
correspond with his side of the argument, if we only subtract
one consideration, viz. that Mr. Maccalla’s talent consists
much more in that kind of managemgnt and address, that
kind of adroitness and etiquette which is manifest in his
Jetters, than in strength of argument, or biblical knowledge.

It would be, perhaps, unbecoming and unnecessary to say
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any thing about the talents or acquisitions of my opponent.
His own letters shew that he was competent, and his speeches
evince that his industry and research were adequate, to the
task proposed, if his cause had been tenable. But it requires
more than Herculanean strength to bring something out of
nothing. Had Mr. Maccalla been on my side, and I on his,
doubtless I should have been put to confusion; for I re-
member to have been vanquished by an old lady when I
argued up infant baptism against her. It is true I had
something to say, and held on stoutly to the last, but T felt
in my own heart that I was defeated; and what mortified
me no little, was, that with all my philosophy and dmmty,
an old woman’s common sense overpowered me.

It may be necessary to inform the reader, that being in
the habit of reading and using different translations of the
scriptures, as well as sometimes translating for myself, he
may sometimes find quotations in this book, even where the
authorities are not adduced, which may differ from the com=
mon version. We believe, however, that in every instance
where any great emphasis was laid upon any difference of
translation, either the authority is given, or the translation
defended. 1If it be at any time otherwise, we are not at pre-
sent conscious of it.

The style adopted in the following speeches is, we believe,

~ little or nothing better than that in which they appeared

upon the stage. On my part they were extemporaneous,
as all my public addresses are; and therefore the style is of
the familiar and diffuse character, such as might be expected
from a person who did not know, until the evening before
the discussion, whether he was to open the debate or to re-
spond; whether he or his opponent was to introduce the
matter to be discussed. My health, too, for some time
before, and during the debate, as well as through the greater
part of the winter, was peculiarly delicate, so as to forbid
much close thinking or close application to my pen. It
moved in my fingers with very little regard to elegancies;
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and as I sometimes felt doubtful whether I should live to
accomplish this work, I was more concerned about the
matter than about the manner, about what I published than
about the style in which it should appear. But as I had
reason of grateful thanksgiving for the improvement of my
health, during the seven days of the discussion, so also I
have abundant reason of gratitude and praise to HIM in
whom we live, and move, and have onr being, for a similar,
or greater improvement, during the time that I have been
employed in writing it. I hope, however, the style will be
plain and intelligible to all.

‘We feel glad to know that Mr. Maccalla has been preach-
ing very generally on this subject since the debate, in
order, as he says, that the people of “all denominations
may have a specimen of the contrast which I know will be
seen between my real arguments and the spurious production
now in the press,” and that these preachings have been no-
tified in the public prints by Mr. Maccalla, as being “ on
the existence of a visible church in the family of Abraham,
and the ecclesiastical ¢dentity of the Jewish and Christian
societies ;” because we have no doubt, but, in so doing, he
has been obtaining for this work additional evidences of its
correctness; being assured that every argument he can urge
on these topics, with its proof, will be found precisely stated
in his speeches in this volume : and also all those arguments,
which indeed are substantially the same with his, used by
Mason, Pond, Campbell, Ralston, and Walker, on the same
subjects. It will be evident to the impartial reader, that,
if the whole of this work were a forgery, it combate every
argument advanced by the Pedobaptists; and if the argu-
ments impugned in this volume are refuted, he may rest
assured that there are no others to exhibit. So that whether
¥ represents the debate correctly or incorrectly, it is all one
as respects the merits of the question. These things we
urge, knowing the opposition that will be made from what

_ has been said before the book is laid before the public. We
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know that every umpire that heatd the disctission, and those
who were on the other side when the debate commenced, but
who were convinced by hearing it, that infant sprinkling is
a human tradition, and we have no doubt but that even some
of those who are still Pedobaptists, will concur with us in
declaring, that it is as fair and full a representation of the
controversy, as four hundred pages of these dimensions could
exhibit.

We have only to remind the reader that there is but one
infallible standard of the Christian religion, and this is the
New Testament. To this let him ever appeal as the supreme
judge of all controversies about Christian faith and practice.
By this standard let our arguments be tried, his views
guided, and his conscience ruled. And if unlearned, in the -
science and philosophy of men, let him remember that those
Rev. Philosophers who composed the Westminster Con-
fession of Faith declare, that the scriptures are so plain,
“ that not only the learned but the unlearned, by a due use of
the ordinary means, may attain to a sufficient understanding
of them.” May every student of this sacred volume grow
in grace, and in the knowledge of the Lord and Saviour

Jesus Christ! . .
A. CAMPBELL.




LETTERS OF

CORRESPONDENCE.

Augusta, Bracken county, Kentucky.

Mr. CaMPBELL,—The subject of this communication is your pub-
lication on baptism, and particularly your proclamation to the mul.
titude at the close of your debate on Mount Pleasant. It is found in
the last paragraph of the 144th page of your book, entitled, ¢ Infant
sprinkling proved to be a human tradition.” You there say, “ I con-
ceive it ismy time to give an invitation or challenge to any Pedobaptist
minister ; and to return the compliment with the utmost ceremonious-
ness, I this day publish to all present, that I feel disposed to meét
any Pedobaptist minister of any denomination, of good standing in
his party, and I engage to prove, in a debate with him, either viva
voce, or with the pen, that infant sprinkling is a human tradition,
and injurious o the well being of socicty, religious and political. I
have-to add, that I must have an equal vote in deteymining the time
and place. Thisis the only restriction I attach to the challenge X
now publish.”

Some copies of your book came to this village immediately after
its publication. As the topics which it discusses had been matter of
controversy amongst us, those who espouse your opinions set on foot
aplan, (as I was informed,) to procure a visit from you, for the pur-

of encountering me in public debate. What was the cause of
their failure I cannot tell: but rumours of your intending to visit this
country, and probably this place, are lately renewed,and I am en-
couraged by your friends to hope that a letter from me might accele-
rate such an event. The anxiety which they manifest for our meeting
appears like a call of Providence for me to solicit your approach,
which, in other circumstances, my conscious weakness and natural
timidity might cause me to deprecate. If, however, you should gratify
our wishes, it is not necessary that you should consider tifis as a
challenge, but only as an acceptance of your invitation copied above.
Nothing more was needed from me, after the publication of a general
challenge by yourself.

Neither is it necessary that you shounld understand me as profess-
ing a willingness to confer with you on the truth or falseliood of the
statements in your proclamation; i, e. *that infant sprinkling is a
human tradition, and injurious te the well being-of society, religious
and political.” In order to come at the merits of a controversy, there
are three things at least to be desired. The first is to lay hold of the
most important points in dispute, whether they be principal or aux.

B
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iliary, doctrinal or historical. A second is, that they be clothed in
language every way suitable; possessing the qualities of purity, pro-
priety, and precision. The third is, that the question or questions be
80 stated as to preclude equivocation, if possible, and bring the parties
directly to an issue; so that one can affirn and the other deny, or if
both agree, one shall be considerably the gainer. In the pursuit of
these objects, (as far as circumstances would permit,) I have drafted
the following questions, which are now respectfully submitted for
your consideration, and (if you please,) for your adoption or rejection,
amendment or selection, enlargement or diminution.

1. Were Abraham and his seed divinely constituted a true church
of God?

2. Is the Christian church a branch of the Abrahamlc church ? or,
in other words, Are the Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian
society after Christ, one and the same church in different dispensa-
tions ?

3. Are Jewish circumcision before Christ, and Christian baptism
after Christ, one and the same seal in substance, though in dnferent
furms ?

4. The administration of this seal to infants; was it once enjoined
by divine authority ?

5. Is it now prohibited by the same authority ?

6. Do the Jews baptize the infant offspring of proselytes on the
profession of the parents ?

7. Did they practise this in the time of John the Baptiet ?

8. Did they learn their proselyte baptism from the Christian
church ?

9. Is John's baptism Christian baptism ?

10. Are the American baptists descended from John? or, in other
words, have they obtained their baptism from him by uninterrupted
succession ?

11. Are the American baptists descended from the German Ana-
baptists ? or, in other words, have they obtained their bapnsm from
Munzer ?

12. Did John baptize infants ?

18. Did John baptize by submersion ?

14. Does the Bible authorize the baptism of infants as a Christian
ordinance ?

15. Has the church of Christ always practised the baptism of in-
fants as a Christian ordinance ?

16. Does the Bible authorize the church to consider submersion
essential to baptism ?

17. Has the church of Christ always considered submersion essen-
_ tial to baptism ?

-~ 18. TIs the administration of the initiatory seal of the churoh to in.
fants injurious to the well being of society, religious and political ?

19. Is sprinkling, when used as a mode of baptism, injurious to the
well being of society, religious and political ?

20. Is the exclusion of infants from the church hurtful to society ?

21. 1s the exclusive practice of submersion, as & mode of baptism,
hurtful to society ?
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To all these questions I can conacientiously answer with a direct
affirmative or negative, and you could do the same. From your pub-
lication of the debate at Mount Pl t, I fairly lude that (un-
less suppressed by mutual consent,) they will all be discussed if we
should ever meet. The most orderly method of discussion will be the
most -expeditious and edifying. The terms of conference may, I
hope, be precisely, if not easily, adjusted, should Providence bring us
together. I am admonished by a friend of yours, to use no equivo-
cation in assuring you that a meeting is now expected, either according
to this letter or some other plan. Evidence of unwillingness on your
part will be considered as a withdrawal of your challenge. Having
asked advice of God my Redeemer, to Him do I now commit this
affair.

W. L. MACCALLA.

Mr. MaccaLra,

Sir,—Your favour of the 17th ult. came to hand about two weeks
since. Though I was pleased with the style and spirit of your
epistle, yet having never before heard of the writer, 1 thought it ne-
cessary to ascertain of what character and standing he might be,
before I should make any reply. In the midst of my inquiries on
this subject, 1 received a letter from Dr. Keith of your town, inform-
ing me of your ‘high standing” in the Presbyterian denomination,
and of your general character. Dr. Keith’s account was also con-
firmed by the testimony of a Mr. Logan from your vicinity and a
respectable member of your community, who fuvoured me with a
visit. Being now satisfied on the above subject of inquiry, and being
convinced that it is my duty to meet you, in public debate, on the
subject proposed, I inform you that I most cheerfully consent to meet
you as aforesaid.

The challenge to which you refer, necessarily grew out of the cir-
cumstances which accompanied its first promulgation. I was drann
into a discussion by a challenge from a Pedobaptist. Having seen
that Pedobaptist confuted ; generosity, candour, and the triumph of
truth, suggested the propriety of giving an opportunity to any other
Pedobaptist teacher, of coming forward ta take Mr. Walker’s side of
the controversy, if he thought he could make better of it. His side
of the controversy was comprised in one short proposition ; viz. “that
infant baptism or affusion is a divine institution.” The side which I
assumed, from conviction, was comprised in the negative of this pro-
position ; viz. “ that infant baptism or affusion is not a divine insti-
tution,”’ but a human tradition. This, I think, I then proved. I am
ready, however, to do it again on any other ground that may or can
be taken. ‘The simple question to be discussed, divested of every
thing extraneous, is this, Is infant affusion, or, as it sounds sweeter
to a Pedobaptist ear—Is infant baptism a divine institution? Mr.
Walker said yes; I said, and still say, no. I say it is a human tra-
dition, and injurious to society, &c. -

As to the place, time, and manrer of proceeding in the proposed
discussion, I would observe, first, with regard to the place, that reason
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and equity suggest that it should be equidistant from you and me. I
have no business to Kentucky more than to any part of the Union;
yet, on certain conditions, I am willing to go to Augusta.

With respect to the time, I think it ought not to be sooner than two
or three months after we have agreed upon the preliminaries; i. e. it
should be published in all the circumjacent country for so long a time.
And, as respects the of procedure, I would say, I have no
objection to take up and discuss the questions you have proposed, or
to any other you may please to propose, provided that I have the
liberty of proposing an equal number. But in order to facilitate and
expedite an agreement on the preliminaries, 1 will take the liberty of
suggesting the following, which 1 conceive to be perfectly reasonable,
and of course equitable :—

1. That Mr. W. L. Maccalla agrees to attempt to prove that mfant
affusion or baptism is a divine institution, and A. Campbell agrees to
attempt to prove that it is noi; in a public debate, to be held, if the
Lord will, at Augusta.

2. That each of the parties shall choose one person to act as mode-
rator, and that these two shall choose a third, who is neither a Baptist
nor a Pedobaptist, to sit with them.

3. That these moderators shall merely keep order, and not pro-
nounce judgment on the merits of the debate.

4, Each speaker shall speak thirty minutes without interruption, if
-he wish to speak so long ; if not, he is free to stop when he pleases.

5. Mr. W. L. Maccalla, as he supports the affirmative, necessarily
opens the debate, and A. Campbell closes it.

-6. The scriptural subject of baptism shall first be discussed, then
the action of baptism.

7. The debate shall be conducted with decornm ; all i 1mproper al-
lusions and passionate language shall be guarded against.

8. Whatever books are produced un the occasion shall be equally
accessible to the use of each disputant.

9. The discussion shall be continued from day to day until the
people are satisfied, or until the moderators agree that enough has
been said on the topic.

These are substantially, and some of them formally, the same with
those agreed upon by a committee at Mount Pleasant, previous to
that debate. If you agree to these, the preliminaries are settled,
and you may immediately publish the place and time of holding the
said debate, and please inform me by return of mail. I will then
furnish you with an equal number of questions to those you have
proposed, for your consideration, that you may have the fullest time
for reflection. You have my consent, if you please, to call to your
aid, any of your Pedobaptist brethren in the ministry. 1 wish to
convince or to be convinced. As truth is my riches, the more I gain
of it the richer and the happier I must be. Moreover, I shall feel a
great obligation to you if you convince me of auy error. T hope,
therefore, you will spare no pains in your efforts to convince me.
You imay rest assured that you will find me open to conviction, and
anxious to maintain what I believe.

A. CAMPBELL.
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Mr. MaccaLra, '

Str,—1 wrote you on the 16th nltxmo, an answer to your favour of
May last. I also directed a letter on the same subject to Dr. Keith.
To these communications I have received no reply. A letter having
been due before this date, I feel anxious to know whether my letter
was received, and whether you have answered it. I would send a
copy of my reply per the bearer, but time forbids, 88 he is now on
his way. You will please inform me, on Mr. Logan’s arrival, whe-
ther my letter was received. And if you should have written a reply,
at a date anthorising me to have received it, you must consider your
letter as miscarried, and will, therefore, have the goodness to write
again, as my business and arrangements require me to know the result
as soon as possible.

Reapectfully yours, &c. A. CAMPBELL.

Augusta.
*Mr. CAMPBELL,

Youn letter of the 14th inst. gent by Mr. Logan, was received yes-
terday at church, and of course not opened until this morning. If
my former one had obtained as speedy a passage as this of yours, it
must have arrived on the day of your writing; and but for the late
departure of the mail, much sooner. As correspondence with this
place by mail is generally tedious, it is probable that my letter has
not yet miscarried. If it arrives, you will find that I am willing,
with the help of Gad, to meet you on fair and practicable terms, in
any city in America, and I may add, in England, Scotland, or Ire-
land. But your terms I decline for the present, because they are
unfair and inconsistent. The only condition annexed to your public
invitation, was that you should have an equal vote in determining the
time and place. Afer I had accepted your challenge, as you ex-
pressly called it, you add in your letter to me, as another condition,
that you must have the last speech: although the fact of Mr. Wal-
ker’s giving the challenge was the reason which you gave for your
having the last speech at Mount Pleasant, You appear to think, with
the lawyerc, that the last speech is a matter of some importance, and-
that it must be gained, if possible, whether you give or receive a chal-
lenge, and whether you assume the affirmative or the negative of the
proposition in dispute. .

You do not object to the discussion of the questions whioh I sent
to you, and therefore suggest the propricty of having the meeting
notified to the public forthwith. Yet your letter is so constructed,
that you would consider this publication a virtual agreement on my
part to discuss an equal number of questions written by yourself,
which I have never seen, and to which I might have very serious ob:
jections after seeing them. My desire is, that with the grace of Christ
in my heart, my lips shall be consecrated to the defence of truth and
righteousness. He who disputes from ambition or ostentation, may -
promise you a debate at random : but shew me the questions first, as
1 have shewn you mine, and 1 hope that God will direct me to &
suitable answer,
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If you cannot agree to discuss my questions without obtrusive
conditions, and if, after examining your questions, I should not ap-
prove of them, the proposal of my letter was, that we should discuss
“ the subject and the mode of baptism" without any question; or that
we should meet upon the proposition cantained in your challenge, ta
the discussion of which you have dared the Pedobaptist world. As
you gave the challenge, and as you take the affirmative of your own
proposition, both your rules give to me the closing speech. This,
however, my letter does not ask, but requests that both parties may
have liberty to speak until they are satisfied.

As Dr. Keith, by showing your correspondence with him to the
citizens, has made it public, it is not improper for me to observe that
it was premature in you to tell him that your proposals could not be
wmanfully or justly rejected by me. 1 am informed that in his answer,
ke has represented me as a forward enemy of the Baptists, and as dis-
posed to retreat from this controversy. No person acquainted with
the state of things here would expect him to give me a favourable
charactey. I am constitutionally timid, but I hope that through
grace I am not malicious. This same grace has alsu strengthened
my heart against the fear of man,so that although 1 have not the
talents and preparation to be desired in such a controversy, I am wil:
ling to trust in the Lord, and encounter even the hero of Moung
Pleasant. At least the question, who has acted manfully and gene-
rously ? and who wishes to retreat ?\will one day be submitted to the
judgment of the United States,

W. L. MaccaLLa.

Augusta, Kentucky.

. Mr. CaMPBELL,— Your letter of June 16th ult, has just been re.
ceived. It speaks of the time and place, the topics, regulation, and
notification of the dispute in prospect. You appear willing to see me
at Augusta, if I will comply with all the conditions of your letter.
As this compliance is declined, the place of meeting is a point still ta
be determined. If you should yet consent to encounter me here, the
meeting of our presbytery and synod in which aur congregation has
business imperiously demanding my attention, will make it desirable
that we should appoint a time & week sooney or several weeks later
than Qctober lst. . .

_ The adjusting of the points of difference, in the form of disputable
propositions, however difficult, is deemed important by us both,
After having intimated to you my objections to the form contained
in your challenge, I proposed & number of questions which bring
into view all the matter of the question contained in your challenge,
with these advantages, that its complication is removed by method,
and it is presented in such a manuer as to bring the parties to a fair
and direct issue, You da not seem necessarily to doubt that these
ends have been attained. Yet as a condition of your agreeing to
discuss these questions, which you have seen and examined, youy
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require that I should agree on my part, to discuss as many others
which I have never seen nor examined ; although you have had the
same opportunity of conveying them to me, that I had of sending
mine to you. “He that answereth a matter before he heareth it, it
is folly and shame unto him.” To promise a contest on a subject
hot yet known, is a sort of theological Quixotism,worthy only of the
dark ages. If you have been told that I love controversy for its own
sake, you have been misinformed. I would not waste my breath,
nor poison my heart, nor disgrace religion by vain jangling. With
the help of God, I am willing to defend the truth as held up to view
in the proposition referred to, or in any other equitable form, or if
you prefer it, with no form at all. I am willing to meet you with no
other words before us than “ The subject and mode of baptism.”

Although you have made no particular objection to my questions,
I have several to the one which you propose in your epistle, viz.
“Is infant affusion, or is infant baptism, a divine institution?” 1
have the same objections to the proposition discussed by you and
Mr. Walker, that infant baptism or affusion is a divine institution.
1st. These propositions confound the subject and the mode, which
are distinct things, and which may be so exhibited in fewer words
as in the end of the last paragraph. 2nd. These propositions en-
courage a popular misconception, which has been too much insisted
upon by our adversaries; that is, that we hold infant baptism to
the exclusion of believer's baptism j than which nothing is more
incorrect. We maintain, as strenuously as our opposers, the ad-
ministration of baptism to believers; but we differ from them in this
proposition, that faith in the subject is an tial qualification for
baptism ; or, which is the same thing, we are willing to prove that
baptism should be administered to infants as well as to their believing
parents. 3rd, These propositions confine us within narrower bounds
with regard to the mode, than we in good conscience occupy. We
do not advocate affusion exclusively; and if you leave this word
out of the propositions, they are confined to the subject, and say
nothing of the mode. We admit of washing and sprinkling as well
as pouring, and we even acknowledge the lawfulness of dipping; bat
we deny that submersion is essential to christian baptism,and you
affirm that it is. Since then this proposition will bring us directly
and fairly to an issue, why should you make a condition of an in.
terview that we should assume ground worse than that which we in
trath occupy ?

With respect to your 9th article I would observe, that the people
will always let us know when they have heard enough, but the parties
should be permitted to judge when they have said emough. In
your Sth article you claim the closing address. This you would
probably have without any stipulation, for in practice I am not
tenacious, but I see no reason for acknowledging your superior right.
In the conference at Mount Pleasant you say, that ¢ as Mr. Walker
gave the challenge, it became his duty to open the debate.” You of
course had the privilege of closing. The above it your own declara.
tion ; and the only reason which you give for making it Mr. Walker's
duty to open the debate, is, that he gave the challenge. Now the
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case is altered, and your view of duty seems to alter withit. Ac-
cording to the principle and the practice stated in your book, ae
My. Campbell has given the challenge, it becomes his duty to open the
debate, and mine to close; but, according to the demand of your
letter, you must close whether you give or receive a challenge.
Since this is a new practice, your letter gives a new reason for it,
that is, that it is the right of the negative to close. But where did
you learn this rule? I am as ignorant of its origin as of its cor-
rectness. This rule or its opposite would, in doctrinal disputes, be
arbitrary in its application. The same doctrinal opinion may be
exhibited equally well in opposite forms of expression ; and whether
the proposition be affirmative or negative, the same proof would be
required on both sides. Of this you will see an example in my two
letters. In civil courts, and in the courts of our church, there is a
rule on this subject, but it relates to matters of fact in judicial cases,
and not to doctrinal questions. This practice is, however, the very
opposite of that which your letter approves, for it gives to the affirma-
tive the right of opening and closing. 1 wish not to take advantage
of this. My desire is, that each party may be heard fairly and fully,
and until he is satisfied, and if we have not sense enough to quit
when we are done, the people will, to our mortification, give their
opinion by leaving us.

The inequality of your terms, you now see, is the only impediment
to our meeting. This, it is hoped, you will relinquish, not only for
justice’ sake, but because it is in direct opposition to your challenge.
You there say, “I have to add, that I must have an equal vote in
determining the time and place. This is the only restriction I attach
to the challenge I now publish.” There is nothing here of your
closing the debate or enjoying any other privilege above your an-
tagonist. If, however, you cannot comply with these fair terms, I
have only one other plan to propose. It is this: We will agree
to discuss the very proposition which you have offered in your
challenge. As this is one in which you take the affirmative, and
as both your rules, however contradictory and unauthorized, will
give me the closing addrees, though unsought, nothing more remaina
now t» be settled but the time and place, which are the only subjects
on which you claim a vote. If you should visit this place, I would
endeavour to make all other engagements suit your convenience.
If yeu should prefer some other place where I could procure books,
or to which I could with cheapness and convenience convey my
own, such as Pittsburgh, Wheeling, Steubenville, Washington in Penn-
sylvania,-or Washington city, Baltimore or Philadelphia, New Haven,
or Boston. 1 should like for the time to be shortly before or after
the general assembly, which convenes in Philadelphia on the third
‘Thursday in May, and sits about two or three weeks. When the
preliminaries are adjusted, all possible publicity may be given to
the appointment according to your request. If it be your choice,
you cen send & notice to the papers in Philadelphia and elsewhere,
that, “on the third Monday of May, Mr. Alexander Campbell, of the

regular Baptist church, and Mr. W. L. Maccalla, of the Presbyterian . __.

ehurch, will (Deo volente) discuss the following proposition , viz
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Infant sprinkling is a human tradition, and injurious to the well being
of seciety, religivus and political. For the discussion of this propo-
sition, the former of these gentlemen gave a general challenge to
Pedobaptist ministers.”

As you have offered a system of rules for the debate, it may not
be wrong for me to do the aame. It need have no effect upon the
question where we shall meet. They are not made conditions. Words
in brackets are considered as so many blanks.

Rules of debate adopted and signed [in the city of Philadelphia]
by Alexander Campbell and W. L. Maccalla. Duplicates given to
the parties.

1. The proposition for discussion shall be the following, viz. [ In.
fant sprinkling is « human tradition, and injurious to the well being
of society, religious and political.”]

2. Each speaker shall be entitled to an alternate address of thirty
minutes and no longer, unless the other party wave his right.

3. The books brought forward shall be equally accessible to both
parties.

4. The established rules of decornm must be observed. .

5. The discussion shall be moderated by three men; each of the
parties choosing one. and these two a third, which last shall belong
to no religious society. These are to keep order, and not to decide
the question.

6. The debate shall be opened by and shall
(God willing,) commence on the [18th instant,] at the
meeting-house, at [9 o’clock, A. M.] and continue, if necessary, until
{2 o’clock, P. M.] And it shall, if neceesary, be continued during
the same hours, and at the same place, and under the same super-
intendance [unless altered by mutual agreement,] from day to day,
until both parties are satisfied.

W. L. MaccaLLa.

Buffaloe Printing Office.
Mr. Maccatua,

Sir,—Your letter of the 2nd, but post-marked the 8th, came to
hand yesterday. It seems to import that the terms of conference
may not be so easily adjusted as your first epistle portended. You
object to my not forwarding the questions promised. My sole
was, that my letter was sufficiently crowded without them. Besides,
I supposed that a person proposing to discuss a subject of so great
importance, and of 80 common occurrence, as that proposed by your-
self, could be at no loss to answer any question connected therewith.
If T had proposed to send you twenty-one questions on any other
subject than that proposed by yourself, or if I had proposed to give
you no infurmation of them until the day of debate, your objection
would have been relevant and cogent; but as the circumstances are,
it appears irrelevant and futile. I ehould never have proposed to
discuss a subject, on which twenty-one questions could .be proposed,
that after two month’s deliberation, I would fear to encounter. So
tittle attention to your twenty-one questions has been paid by myself,
that were 1 now asked what they are, I could not, from recollection,

—————
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mention the half of them. On reading them once or twice, I saw the
drift of them, and apprehended the turn of reflection that dictated
them. With a very little reflection, I found myself able to answer
each of them with a yea or a nay, with, perhaps, a little explanation in
ene or two instances.

Though, you say, I have made no particular objection to your
questions, you have several to the one which I proposed. Now, sir,
were I to be so captious, or so precise in objecting, as you seem to
be, we should not settle the preliminaries in a year. The fact is, I
had many objecti to your questions, as being inconsequential,
confused, far-fetched, and inapplicable to the faith or .practice of
christians, as respects christian baptism. Yet, knowing the peculiar
delicacy of the feelings, and the keen sensibility of the conscience of
Pedobaptist teachers in general, on such topics as those contained in
your queries, I made no objection to any of them, lest it should re-
tard our meeting; but thought it best to stipulate for the privilege of
proposing an equal number.

You have favoured me with thtee objections to my one question.
It was well 1 did not propose twenty-one. The cogency of your
three objections I confess myself too dull to apprehend. One thing
appears pretty plain, that you conceive the question — Is infant af-
fusion, or baptism, a divine institution,” obliges you, as you express
it, “ to assume worse ground than that which in truth you occupy.”
This would indeed be unreasonable, to make your ground of defence
“ warse” than it really is. But while you allow believer’s baptism to
be a divine institution, and while you practise infant affusion, you
maintain that to be a divine institution also. Why then object to
defend the precise thing which you practise? And to say that you
do not always practise it, is nothing to the merits of the question;
for, inasmuch as you sometimes practise it as a divine institution, it
behooves you for one such occasion to be able to prove it to be a
divine institution. And if the whole proposition cannot be proved ;
viz. that infant affusion is a divine institution, to cut it into pieces,
to divide into words, syllables, vowels, or consonants, and prove it in
piece-meal, will, every logician knows, avail nothing.

With regard to who shall open, and who close the debate, I had
thought that my statement of the attendant circamstances of my
giving the challenge alluded to, would have prevented such reasons
as you assign for differing from me on that item. My stating that it
behooved Mr. Walker to open the debate from the circumstance of
his having given the challenge, was true, as far as it went; but it
was also true, that his having the affirmative side of the question,
was that which rendered his commencement essentially necessary.
In this controversy, Baptists have nothing to prove as respects their
practice. Pedobaptists agree with them, that a disciple immersed
on a profession of the Christian faith, has received Christian baptism.
Our practice then is correct, in this respect ; Pedobaptists .themselves
being judges. They, indeed, blame us for omitting to baptize in-
fants, but not for what we really do, consequently it is they who
have to prove their practice, and it is our duty to show that their
arguments are inconclusive, In every controversy, then, with
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Pedobaptists, upon this topic, they affirm and we deny, they com-
menced and we respond. But you profess to be ignorant of the
origin of this rule of practice. I say that it originates in the fitness
of things, and is supported by long prescription. For precedent and
for proof I refer to the era of the reformation. In the famous dis-
putes at Leipsic, between Eckius Luther and Carolostadius, June
27th, 1519. Eckius gave the challenge, took the affirmative, and
opened the debate with Carolostadius. On the 4th of July, 1519,
Eckius maintains the pope's supreme authority, Luther denies it,
Eckius opens the debate and Luther closes. The same took place
at Baden, May, 1526, between Oecolampadius with Eckius. In the
dispute between Luther and Oecolampadius concerning the * real
presence;’ Luther affirms, and Oecolampadius denies, Luther com.
mences and Oecolumpadius responds. See many other instances
from page 102 to 200, Du Pin’s Ecclesiastical History, vol. 3.

In the last place on this head, you allege that the possibility of
cohverting an affirmative proposition into a negative, renders such
a rule of procedure of very doubtful application. I admit that the
negative proposition, infant affusion is not a divine ordinance, may be
converted into an affirmative, thus: infant affusion is a human
tradition; yet the nature of things will not change with the words
we may choose to represent them. Still the grand predicate divine
institution is denied of the subject, infant baptism,and the grand
truth in pursuit of which the investigation proceeds is denied of the
subject of the proposition ; which, according to my views, will force
the proposition into the form of a direct negative in the discussion.

I contend for this rule of procedure, them, on the ground of the
fitness of things, and on the ground of long prescription in theolo-
gical discussions.

I am willing to change the time proposed for holding the said dis<
cussion from the lst of October, to Wednesday the 15th of October.
Later than that period I cannot think it would be expedient to defer
our interview, as the weather will then be precarious and the days
short. Owing to the meeting of our association, which I am under
the necessity of attending, I could not with any degree of propriety
promise to attend sooner than the firat of October. And as you
were 80 kind in mentioning New Haven, Boston, New York, and-
Philadelphia, I think, for the sake of exhibiting to better advan-
tage your very accommodating disposition, you should have men-
tioned London, Dublin, or Ghent, 88 water convenience and plenty
of books equally recommend those places, I will howbver be still
more accommodating than you, for 1 will go to your own village
as aforesaid.

I will now propose you twenty-one questions, and thus prevent
all farther demur on this ground.

1. What is the doctrinal import of christian baptism ?

2. Are infants members of the christian church ?

8. An; infants members of the christian church by natural birth or
baptiem

4. Is the Abrahamic church a branch of the Noahic chuarch? or,
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in other words, were the patriarchs before Moses, and the Jews
after Moses, one and the same church in different dispensations ?

5. Was the sacrificial rite before Moses, and circumcision after
Moses,? one and the same seal in substance, though in different
forms

6, Was the church at Jerusalem, at Rome, at Corinth, at Samaria,
or the ?mt gentile church at Cesarea, a Baptist or a Pedobaptist
church?

. 7. What benefit does an infant receive from baptism ?
" 8. ?Does baptism represent, seal, and apply any thing to an in.
ant .

9. Does baptism become an effectual means of salvation to an
infant ? .

10. Is not the present enjoyment of all the benefits and blessings
of the New Testament confined to believers ?

11. Have not parents a right to baptize their own children ?

12. Ought not all the household of a believer, his slaves,and their
children to be baptized on his profession of the faith ? .

18. Ought not infants to be baptized the eighth day ?

. 14. Ought infant females to be baptized contrary to the law of
circumcision ? ) -

15. Ought not baptized infants to be admitted to the Lord’s table ?

16. Are infants under any vow or obligation from baptism ?

17. Were infants members of the patriarchal church ?

18. Can there he a baptism suited to infants without faith, and a
baptism suited to believers, and yet be but-one baptism ?

19. What is the action of baptism ? .

20. Did the apostles either rantize or baptize infants ?

21. Is there a command in all the Bible to rantize or baptize
infants ? ) )

These questions I arrange on the principle of correspondences,
to be a per contra to those you have proposed, as far as the answers
apprehended would come into contact. But, sir,neither your twenty-
one questions nor mine are the best course to come to a fair and
clear issue. They afford us themes of copious verbosity, and would
no doubt in the end afford to all intelligent and impartial hearers
sufficient data to judge on what side truth lay. But it is like
walking nine miles to come at a point which is accessible in one,
and that merely for the sake of shewing our dexterity in walking.
Did 1 from my soul desire to investigate the subject for my own
good, and to exhibit it for the good of others; or did I cordially
wish to help a fellow disciple out of the mire, or be helped myself,
I would calmly, in the fear of God, with humility of mind and pure
benevolence for yourself and all others who may be present on the
occasion, and with all openness to conviction, propose only four
points for discussion. One of these I conceive of great consequence,
not only as respects baptists, but as respects the whole exhibition of
the Christian réligion.

1. Were the Jews in their corporate state, whether called national
or ecclesiastical, an association, the same as the Christian church ?
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This topic I would propose as a mere introduction to the subject
primarily in view —then,

2. What is the doctrinal import of baptism ?

3. Who is the proper subject ? .

4. What is the action ?

As theso questions equally comprehend the substance of your
twenty-one and mine, I feel perfectly satisfied, if you are agreed,
to investigate these in fhe fullest manuer, by every possible means
of illustration, and to confine our whole conference to them. As
1 have dwelt chiefly on that article of arrangement which you seem
to make Jof the greatest importance, I have no room to say any
thing of the other eight items. They still appear to me preferable
to any alterations you have proposed. But in case of your refusing
to accede to these rules of procedure, I have to propose that the
three persons who shall sit as moderators, shall meet the day pre-
ceding our conference, and that they shall, after having heard read
in their hearing our whole correspondence, decide, both what ques-
tions shall be discusséd, and in what manner, I will pledge myself
to comply with their decisions. This I think ought to be satisfactory,
if the rules adopted by the committee, preceding the debate at Mount
Fleasant, will not please you. I have only to reguest that this
epistle be answered as promptly as I have answered your’s, and that
you would excuse this hasty scroll. I was interrupted twenty times
since I sat down to write it.

Very respectfully your's, &c.
A. CAMPBELL.

Augusta, Kentucky.

- Mr. CaMPBELL~IN the progress of our correspondence, it is a
pleasure to me to remember that this controversy is not of my own
seeking. Mine is a defensive attitude. Your challenge was bold,
public, and general: neither did it exhibit on its face the least design
to take advantage of any stripling who might, in the faith of 1srael’s
God, step out to meet you. You did not enumerate rules of dcbate ;
you did not prescribe weapons to your antagonist; you did not lay
down what he was, and what he was not to defend; you did not re-
quire the last blow as a sine qua non to an encounter ; but you simply
stated what you would undertake to prove, and left your opponent to
choose his own position, to which he certainly has a right. You ex-
pressly remounced all other restrictions to your challenge, except the
right of an equal vote as to the time and place of meeting. Two years
after the publication of the debate you reiterate your defiance, without
adding any farther conditions. 1In the first page of your strictures
on father Ralston’s review, after complaining that Mr. Walker's
friends under-rated his talents, you add, “ who on his side of the
question, since or before that debate, has done better ? or who can do
better ? Is there no man in all the hosts of Pedobaptists of greater
capacity and industry than Mr. Walker? If there be, let the cause
be maintained, and let not Mr. Walker bear all the blame, as if the
" whole cause rested on him,” While thus bravely exulting over our



22 CORRESPONDENCE.

armies, who, (as you imagined,) were panic struck at your superior
prowess; why did you not inform us, that besides an equal vote in
the time and place, you must choose the position and weapons of your
opponent, and that in addition to this, you must have the last fire?
Why did you not tell us that you must have exclusive privileges, and
not only choose your own theses,but you must also indite the iden-
tical words which we are to defend, although, in our conception, they
may countenance errors which our souls abhor? With an invitation
thus restricted, T have never complied, for such a one was never
given; but remember, sir, that the challenge actually published by
yourself has been accepted, with its accompanying condition.
Although I cannot admit the right of an antagonist to direct what
I shall defend, yet when he gives a reason for preferring one propo-
sition to another, I am willing to listen. Some of your reasons are
as follow: “ Why then object to defend the precise thing which you
practise 7—And if the whole proposition cannot be proved, viz. that
snfant affusion is a divine institution : to cut it into pieces, and to
divide it into words, syllables, vowels, or consonants, and prove it
in piece-meal, will, every logician knows, avail nothing.” To your
question I answer, that I am willing to defend the precise thing
which I practise. I practise the baptism of believers and their seed ;
whereas I am sorry to observe that you with the world think that
these two stand in opposition to. each other. I practise aspersion,
though I equally approve of ablution and affusion; yetIam not
willing to défend the latter to the exclusion of the former, nor even
in oppugnation of immersion. In your remark concerning the cut-
ting of a proposition into pieces, I scarcely know whether to consider
you in earnest. It is hardly possible that I can have the honour of
giving you the first information that some questions may be divided,
and that this is practised by all eminent, deliberative bodies, whether
ecclesiastical or political. Do you think it derogatory to the logical;
or grammatical, or rhetorical character of the senate of the. United
States, that their ninth rule says, * If the question in debate contain
several points, any member may have the same divided?” You will
agree, it is to be hoped, that the subject and the mode of baptism are
distinct points, and that the question may be so divided, without
making each word, syllable, and letter, a distinct subject of discussion.
Much of your letter is spent to establish your claims to the grand
desideratum, the last speech. The fitness of things and long pre-
scription are the pillars upon which the fabric rests. These, you
say, give to the negative the right of closing. The negative, there-
fore, you are determined to have. Recollecting, however, that you
bhave to take the affirmative of the proposition contained in your
challenge, you bring the fitness of things, or (as you there call it,) the
nature of things, to a bearing upon the affirmative proposition, “In-
Sant affusion is a human tradition ;" and you shew, or think you
shew, that it “ will force the proposition into the form of a direct.
galive in the di ion.” 1f you can force one affirmative into &
negative in order to secure the closing speech, it seems to me that
very little more force would prove that I ought not to speak at all,
This additional ferce is probably the very thing which caused bishop
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Gunning, of England, a hundred and fifty years ago, to deny those
whom he had ehallenged the liberty of replying.

In establishing a right upon the ground of prescription, you are
aware that the custom must be made to appear. For this purpose
You refer me to certain nameless occurrences in Du Pin's Ecclesi-
astical History, vol. iii. p. 162—200. Wjill you be so kind as to send
me so particular a reference that the place may be foand in the Lon-
don edition of 1698, as that contains nothing of the sort, in the pages
marked, and the index refers to no conferences except those of Car-
thage and Jerusalem, p. 220,321? The latter, A. D. 415, has nothing
to the purpose. Neither has the former, which occurred four years
sooner, except that the long disputes of the Donatists about the
qualities of opposers and defenders, may appear to authorize the
pertinacity of some with regard to the privileges confessed by affirm-
atives and negatives. At last Augustine obliged them to come to the
main question, which was, “ Where was the catholic church?” The
Donatists opened, and Augustine closed. Nothing can be gathered
from such facts, unless the fliness of things can extract a favourable
conclusion.

If we had Seekendorf's History of Lutheranism, and Loscheim’s
Acts and Documents of* the Reformation, referred to in Maclaine’s
Mosheim, (4. 44. Charlest edit. 1811.) we might possibly obtain
some satisfaction on the other cases referred to. Du Pin is the only
author whom you quete, and in the very short abstract which he
gives, in half a page, of the dispute between Eckius and Carolostadius,
which occupied a week, there is no account of the number or order of
their speeches. He does not expressly tell us who closed, or for
what reason. The debate which immediately followed between Ec-
kius and Luther, was professedly on twenty-six propositions, half of
them produced by each of the disputants, not dictated by one to the
other. This debate is divided by Du Pin into a number of con-
ferences. Several of the first were occupied in discussing the su-
premacy of the pope, the subject to which your letter refers. You
say that Eckius, having the affirmative, opened the debate. Du Pin’s
nurrative would encourage the belief that Luther opened. You say
that Luther closed. Du Pin intimates that Eckins closed the first
conference, and does not give the least hint who it was that closed the
whole dispute on the topic. On the subject of indulgences, Eckius
took the affirmative as before, and if Du Pin’s abstract give any in-
fornation on this point, Eckius both opened and closed. Although
he was so remarkable for voice and gesture, for information and rea-
diness of utterance, he was exceedingly fond of this same privilege of
opening and oclosing. Like Charles 1. in his paper controversy with
the noble Henderson, he appeared to think this a privilege due to his
dignity. He obtained it in a conference with Melancthon at Ratisbon,
as we are informed in a letter from Strasburg by Calvin to Farel.
And if, according to Luther, as quoted by Seekendorf, and from him
by Milner, (4-346.), Eckius took another more ungenerous advan-
tage of Carolostadius in the conference above mentioned, I have no
doubt that he both opened and closed the contest; although Du Pin,
a popish writer, has mentioned neither of these advantages. This
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author gives no information about the closing speech at Baden, al-
though you say that Eckius opened, Oecolampadius closed. The
same may be said of the conference at Rome, which occurred De-
cember 17th, 1537. At Marpurgh, (if that be the other instance to
which you refer,) Luther produced five articles of exception againat
the doctrine of the Zuinglians, of whom Oecolampadius was one.

Du Pin does not positively say who opened and closed, but from his

narrative I should draw a conclusion the very opposite of yours. It

is & wouder that you did not add to this case a similar one which.op-

curred at Lambeth in England, about the year 1584. It was a kind

of conference between the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop

of Winchester on the one part, and Dr. Spark and Mr. Travers on

the other. The latter gentlemep produced articles of exceptions

against the church of England. The second of these was on bap-

tism. They objected to private and lay baptism,~to their view of

its absolute necessity and infallible efficacy,—to certain superstitious

interrogatories, and the use of the cross, (Toulmin’s Neal, 1. 422.)

Although T see no evidenoce of any privilege given to the negative, -
I have no doubt that much might be obtained by that perspicacity

which has discovered such wonders in the foregoing instances.

If I am not as ignorant of arithmetic as you think me to be of
logic, the questions contained in your letters and the Appendix to
your debate, amount to one hundred and thirty-five. I am willing
that you shall appear on the scene of conflict with all these, and I
am willing to meet you with the two following or similar propositions: -
1st. Faith is not essential to baptism 2nd. Submersion is not es-
sential to baptism. Yon will then have room to display your wit on
the number and character of my questions, and 1 should have an op.
portunity of giving my opinion of your one hundred and thirty-five
questions. Remember, however, my former propesals to meet you
on the bare subject and mode, and my agreement to meet you on the
proposition contained in your challenge, and the condition therein
expressed. W. L. MACCALLA.

Buffaloe Creck.

Mr. MACCALLA,

SIR,—Yours was received last night. It differs very much both in
spirit and style from your first. In your first you objected to meeting -
me on the bare ground of my challenge; saying, that I should not
understand you as professing a willingness to confer with me on the
truth or falsehood of the statement in my proclamation; * That in-
fant sprinkling is & human tradition, and injurious to the well being
of society, religious and political.” You there proposed twenty-one
questions. In your next you complained of the one question I pro.
posed, and because I had not sent you the twenty-one questions I
then promised to send. In my next, I sent you twenty-one questions,
and also proposed reducing the topics to four questi In your last
you profess a willingness to be off both from your own twenty-one
questions and mine ; and agree to meet me on the bare words of my
challenge, or on two propositions, both negatives, and thus to force
me to give you the last speech. In my first, I proposed rules of
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oonference similar to those framed at Mount Pleasans, to expedite
our interview, and regulate oyr discussion. To those you object to
as inequitable. I proposed in my last, that if the rules I had pro-
posed, should not meet your approbation, as yours had not met with
mine, the three moderators should decide, both the questions to be
discussed, and the manner of discussing them, and pledge myself to
abide by their decision. Of this you take no notice ; but very gravely
and generously proceed to accuse me with departing from my chal-
lenge ; as offering you new conditions; and appending a sine qua
non to them. This, I was about to say, is worse than the quibbling
of school boys.- You should anticipate that there is a probability
of our correspondence meeting the public eye; and that whateves
your design may be in throwing obatacles in the way, it will, perhaps,
appear as if you wished to be off from the counference for ever. It
certainly strikes me so. Otherwise, why, in the name of common
sense, would you object to me, as proposing terms of confesence, as
& sine qua non, when I proposed to refer the whols matter to men, and
to submit to their rules ? If this is inequitable, all arbitrationa and
references are inequitable. 1f this is inequitable, and my rules are
inequitable, then it followa that your rules are equitable, or that they
must be so considered; at least, they axe such as please you better
than those you would expect from & committee. Moreover, while
you talk so much of my proposing questions and theses for you, you
thould remember that yos began by proposing questions for me ; for
bhad you at first proposed to meet me on the ground of my challenge,
and the subject matter of it, I should never have proposed any
questions at all. You have, or appear to have, the rare talent of
committing faults, and of charging them on another. You project a
course, and when 1 follow you, you gravely censure me as departing
from my printed challenge ; and as leading you off to worse ground
than you occupy. As to the latter, instead of leading off, my pro-
posal was to lead you 'on publicly to assume, and, if possible, to
defend the precise ground you oceupy in contradiction to Anti-pedo-
baptists; that is, that infant rantism, or superfusion, is & divine
ordinance ; for surely, there is no dispute between us and you about
believer's baptism. This, I grant you, includes both the subject and
the very action itself, which the law of Christ speoifies and ordains.
This, therefore, being the very point at issue between us, I suggested
to you the propriety of assuming it as such, and, if possible, of proving
it tode a divine ordinance; which it certainly behooves you to do, so
long as you continue to practise it in the divine name. But perhaps
your objection against assuming this ground, in the first instance (for
to this we must come at length, as the .alone question at issue) is,
that it would lead you to take the affirmative; for it seems you are
quite averse to this, and are determined, if possible, to be on the
negative; as I think you must be convinced that it behooves the
affirmative to open the discussion. As to what you say concerning
my references to Du Pin, being at present from home on a journey, -
1 have not that book at hand ; but if you are willing to rest the matter
wpon my proving from that writer, and others, that the affirmative
has usually opened every discussion where theses were so limited,
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1 will engage to do it, or concede to you the closing speech. But
why you should have dwelt so much on this topic, as a sine qua now,
when I consented to be governed by the rules of the moderators,
without even so much as noticing this important concession, this just
and reasonable alternative, quite astonishes me; it seems to argue
something very forbidding in a religious antagonist. When you will
not agree to have the matter referred, it is evident you look for an
advantage. If I must give you an advantage I will do it grafus-
tously ; not under the semblance of a right. 1 will, then, to obviate
all difficulties on my side, if possible, propose to meet you at Augusta,
or rather at Mays Lick, on Wednesday, the 15th day of October
next, the day before or the day after, as may best suit your conve-
niency, at eleven o'clock, A. M.; and that you shall have the pri-
vilege of both operning and closing the discussion, and of speaking
twice for my once ; that the words of my challenge shall be the subject
of discussion, and. that the moderators shall act as aforesaid. I will
either meet you there, or I will agree that the moderators, on the
~ day before our meeting, after having heard all our correspondence,
make the rules by which we shall proceed. - If 1 must give advan-
tage, I will do it all at once, and manifestly. Talk no more then, if
you please, about sine qua non. I will meet you as aforesaid, if the
Lord will, either on your twenty-one questions and mine; or on the
words of my challenge;.or on the four questions proposed in my .
last; or on the decision of the three moderators that shall be chosen.
I have mentioned Mays Lick, as by letters sent me from Kentucky,
I understand it to be a much better place than Augusta for accom-
modating the country in general, and that many more could attend.
1 request you, if determined to meet me, to inform Dr. Keith, on .
receipt of this, and to let him know to which of the proposed terms
you choose tv accede; and aiso to have ourintended meeting made as
public as possible. You will also please to write me immediately on the
receipt of this. Please also to recollect, that the challenge which
elicited mine, came forth from your armies ; and talk no more of the
stripling David; nor of the Philistine Goliath. How good soever
the analogy may be between yon and the teuder stripling; for our
part we disclaim comparison with the mighty Philistine. :
P.S. I wrote this hastily, while stopping for dinner on a journey.
You will therefore please excuse inaccuracies af style, and wans of
method. Your’s respectfully,
. A. CAMPBE}. -

Augusta.

Mr. CAMPBELL,~f, as you intimate, I am afraid to meet you, it
should be matter of regret, when we ider the good of my
cause, the power of Christ, and the experience which I have had of
his faithfulness and condescending goodness. You are mistaken,
however, in one statement which may encourage you in this belief.
Tt is that I try to force you to give me the last speech. 1f this were
true, it might be an evidence of fear, or something worse. ~ Your
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assertion of the fact is as improper as your manner of giving me an

unsought privilege is impolite.

Although to be afraid of so formidable an antagonist would be, in
some measure, excusable, I am not willing to lie under your charge
of wnrighteeus behaviour for omitting to notice your prepoeal for a
theological arbitration. In your letter of July 21ist, you propose that
the moderators, ¢ after having heard read in their hearing, our whole
correspondence, decide both what quéstions shall be discussed, and in
what manner. [ will pledge myself to comply with their decisions.”
This I omitted for the want of room, beoause you had already my
opinion twice on such measures, and because I did mot wish to ex-
pose every inadvertancy of which you might be guilty. 1f I were,
i8 haste, to offer such a proposal, I would thank my correspondent
for passing it in silence. In my letter of July 2nd, I expressed an
opmion that such a proceeding was nothing better than thealagical
Quixotism. In a letter of July 2lst, I considered that to promise
A debate at random arose from ambition or ostentation. When you,
in your plodger copied above, commit the very fault here reproved,
did-decorum require that I should repeat my candemnation ? or was
it necessary for me (e insinuate that yon chose ground which you
‘knew had been abandoned, for the purpose of giving to your candouy
and bravery a more illustrious and uninterrupted display ? .

. Concerning this propossl you say, “ If this is inequitable, then all

arbitrations and references ave inequitable;” and you insinuate that

a refusal on my part is an indireot impeachment of the ability or

ntegrity of s committes. The third rule proposed in your letter of

June 1Gsh, and in the system adopted at Mount Pleasant, is, “ that

these maderators shall merely keep order, and not pronounce judg-

wment on the merits of the debate.” Did-you, by this rule, mean any
inginuation of ignorance or corruptien? Did you, by this proposal,

" mean to make war upon all arbitrations and references, which are
intended to decide upon the merits of canses? It is well for achool-
boys to receive subjects for composition and declamation. It is well
for students of theology to veceive subjects for trial exercises. In
both these cases, however, as well as in arbitrations snd refevences,
the merits are decided by the committee. This, which is really the
maost innocent part of the business, and which has been the practice
of the literary and theological world, time immemorial, does not
pleage you ; but you are delighted with the thought of returning to a
state of minority, of engaging in a sert of polemical fencing, on a
subject arbitrarily dictated by others, and concerning the tendency of
which to good or evil we are utterly ignorant. If the long parliament
of England which you hold in such contempt, had been men of your
liberal conscience, they would have given Archbishop Laud less
trouble about the et cefera oath. But they complain, ¥ We are here
fo swear to we know not what, to something that is not expressed ; by

- which means we aye left to the arbitrary interpretation of the judge.”
You and men of the same spirit often accuse us of a selfish adherence
to the Assembly of divines convened by this parliament. This cor-
respondence shoyld cause you to inquire again who is it that is most
disposed to servile compliances. Is it the man who cautiously and
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prayerfully examines and compares the Westminster articles, and
then adopts them because he finds that form of sound words consis-
tent with the word of God? Is it he who, in sacred things, is unwilling
to make a leap in the dark? or is it that man who pompously pledges
himself to abide by the future decision of an unknown and mixt
committee? and who takes frequent occasions of ridiculing the tender
consciences of those who would rather know a matter before they
snswer it.

This alternative of your proposals is of course rejected. I must
treat your four questions in the same way. On the three last of them
we can come to no immediate issue. Lest a silent concealment of
my disgust should again incur your resentment, I must tell you that
the first of these four, and some others from the same quarter, are
only calculated to darken counsel by words without knowledge.

To excuse yourself for so long persisting upon the right of pre-
scribing what I should defend, you say that I first dictated twenty-one
questions to you. I can find no excuse for this statement, except
that you were on a journey when you made it, and had not my first
letter with yon. You will there find that they were respectfully
submitted for your conslderahon, and (if you please) for your adop-
tion or rejecti nent or selection, enlargement or diminution.”
Did I then, or have I ever since, made your adoption of them a con-
dition of our meeting? So far was I from acting the part of a dic-
tator, that you have more than once commended the spirit of that
letter. So far from insisting upon their adoption after they were
trammelled by your obscure and ambiguous questions, I have in-
curred the censure of inconsistency by abandoning them without a
struggle. This I did in silence, not, as Dr. Keith has said, because
I was afraid to meet you, but because I was afraid to tell you my
opinion of your questions, lest it should prevent a meeting, by raising
too high that magisterial indignation which has been manifested in
several of your letters, and which, from a long habit of domineering
without control, has become quite ungovernable. This same motive
induced me entirely to suppress the first letter which was penned for
your address, because, on reading it to my friend, Major Morris, he
gave it as his opinion, that, by irritating your feelings with severe
animadversions upon your book, it would prove an obstruction to our
meeting. To the same cause you may ascribe my silence hitherto
concerning your character, although mine occu gwd the introduction
to your first letter. Whatever may have moved you to magnify my
reputation and standing, I am sorry that I cannot praise your ortho-
doxy or piety. The numerous, respectable, and almost uniform re-
ports against you in these respects, are corroborated by your various
writings. It is said that you are polluted with the theology of your
favourite author, the disciple of Dr. Priestly, whose Socinian and in-
fidel pravity has been so completely exposed by his Baptist country-
man, the excellent Andrew Fuller. If this be a mistake, you will
rejoice to correct it: and be assured that sach a favour will give me
1o less pleasure than yourself. Until this is done, no devoted mi-
nister of the DIVINE SAVIOUR can desire any other intercourse with
you than as an adversary.
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Your declaration that T am convinced that the afirmative should
open, (and of course the negative close,) notwithstanding my assu-
rances to the contrary, is a much more modest insinuation than you
are accustomed to making. In this respect it resembles a very deli-
cate remark in your first address at Mount Pleasant. It is in the
following words: “ I cannot persuade myself to believe that they who
affirm that baptism came in the room of circumcision, really think
so0.” A real christian who could utter such things, not from hasty
passion, or settled malignity, but from sincere conviction, could hardly
wish to see me, except as an antagonist. In this capacity [ am in-
clined to meet you ; not from any favourable opinion of your piety
or sincerity, but because you are allowed (and I suppose justly) to be
the greatest champion of anabaptism in America; because you have
charged the Pedobaptist world with administering a factitious and
pernicious ordinance; because you have publicly challenged them
to stand on their defence; because you have publicly gloried in their
silence, as arising from guilt, timidity, or incompetency; and because
your partizaus have bantered me, and thus given a particalar direc-
tion to your general invitation.

To this invitation I at first objected, because, although it brings us
to a speedy issue, yet it confounds things quite distinct, and it is
clothed in unbecoming language. True, its exceptionable phrase,
infant sprinkling, is not so low and profane an expression as David
Jones’ watery hocus pocus, yet it is intended as & sneer, and of course
will never, by the lovers of piety and courtesy, be made a member of
a question in debate. This proposition, however, with all its con-
fusion of points and vulgarity of expression, is still preferable to any
other alternative which you have offered. My former repeated ac-
ceptance of it is now confirmed. As you were mistaken about the
superior eligibility of May's Lick, I was reluctant to comply with
your wish. Your friends and correspondents, Dr. Keith and Major
‘Davis undertook the responsibility of requesting on your behalf that
Washington might be the place of meeting. As this was to your ad-
vantage I consented. A copy of our joint publication is enclosed.

W. L. MaccaLra.

Mr. MACCALLA,

Sir,—Your long-looked-for favour came to hand last night. It as-
sures me that you are now disposed to meet me at Washington,on the
proposition printed in my general invitation. But under what regu-
lations I know not; as you have declined referring the matter to the
three moderators, and have said nothing in your last on what rules or
order should be observed. It appears your ience is too tender to
allow the moderators such a liberty, as to say how the debate should
be conducted, and which of all the topics and questions proposed
should be discussed. It appears aleo that you omitted to notice this
proposal in a former letter for want of room; yet there is more than
one third of a page of your letter blank; so that you must have had
more to say about it in your former letter, than in your last; for you
do not write so much on it in your last, as might have been written
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on the blank in your preceding epistle, and you might as well have
tried to arouse my feelings then, as now. It moreover appears, that
vour conscience was not so tender, on the subject of my character for
¢ orthodoxy and piety,” as to prevent you from insinuating, nay, from
declaring, that Dr. Priestly’s disciple was my favourite author, con-
trary to ull evidence or fact from any thing in my writings, or from
any “respectable” source. You shall, perhaps, soon know that I
have no favourite authors in religion except one, and that man who
says I am a first or second-hand disciple of Priestly or of any So-
cinian author, is & man of no piety nor respectablhty of character :
nor is there a man living who can say, or dare say in my presence,
that I ever expressed a sentiment devogatory to the Lord Jesus as a
divine Redeemer, as Immanuel, God with us. Such insinuations
may be circulated in Kentucky by those who would wish to impair
my influence, in supporting a truth more hated by many of the  or-
thodox and pious” than Socinianism: but here we regard them not.
As to my piety, I know I have nothing to boast of ; God alone is
judge. As to my external deportment, men can _)\ldge. And when-
ever you brmg'forward any specific charge of immorality, or unchris:
tian deportment, we shall refute it. - But as I shall, deo volente, at
some future day expatiate on the style and sentiment of your last, L
proceed to say, that your reference to your first letter, in relation to
the twenty-one questions, is partial; and not altogether correct. You
did propose the twenty-one questions in the first instance as you
have quoted, but afterwards, you tell me, in the same letter, that you
« fairly conclude that (unless suppressed by mutual consent,) they
will all -be discussed, if we should ever meet.” Query: Have we mu-
tually agreed to suppress them? Or are they to be discussed at our
meeting? I request that you will meet me at Washington, the four-
teenth day of October, in order to arrange the business, for you have
not agreed to meet meon any of the terms proposed in my last. At
least you have not informed me so. But you have told me that you
are to meet me as “ an adversary,” as ho Satanas. Well, I hope you
will remember, that when Michael the archangel disputed with the
adversary about the body of Moses, he durst not bring against him a
railing accusation. As you are celebrated for piety and orthodoxy,
and I for want of them, a great deal will be expected from you, and
very little from your
Humble Servant,

A. CAMPBELL,




INTERVIEW.

Mr. Campbell was introduced to Mr. Maccalla by major
Davis. They could only agree in the rules published below.
Mr. Maccalla would not agree to refer the arrangement of
the rules of debate to the moderators. Nor would he agree
to open and close and occupy double time. Neither would
he allow the moderators to have any controling power in the
direction nor continuance of the discussion. %n short, they
perted that evening without any final arrangement; to meet
upon the ground next day, and proceed some way, they
‘knew not how. Mr. Maccalla’s strong argument was, there
were no rules attached to Mr. Campbell’s challenge, and,
consequently, he could not demand any. To insist upon
rules was, with Mr. Maccalla, attaching a sine non to
Mr. Campbell’s challenge, a withdrawal of it. lg::her than
meet in a disorderly manner, at the advice of seme friends,
Mr. Campbell called on Mr. Maccalla, to concede the point
on which they had separated. '

"Mr. Campbell having called on Mr. Maccalla that same
evening, in the house of Mr. Paxton, to inform Mr. Maccalla
that he would concede that point for the reason above spe-
cified, thought it expedient to inquire of Mr. Maccalla on
what grounds he had charged him with Socinianism and in-
sincerity in his last letter. This Mr. Campbell did in the
presence of Mr. Paxton, Bishop Sidney Rigdon of Pitts-
burgh, Bishop William Vaughan of Kentucky, and a num-
ber of ladies. The only ground or reason Mr. Maccalla
could produce for the first accusation was, that a certain tra-
velling gentleman, whose name could not be given, had told
him that Mr. Campbell was a Socinian. Mr. Campbell
asked Mr. Maccalla to what part of his writings he had re-
.ference, as containing Socinian principles. He observed
that Mr. C. had recommended Robertson as an historian ;
that this Robertson was a Socinian, and that he supposed
Mr. C. must agree with him in sentiment. With regard to
the charge of insincerity, he had nothing to say.
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On Mr. Maccalla’s principle of accusing, every ene that
recommends Hume as an historian must be a deist. Every
one that recommends Gibbon as an historian must be an
infidel, and every ene that recommends Robertson’s history
of baptism must be a.Socinian, especially if some solitary
traveller who has rode three hundred miles from home, should
say he heard or thought he heard somebody say so.

Mr. Campbell chose Bishop Jeremiah Verdeman as mo-
derator on his part. Mr. Maccalla chose the Rev. James
K. Birch on his part, and these two chose Major Williamn
Roper, and appointed him president of the board of mo-
derators. .

These met under the following regulations:

Rules for conducting a debate betwixt Messrs. W. L.
Maccalla and A. Campbell.

I. That each of the parties choose a moderator, and that
these two moderators shall appaint a third person, who be-
lox(llgs to neither party, for the purpose of merely keeping
order.

II. That A. Campbell open the debate. :

111. That each disputant shall have the privilege of speak-
ing thirty minutes, without interruption, unless he is pleased
to wave his right.

IV. That whatever books are produced upon the occasion,
shall be open to the perusal of each disputant.

V. That the debate shall be adjourned from day to day,
until the parties are satisfied.

A. CAMPBELL,
‘W. L. MactaLra.




A DEBATE

on

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM.

ON Wednesday, about twelve o’clock, the weather being
fine, the Moderators took their seats in the open air. The
congregation were well accommodated on the ground shortky
before used for a Methodist camp-meeting.

Silence and good order universally pervading the large
assembly, Mr. gnmnm.x. thus began :—

MEN, BRETHREN, AND FATHERS, .

TarovueH the goodness and mercy of God, I appear
before you, at this time, and in this place, for the purpose
of contending for a part of that faith, and an item of that
religious practice, once delivered to the saints. My prayer
to God is, that, for the sake of his Son Jesus Christ, I ma
speak as I ought to speak; that, in the spirit of the trut
1 may contend for the truth; that, with humility and love,
with zeal according to knowledge and unfeigned devotion, I
may open my lips on every occasion when I address my
fellow mortal and immortal creatures on the subject of re-
ligion. Expecting that they and I will soon appear before
the judgment-seat of Christ, may I speak in such a way,
that I may not be ashamed nor afraid to meet them there.
May I ever act under the influence of that “ wisdom which
cometh from above, which is first pure, then peaceable, gen-
tle, easy to be entreated, full of mercy and of good fruits,
without partiality, and without hypocrisy.” And may you,
my friends, hear with impartiality, examine and prove all
things, and hold fast that which is good.

- The nature and design of our present meeting require

[}
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that I should intimate to you, respected auditors, the remote
and proximate causes that have brought me to this stage of
debate. This becomes the more necessary, as reports, pre-
judicial to my reputation, have been put into circulation, by
those who unhappily differ from me in some religious sen-
timents. I have been represented, and even the gentleman
who now has induced my appesarance before you, has in his
letters to myself, represented me as one extremely fond of
provoking religious controversy: as having put the Pedo-
baptists to the necessity of coming forward on the defensive.
He has, very modestly indeed, done me the honour of com-
paring me to Goliath of Gath, who defied the armies of the
Jiving God to single combat; and hiinself to the stripling
David, who, trusting in the God of Israel, ventured to meet
the mighty Philistine. That I am not worthy of such ho-
nour will, T hope, appear from the following documents.

The following letter from elder Birch, once of the state of
Ohio, now of the state of Virginia, will show that I did not
provoke this controversy with the Pedobaptists.

To THE REv.* ALEXANDER CAMPBELL,

DEeAR BROTHER,—I ONCE more undertake to address
you by letter, as we are commanded not to be weary in well-
doing, I feel disposed to persevere. I am coming this third
time unto you. I cannot persuade myself to think that you
will refuse to attend to dispute with Mr. Walker, therefore
I do not feel disposed to complain because you have sent
me no answer. True, T expected an answer, signifying
‘your acceptance of the same. I am as yet disappointed,
{ut am not offended nor discouraged. I can truly say it is
the unanimous wish of all the church to which I belong,
that you should be the disputant. It is brother Nathaniel
Skinner's .desire: it is the wish of all the brethren with
whom I have conversed, that you shonld be the man. You
will, I hope, send me an answer by brother Jesse Martin,
‘who has promised to bear this unto you. Come, brother,
come over into Macedonia and help us.

Yours, in the best of bonds, JonN BircH.

* The term Reverend we disclaim, as not suitable to ourselves nor
any other sinner. We publish it here for the sake of making out the
'.i.xl‘:‘m"t verbatim, from the original which we had with us on the stage.
Ree tyrant custom leads many of the well-meaning to use it. A
his —rend sinner sounds in our ears as dissonant and incongruous as
8tace the duke, his majesty the king, his holiness the pope.
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From this extract it appears that T was earnestly solicited,
Y €a, thrice requested to dispute with Mr. Walker by the
person challenged by Mr. Walker, before I consented to
meet him. This letter is open to the inspection of my op-
ponent :- it shews that this controversy began not with me.

But I will also read Mr. Walker's letter which he wrote
me, when he understood that Mr. Birch had obtained my
consent to meet him in public debate. It reads thus:—

Myr. Alexander Campbell,

I THINK proper to intimate to you, that I have chosen
the Rev. Samuel Findley to preside at the time of our pub-
lic dispute; you have the privilege of choosing another; you
will please to make such choice, and let him meet with Mr.
Findley prior to the day of public dispute, that we may not
be detained. They should determine the manner of dispute,
and fix rales by which we should proceed, and preside, not
‘to give judgment, but to keep order.

Yours, with respect, ‘JoAN WALKER.

The tone and spirit of this epistle shows who was the
active and leading party; the dictating party in this con-
troversy. It shows from what quarter the challenge cawe,
‘and who prescribed the rnles of conference, It is from these
documents,-we presume, sufficiently plain that I did not
begin: or provoke this controversy. If so, I am unworthy of
the honour done me by my opponent, in comparing me to
‘him who challenged the hosts of Israel. And whether he
will prove the stripling David this debate will show.

But as I am represented as having given a challenge at
Mount Pleasant,* it is necessary to advert to the circum-
stances accompanying it. The more so, as that challenge
has been presented in an unfair light, in the various papers
in this state which have notified the public of this discussion.

* That the reader may understand the frequent allusions he may
meet with in this work to “ Mr. Walker” and “Debate at Mount
Pleasant,” it is necessary to inform him, that in June, 1820, Mr. A.
Campbell held a two-days’ debate with a minister of the secession,
named Mr. John Walker, at Mount Pleasant, on the same subject as
the present one, At the close of that debate, Mr. Campbell, be-
lieving Mr. Walker had not argued the Pedobaptist cause in such a
manner as the generality of Pedobaptists would abide by, gave
notice of his willingness to debate the subject afresh with any re-
spectable and able minister they might appoint. This led to the
present debate with Mr, Maccalla.—Lkp. Eng. Edit.
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“The following notice, we presume from the pen of ' Mr.
Maccalla, does not fairly represent me as respects this con-
troversy.

** From the tenor of a correspondence which we have had
with Mr. Campbell, of Virginia, we consider ourselves au-
thorised to inform the public, that, if God permit, Messrs.
ALEXANDER CaMPBELL and W. L, Maccarra of the Bap-
tist and Presbyterian connexions, will meet in the town of
‘Washington, Mason county, Kentucky, for the discussion of
the subject and mode of Baptism, according to a general
challenge published by the former of these gentlemen, in
the following words, viz.: ‘I this day publish to all present,
that I feel disposed to meet any Pedobaptist minister of
any denomination, of good standing in his party, and I

age to prove in a debate with him, either viva voce, or
with the pen, that infant sprinkling is a human tradition,
and injurious to the well-being of society, religious and

political.’
On the part of A. Campbell, A. D. Ke1TH.
W. L. Maccarra.”

This plainly exhibits me as provoking this controversy.
The reason is, my general challenge, as my opponent calls it,
.i8 not fully published in its attendant circumstances. ‘Chis
notice begins in the middle of a sentence after a comma.
The explanatory members of the sentence are ingeniously,
or accidentally lopped off. The following words are wanting
in the publication, which are found in the first part of the
sentence as it stands in the Debate at Mount Pleasant, 2nd.
edit. p. 141, “I have now accepted the invitation or chal-
lenge of the seceders, and having now fully satisfied their
most eager desires for an interview of this kind, I conceive
it is my time to give an invitation or challenge to any Pedo-
baptist minister ; and to return the compliment with the
utmost ceremoniousness,” So much of the sentence is sup-
pressed, which would have explained the subsequent part
of it, or at least have presented it in another light. This
part of the sentence would have shewn that I was merely
returning the compliment, and not introducing a contro-
versy ; whereas, when suppressed, the latter part of the
sentence represents me as throwing down the gauntlet and
nmvoking a debate: as a braggadocio or champion chal.

nging the world. :
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. The-execiting circumstances of this proclamation were the
following :—1 had, from a conviction of the propriety of
public discussions, agreed t6 meet Mr. Walker, of Ohio,
who stood engaged to prove that “infant sprinkling, or
infant baptism is a divine ordinance.” Having found Mr.
Walker incompetent to prove this proposition, not only in
my own judgment, er in that of the Baptists, but also in
the estimation- of the disinterested, I conceived it my duty
to invite any other Pedobaptist teacher to try to do that
which Mr. Walker failed to do. This I did, and T am
now before you, pledged to prove that infant sprinkling is a
human tradition, and injurious to the wellbeing of society,
religious and political.

My present opponent accepted, he says, my general chal-
lenge in May last, but our correspondence has been continued
until three days before my departure from home for this
place, and even then the preliminaries were not adjusted.
It was however notified that the time and place were fixed
for holding this debate ; and owing to the shortness of time,
and the stage of water in the Ohio, I was unable to bring
any other books than such as could be carried in my port-
manteau.

The subject of our present controversy is one that has
excited great interest, elicited great zeal, and exhibited un-
common industry on all sides. Some great benefit, either
real or imaginary, must be ascribed to infant sprinkling, by
those who so ardently contend for it. Belore we spend our
breath, waste our time, or fatigue our bodies in this dis-
cussion, let us know cui bono, for what good, or what benefit
to infants we contend. We, Baptists, contend that it is the
duty of christian parents, (and their love to their offspring -
_ should prompt them to it,) to bring up their children in the

nurture and admonition of the Lord, to pray for them, and
to exhibit before them a good example. I acknowledge no
man as a christian that will not perform these delightful
duties. ~ But when these duties are performed, we know of
no benefit that could be conferred on them by sprinkling a
few drops of water upon their faces.

As a father, I love my children as dearly as T think any
father ought to do. I would sprinkle them not only once,
but seven times, if I thought it would confer any benefit
upon them, or contribute to their salvation. I do not speak
of sprinkling them with any disrespect. The term I con-
ceive denotes the action, My opponent hinted in his letters

c?2



38 A DEBATE

that it is vulgar and impious to call this rite sprinkling.
We are for calling things by their appropriate names. If
the name be vulgar, the thing is vulgar; if the name be
impious, the action is impious. Whatever vulgarity and
impiety my opponent conceives to be exhibited in calling
the rite for which he contends, infant sprinkling, he ought
to consider that the same vulgarity and impiety exist in the
practice of it.

As my opponent contends for infant sprinkling, he must
think that some benefit is communicated by it. Now as we
know of none, it not only becomes him for the sake of con-
sistency to point out numerically, in the first place, in the
second, third, and fourth, &c. the advantages resulting from
the practice, but it will also add to our zeal, and engage our
attention, in discussing the subject. Let us see what is at
stake, and then we shall enter into debate with spirit and
energy. I trust neither Mr. Maccalla nor myself came
hither for the purpose of displaying our talents, or our ac-
quisitions. It was not, we assure you, my friends, for the
purpose of exhibiting our strength, or the weakness of my
opponent, that induced me to leave my family and visit this
place. No such inglorious object could have induced me
to undergo the privations and toils of my journey hither.
If the physical strength of my opponent was equal to the
carrying of two hundred pounds, mine to two hundred and
fifty, of what should I boast! Why should I blame him,
or praise myself!  As there is nothing praiseworthy in
bodily strength, so there is nothing culpable in mental im-
becility. No, my friends, it is not our own reputation, nor
sectarian victory we have in view; it is the triumph of truth,

*it is the union of christians on a proper basis. We ardently
desire the union of all christians on the one foundation ; we
believe infant sprinkling to be a barrier, a stumblingblock
in the way, and therefore we wish to see it removed, that
those who believe and love the truth may walk in the fellow-
ship of it. But I give way to Mr. Maccalla, that he may
point -out the use of this rite: if there be no use in the
thing, why contend for it? and if there be, God forbid that
1 should oppose it.

Mr. MaccaLLa then arose.
Religion, my friends, is a subject of general, of infinite,
and of eternal importance. It is the only subject which
interests all classes, all ranks and degrees of men alike,
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Every human being has a soul, and this soul must be happy
or miserable for ever. The excellence of religion appears
in its suitableness to every human being. It is adapted to
the noble and ignoble, and is necessary to the happiness of
all. Without it, the most illustrious amongst men are poor
and unhappy beings ; with it, the most abased amongst men
are exalted and ennobled. It is not only of general, of
universal, but also of infinite importance. Every thing
sublunary which occupies human attention, and commands
human respect, is limited in its value, and finite in its ad-
vantages; butreligion is the inestimable pearl, the invaluable
possession, the infinite felicity of all its subjects. It is of
eternal excellence. It not only respects man as the passing
tenant of this world, as the creature of time, as a mortal
being, but it launches forth into eternity, and prepares its
happy possessor for a blissful immortality : it views him as
the child of immortality, and adapts him for the society of
happy immortals. Who then would not admire its excel-
lence, be moved by its importance, and charmed by its su-
perlative glory! Who will not confess that if such be the
excellence of religion, that every thing connected with it,
“that every institution, and every part of it, is worthy of our
greatest reverence, of our utmost regard! I come forward,
under these impressions of the nature and design of religion,
to defend one of its institutions from the charges of our
accuser.

Yes, my Pedobaptist friends, our adversary has accused
us, has accused the whole Pedobaptist world, with holding
and administering a factitious and pernicious ordinance.
-He has publicly challenged them to stand on their defence.
He would now, as you have heard him, endeavour to exone-
rate himself from having given a challenge to the Pedo-
baptist world. He says, “ I call it a challenge,” but what
‘does he callit? Does he not call it a challenge himself?
-Hear his own words (Debate at Mount Pleasant, p. 141),
“1 now,” says he, *conceive it is my time to give an
invitation or challenge;”’ mark, my friends, the word chal-
lenge, ““ to any Pedobaptist minister ;"'—¢o any Pedobaptist
minister, does not this include the whole Pedobaptist
world? Yet you would think from what he has just now
said, that he never gave a challenge. It is a challenge, and
a tremendous one: it is not only a challenge, but it also
‘contains a base accusation too. It accuses us of a crime;
-do not startle, my friends, at the word crime; for, in admi-
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nistering baptism to an infant, he says that we practise that
which is injurious to the wellbeing of society, religious and
political. Yes; we are guilty: he holds us guilty of a
crime worthy to be punished by the civil law.

Let us attend to the words of this challenge. Our ac-
cuser, in his challenge, has engaged to prove that infant
sprinkling is a human tradition. Observe the word /ra-
dition : a tradition is any thing handed down, whether
in word or writing; whether viva voce, or with the pen.
The apostles called their communications ¢raditions. « Hold
the traditions,” said Paul, “ which ye have received by word
or our epistle.”” 1In this seuse, then, every thing in the
scriptures is tradition ; but they are divine traditions, or
which is the same thing, apostolic traditions. Qur accuser,
however, is not content with calling infant baptism infant
sprinkling, or with saying that it is a tradition, but he calls
it a Auman tradition ; that is, a tradition of men, something
handed down from men only, in which there is no divine
authority, for which there is no divine warrant. Not only
is"the baptizing of infants, as respects the subject, called, by
our accusers, a human tradition, but the very mode of ad-
ministering baptism is called sprinkling, and this sprinkling
is called a human tradition; so that the whole institution, as
respects subject and mode, is, by our adversaries, called a
‘human tradition.

But this is not the full expression of their resentment,—
of their hatred of this holy' institution, for our adversary
adds another epithet, it is an injurious human tradition.
Yes; injurious to every body and to all society, religious
and political. 'What a monstrous evil is this ordinance—a
human tradition —an injurious tradition, hurtful to the
church, and hurtful to the State. Mr. Campbell, however,
stands pledged to prove these four propositions: first, that
infants are not the subjects of baptism; secondly, that sprink-
ling is not baptism; in the third place, that baptizing an
infant is injurious to religious and political society; and,
in the fourth place, that sprinkling, the very mode itself,
is injurious to the church and the world.

He proposed a question, but offered no argument, in his
speech to you. This question is a very strange one indeed,
coming from my opponent. What good is there in infant
baptism ? An appeal to reason—yes, and to reason on the
expediency and advantage of ebeying a divine command.
Reason ought not to be appealed to on such matters. Tt
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is enough to know that it is commanded. Our duty is to
obey, although we could see no propriety in the command
—~—no good result from obedience. In his debate with Mr.
‘Walker he declaims against reasoning on divine commands.
He there says, “ In positive institutions we are not autho-
Tized to reason what we should dv, hut implicitly to obey.
Not whether it be rational or proper to do so, but go, do it.”’
In positive institutions the divine authority commanding
is that which the subject views in his obedience; he also
adds, “that on no account whatsoever are we to aitempt
to reason upon the expediency of the things enjoined,
but implicitly to obey on all occasions.”” Yet now he
asks what good is there in obedience! before he will obey
the divine command he must know what he will gain
by so doing! I say that reason is not to be appealed to
on such occasions. It is enough for me to know that God
has commnanded infants to be baptized. I know that what-
ever he has commanded is right, useful, and profitable, and
that when we obey the command qf God, good will resalt
from it, although I might not be uble particularly to define
it, or specify what it is. 1f many who are commanded to
obedience in the scriptures would refrain from obedience
until they saw the good that would result from it; until they
could numerically show first, second, and third ; this and
that advantage results from it, very few, if any, of the cam-
mands of God would ever be obeved.

With regard to what my epponent has said on the un-
Jairness of the public notice of this debate given in our
papers, it is enough for me 10 say, that his friend and corres-
poudent, Dr. Keith, signed it on his behalf, and that if any
thing was amiss in it, he was equally criminal with myself,

Mr. Campbell was to have opened this debate according
to our agreement, but he sat down without ever offering one
argument in proof of any of the propositions contained in his
general challenge. It is true, he talked about many things
altogether irrelevant to our dispute, and occupied his time
without attempting to do what we should have expected
would have been his first effort. As he has, then, sat down
without opening the debate, or offering any argument, it
becomes my duty to open the debate. Mr. Campbell has
declined it for some very important reasons; we shall then

roceed to open it.

I came to this place to prove the very contrary of the
propositions contained in er. Campbell’s challenge. I
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came to prove that infant baptism is a divine ordinance,
an institution of heaven, designed for the most important
purposes. The subject naturally divides itself into the
subject and mode of baptism. All disputants and writers of
eminence have taken this method to illustrate and establish
from scripture the ordinance of infant baptism. I maintain
that faith is not essential to baptism, and that immersion is
not essential to baptism. That the infant of a believeris a
proper subject, and that sprinkling or pouring is valid bap-
tism. In the establishment of the first proposition or first
branch of this subject, I will observe the following method :

In the first place I will produce a divine command for
infant baptism ; a command of God authorizing infants to
be baptized—the infants of believers.

In the second place I will produce probable evidence of
apostolic practice of infant baptisin.

In the third and last place under this head, I will produce
positive evidence of apostolic practice of infant baptism.

This is the general method I will pursue in the prosecu-
tion of this controversy; subservient to which shall be all
the different topics introduced, however remotely they may
appear to bear upon the subject.

You will, then, my friends, remember that in the first
place, I proceed to produce a divine command for. infant
baptism. This is the most influential of all authority for
any practice. What greater authority can be adduced in
favour of any practice, what more imperious than the com-
mand of the great God, whose right, whose exclusive right
it is, to appoint his own worship, to ordain the institutes
- thereof, and to accompany all his injunctions with suitable
sanctions ? It is not human tradition that is an adequate
authority to measure our faith, or to regulate our obedience.
Our church founds all her decisions, her laws, and her
ordinances upon the commands of God, or the explicit
declarations of his Spirit, whether found in the Old Testa-
ment or in the New: we esteem a command of God as
obligatory upon us wherever it may be found. It is the
same God that spoke by Moses and by Paul; and his au-
thority is like himself, unchangeable. He has had a church
in all generations, constituted by his laws and governed by
his statutes. Length of time, of vast autiquity, does not
mpair his authority, or render his precepts of less weight.
A divine command for any practice warrants, requires, and
perits our inmediate compliance; even where reason dis-

l
1




ON BAPTISNM. 43

covers no immediate gain, no present acquisition, no palpable
benefit. All divine commands are not equally plain, yet they
are equally authoritative; and they are all so plain, that when
fairly interpreted, they render the despiser or the neglecter
without excuse. It must also be acknowledged that some of
God's commands have been repealed, consequently not bind-
ing upon us; but it must also be remembered, that such of
them as are not repealed by his authority are yet in force.
There are other peculiarities of the commands of God which

are worthy of notice, but of these hereafter. [Mr. M. then
sat down.]

~ Mr. CaMPBELL then proceeded :

. Mr. Maecalla has very ingeniously proved that I gave
a challenge. And who says that I did not? But Mr.
Maccalla was very silent on the point of dispute respecting
this challenge. The question is, who firs¢ introduced this
vontroversy. The documents I produced must for ever ex-
onerate me from having begun this discussion. It was the
Pedobaptists that first challenged the Baptist world. And
the only interpretation that candour and honesty can put
on the paragraph, cited from the 141st p. of the Debate at
Mount Pleasant, is, that we did not claim the honour of
having universally, and fof ever silenced the Pedobaptists,
but that we would give any of them a fair and full oppor-
tunity of doing better than Mr. Walker was supposed to
have done, if they.thought they could make a better argu-
ment than he had done. * This I did. And I must persist
in saying, that Mr. Maccalla’s first letter to me, is as fully
an original challenge as that given by me. But as Mr.
Maccalla in his address to you did not so much as allude
to the question, who first gave a challange, but occupied
his remarks in proving what was nof denied, we presume
this point is settled without contradiction.

But, my Pedobaptist friends, there is something in my
opponent’s address that I exceedingly lament, on your
account. I discover the spirit and design of a considerable
Part of it is, to arouse your passions at the expense of your
judgment ; to lead you to view my challenge as an accu-
tation against the whole Pedobaptist world, and myself as
un accuser ; that I have charged you with a crime worthy
of punishment by the civil law. My opponent appears to
e so well acquainted with human nature, as to calculate
& good dedl upon bribing your judgment in this debate, by



44 A DEBATE

a present to your passions. If he succeeds in leading you
to consider me your accuser ; my challenge an accusation ;
and your practice as judged and pronounced by me crim-
inal; if he succeeds in persuading you to consider himself
as your defender; his speeches, as a defence of your practice;
his whole efforts as designed to free you from calumny; he
wisely calculates that he has gained half the point in se-
curing his dominion over you. Our design, my Pedobaptist
friends, is not to widen the breach, or to throw stumbling-
blocks in the way, by inflaming your passions; but to
endeavour to lead you to understand this most immportant in-
stitution of the Lord of glory, that whosoever of you feareth
God may unite with us in keeping his commandments, as
delivered unto us by his holy apostles. ’
Instead of pointing us to the good effects and benefits of
infant baptism, as was requested in my first address, he has
entertained us with a disquisition on the impropriety of ap-
pealing to reason on such matters; and that too by a refe-
rence to my remarks in debate with Mr. Walker on positive
institutions.
I am well pleased to find that my opponent and 1 agree
so well on the nature of positive institutions. I request the
congregation to keep in mind that my opponent has de-
clared that in positive institutions, ““ reason is not to be ap-
pealed to in such malters. It is enough to know that it is
commanded. Our duly is to obey, although we see no pro-
riely in the command, no good result from obedience.”

%his is an excellent sentiment, and we shall likely bave use
for its appearance again in this controversy. It, however,
appears on this occasion entirely out of place. When I
asked my opponent to enumerate the benefits of infant
sprinkling, I did not call upon him to appeal to reason, but
to revelation. His reply is, in fact, a concession that reve-
lation says nothing about them, and, very judiciously indeed,
he refuses to appeal to reason; for reason would be as silent
upon the benefits derived to infants from sprinkling, as réve-
lation. We must compliment his ingenuity upon this occa-
sion, and thank him E)r his beautiful episode upon positive
institutions. Had he, however, demanded of me the benefits
derived to believers from baptism, I would have immediately
made my appeal to revelation; and in numerical order ex-
hibited the chief. .

" Mr. Maccalla would have you think that I sat down with-
out opening this debate,—without submitting an argument.

-
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My remarks, it is true, were chiefly prefatory; yet I con-
ceive there was an opening of the debate, and some argument
in my introduction. If I did not open the debate, with
whom was he debating in his speech? - And as to ment,
it is true I did not submit one in the form of a syllogism,
yet I conceive the strongest ment in the world was pre-
sented against the practice of the Pedobaptists. It was
modestly affirmed that infant sprinkling was a USELEss
ractice ; that there was no benefit resulti:gr:: the infant
m it. My opponent affirms, necessarily s, that there
is a benefit in it. Now, the proof always lies on the affirmer.
I think there is no argument which can be adduced against
any praclice, or any undertaking stronger or more convincing
than such a practice, or such an undertaking is useless,
altogether useless. Buppose, for illustration, a man were
about building a house upon the ice, which is practicable
in many places. He might give it the most tasty form ; he
might divide it into the most convenient and elegant cham-
bers ; he might display the most correct and delicate taste
in its internal arrangements, in its external figure and ap-
pearance. When about to engage in the accomplishment
of his design, or while in the act of prosecuting his plan,
suppose some person acquainted with the climate, and pos-
sessed of what is called common sense, would .tell him the
whole project, the whole enterprize was an useless one; for
as soon as the western zephyrs would breathe upon the foun-
dation, yield it must to their influence, and down must come
the whole superstructure. I say, what argument could be
more powerful against his project than that it was useless, or
without benefit! And as my opponent has produced no
benefit, no advantage, to be derived to infants from sprink-
ling, or from baptism, we gained, in our first encounter, the
strongest of all arguments against his practice.
- But as my opponent complains that I have not opened
the debate, and as I was compelled to consent to open the
debate, contrary to my sense of propriety, or else it appeared
we should have had none, as our correspondence will de-
monstrate, I will proceed to do it in a more formal manner ;
and as my opponent has been telling us his method of
eonducting the debate, though he himself has produced wo
argument as yet in support of his theses, consequently on
his own principles has not opened it, I will submit my
tethod of procedure in this controversy.

D
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. But I will first premise a few things, merely, however,
to fix on certain principles to which we may appeal in any
matter of doubtful disputation. I have not to consult my
opponent on these, as they are already sworn to, or avowed
by my opponent. I therefore take that Confession of Faith
which he has solemnly vowed to teach, and vowed to be
(according to his belief) the system of doctrine taught in
the Holy Scriptures; and from it 1 will select such general
rules as may be pertinent to this discussion.

Presbylerian Confession of Faith, chap. i. sect. 7. “All
things in Scripture are not alike plain in themselves, nor
alike clear unto all; yet those things which are necessary
to be known, believed, and observed for salvation, are so
clearly propounded and opened in some place of Scripture
or other, that not only the learned but the unlearned, in &
due use of the ordinary means may attain unto a sufficient
understanding of them.” You will then bear in mind, my
friends, that my opponent considers you all competent judges
of scripture testimony, in a due use of the ordinary means:
and, without any commentator or religious teacher, his con-
fession of faith declares, that, though you were unlearned,
vou may attain unto a knowledge of the things necessary to
be known, believed, and observed for salvation; because all
those things are *so clearly propounded and opened in some
place of scripture or other.

In the same confession, and in the same chapter, sect. 9,

ou will find the following most excellent sentiment : * The
infallible rule of interpretation of scripture is the scripture
itsell; and, therefore, when there is a question about the
true and full sense of any scripture which is not manifold,
but ONE, it may be searched and known by other places
that speak more clearly.” This article embraces one of the
best rules of interpretation we have seen. The sense of ev.
passage of scripture is ONE, not two, three, or manifold.
How many thousands of volumes of sermons, and inter-
pretations of scripture would it send to the flames, or to the
motbhs, if it were duly recognized and acted upon! There
is but ONE meaning in every passage of scripture, and that
one meaning must be always found from its context. This
golden rule of interpretation, recognized and acted upon,
and controversy about the meaning of scripture. becomes
+ fair and easily managed. To these articles we shall appeal
in all matters of disputation about the meaning of scriptures
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adduced in this controversy. T feel myself happy to think
that my opponent must admit them, or abjure his allegiance
to the Presbyterian church. .
" My textwill be found in the twenty-eighth chapter of the
Confession of Faith, first verse, and first clause. *“Baptism
is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus
‘Christ.” The term sacrament is the only term in our text
on which we shall offer a comment. The term sacrament
we shall define first, generally, as signifying any holy thiug ;
secondly, specially, it signifies a holy ordinance. OQur text,
then, as defined, reads—** Baptismn is a holy ordinance of the
New Testament, ordained by Jesus Christ.” In handling
‘this text polemically, and in proving the propositions con-
tained in our general challenge, we shall observe the following
method :—

1st. We shall go to the New Testament, and not to the

Old, to ascertain the nature, design, and subject of this or-
dinance. - .
" 2nd. We shall appeal to the words. of Jesus Christ for
the institution of baptism, as our text says it is an prdinance
of Jesus Christ; we shall have nothing to do with Moses
in this matter, however useful he may be in others. No
doubt our opponent will feel his creed honoured, and will
acquiesce in our method as correct.

In proving the points contained in my challenge, I will
first prove that a believer is the only subject of baptism.

In the second place, that immersion is the only baptism.

“ In the third place, that infant baptism, or infant sprink-
ling, is injurious to society, religious and political. These
points being established, and it necessarily follows that infant
sprinkling is a hAuman tradition, and injurioys, &c.

In establishing the first point, that a believer is the only
subject of baptism, I will, according to my text, appeal
exclusively to the New Testament; and reason itself will
justify me in this particular; for who would go to the Old
Testament to find an ordinance which is not in it, and which
belongs exclusively to the New ! 1In the first place, under
this head, I will appeal directly to the law of Christ con-
cerning this ordinance of his, which I find in the commission
to baptize. Matt. xxviii. 18—20, Jesus said, “All authority
in heaven and in earth is given unto me. Go ye, therefore,
and teach all nations, (or make disciples out of all nations)
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
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and of the Holy Spirit; teaching them to observe all things
whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo, I am with yon
alway, unto the end of the world.” We shall also read the
commission, or law of christian baptism, as recorded by
Mark, xvi, 15, 16. “ Go ye into all the world, and preach
the gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is
baptized shall be saved ; and he that believeth notshall be
damned.”

The law of baptism, then, authorizes none but disciples
or believers to be baptized.

Having now, according to my text, read the law of baptism,
from Him, whose ordinance the Confession says it is, I
will in the next place read the practice of those persons to
whom He first gave the law; and who, He said, should be
witnesses for Him, in Judea, and Samaria, and to the utter-
.most parts of the earth. We shall just follow them to Judea,
thence to Samaria, and thence to the Gentiles, the uttermost
paris of the earth, and see whom they baptized. .

To Judea.—In Jerusalem, the metropolis of Judea, we
read, Acts ii. 41. When Peter preached the gospel first to
the Jews, we are told—*thal they who gladly received his
word were baptized, and the same da)' there were added
unto them about three thousand souls.” Thus the apostles
began to act under the law of baptism. They baptized only
those who gladly received the gospel, believed it, or became
disciples of Christ. }

To Samaria.—Acts viii. 12. “But when they believed
Plu'li{: preachinf the things concerning the kingdom of God,
and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men
and women.” .

To Ethiopia.—Acts viii. 36. ¢ See,” says the Ethiopian
eunuch, “here is water, what doth hinder me to be baptized ?
Philip said, if thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest,
And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God.” Then Philip baptized him.

To the uttermost parts of the earth.—The gentiles, in
Cornelius’ house, Acts x. 47. When' they believed the
Fospel which Peter preached, Peter says, ¢ can any man

orbid water, that these should not be baptized, which have
received the Holy Spirit as well as we?” And he com-
‘manded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord.

To Philippi.—~And when the Lord opened Lydia’s heart,
we are told, Acts xvi. 14, that “* she attended unto the things
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which were spoken of Paul, and then she was baptized and
her household.” And Acts xvi. 31, they said to the jailer,
¢ believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved,
and thy house, and they spake unto him the word of the
Lord, and {6 all that were in the house. And he took them,
the same hour of the night, and washed their stripes, and
was baptized, he and all his straightway.

To Corinth.—Acts xviii. 8. And Crispus, the chief ruler
of the synagogue, believed on the Lord with all his house,
and many of the Corinthians hearing, believed, and were
baptized.”

My time forbids me now to make any remarks upon these
testimonies ; .we see, at the first glance, whom the apostles
baptized under the law of Christ. Let my opponent now
read, in the New Testament, such passages as speak of
infants as subjects of baptism. I give place to him to read
the New Testament records of infant baptism.

Mr. Maccarra then arose s—

I will read you, my friends, an extract from Mr. Robinson,
the greatest Baptist historian in the world, pp. 367, 368.
This extract will show you how infant baptism has been
attacked, with what reproaches it has been loaded, with what
insolence and contempt it has been treated, and it will also
exhibit to you what kind of spirit our adversaries possess.
It reads thus ;— ’

““ Soon after the passing of the conventicle act, a Baptist,
named Headach, a man of fortune and reputation, was
accused of having spoken treasonable words by a pretended
brother, named John Poulter. Headach was ready to be
arraigned at the bar on the oath of Poulter, and of course
to lose both his estate and his life, when all on a sudden
Poulter disappeared. It was soon found that Poulter was
the son of a butcher in Salisbury; that he was there re-
puted one of the most debauched and profligate of mankind;
that he had turned informer, and had been employed by
Dr. Mew, then vice-chancellor of Oxford, and Judge Morton,
who used to call him Jokn for the king, to obtain in the
county of Bucks a full account of what number of dissenting
meetings there were ; in what places they were held; what
number of persons attended them; of what rank ; whether
of estate ; where they resided, and so forth. Poulter, like
the rest of his order, was sometimes a Quaker and sometimes

D2
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a Baptist, and when he was found out in one country, he
shifted quarters, and acted the same part in others, always
protected and supported by some great persecuters then in
power. Having committed many other crimes, and been
guilty of many felonies, which came.to light at once, he fled
the country. Headach was dismissed; and among other
exploits it was found Poulter had, in contempt of infant
baptism, christened a cat, and, in derision of the queen,
had named it Catherine Catherina. So zealous an enemy
was this pretended Baptist to infant baptism and civil
tyranny over conscience.

Paul Hobson’s soldiers christened a colt that was foaled
in St. Paul's church, by sprinkling it with water which he
had made in his helmet, in the name of Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost, and because it was a bald colt, he named it
Baal Rex. ‘ '

Captain Beaumont and his soldiers, in 1644, christened a
colt at the font in Yakesley church, Huntingdonshire, in
the same manner, with the same sort of water, calling him,
because he was hairy, Baal Esau.

History mentions ancient mockeries of baptism, but they
were very different from these. Prymnne collected two from
Nicholas Cabasila. “It is recorded of one Porphyry, a
pagan stage-player, that he grew to such an height of im-
piety, that be adventured to baptize himself in jest upon
the stage, of purpose to make the people Jaugh at Christian
baptism, and so to bring both it and Christianity into con-
tempt; and for this purpose he plunged himself into a
vessel of water which he had placed on.the stage, calling
aloud upon the Trinity, at which the spectators fell into
-great laughter. But, lo, the goodness of God to this profane
miscreant! It pleased God to shew such a demonstration
of his power and grace upon him, that this sporting baptism
of his became a serious laver of regeneration to him, in-
somuch that of a graceless player he became a gracious
Christian ; and not long after a'constant martyr.”’—Credat
Judaeus Apella, - :

““The like T find registered of one Ardalion, another
heathen actor, who, in derision of the holy sacrament of
baptism, baptized himself in jest upon the stage, and by
that means became a christian; God’s mercy turning this
‘his wickedness to his eternal good.”—Credat Judens Apella,
non ego. ~

I hope this extract will not offend our moderators; we
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know, indeed, that it is not suitable to be read in the
audience of any respectable assembly, but Mr. Robinson,
a Bapiist, has writlen it, and we are justifiable in reading it
upon the present occasion, as it is so similar to many things
said by our present adversary in his publication of the debate
with Mr. Walker.

[Here bishop Verdeman, one of the moderators, ad-
dressed Mr. Maccalla, saying that he might read of the
baptism of cais and colts as much as he pleased, provided
he would drop the use of two words, of which he was in
frequent- use, these are the words adversaries and accusers.
Mr. Verdeman obeerved, that he thought it very illiberal to
represent the Baplists as accusers and adversaries of the
Pedobaptists, and to call his opponent, Mr. Campbell, an
adversary and an accuser. Mr. Maccalla must know that
these are names given in Scripture to Satan, who is called
““the adversary” and * the accusor of the brethren.” He
thought that Mr. Maccalla should treat his opponent as a
gentleman and as a christian, although he differed from him
on the questions under discussion. He hoped, therefore,
that he would substitute the term opponent or any terin less
acrimonious, more consistent with candour and justice, in
place of those offensive terms.

Something intended as an excuse for Mr. Maccalla was
said by the Rev. Mr. Birch, but as no notes were taken of it,
our recollection will not permit us to attempt a statement of
his remarks.

Major Roper, the president of the board of moderators,
whose right it was to decide when any difference occurred
between the other moderators, gave it as his opinion, that,
however justifiable Mr. Maccalla might be in calling Mr.
Campbell his accuser, it was certainly unwarrantable and
indecorous to denominate the Baptist denomination as ac-
“cusers and adversaries, He hoped, therefore, that Mr.
Maccalla would dispense with the use of those terms.

Mr. Maccalla said, in his own defence, that he had used
the terms for the purpose of obtaining such a decision
respecting Mr. Campbell as the president of the board had
now given; and that being pleased, very much pleased,
with the remarks of the president of the bench, he would
desist from the use of those terms.*]

* See page 17. In his letter Mr. Maccalla calls the Baptists his
adversaries, so that he must have used these terms for a long time in
order to obtain this decision.
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Mr. MaccaLLA resumed his reading :—

I was about to read to you an extract from the Debate at
Mount Pleasant, breathing the same spirit of that read from
Robinson, the Socinian. It is indeed taken from Robinson,
p- 193.

«Bill of fare of a dinner at Tynningham, the house of the Right
Honourable the Earl of Haddington, on Thursday, the 2lst of
Angust, 1679, when his lordship’s son was baptized :—

Freshbeef - - . pi , 6| Chickens, roasted- - - - 9
Mutton - - - - -do. 16 ditto stewed - - - - 30
Veal - - - - - -.do. 4 ditto  fricasseed - - - 12
Legs of Venison _- - - - 3 ditto in pottage - - - 8
Geese - - - - - - - 6{Lamb - . - . . . - 10
Pigs - - - - - « -« . 4|Wildfowl - - . . . . 2
Old Turkeys - - - . - 2| Pigeons,baked,roasted an:
Youngditto - - - - . . 8 stewed - - . . - . 182
Salmon - - - « - - « 4| Hares,roasted - - - - 10
Tongues and Udders - - - 12| ditto, fricasseed - - - - 6
Ducks - - - - - - - 14| Hams - - - - - . .
Roasted Fowls - - « - - 6! A puncheon of Claret, &c.”

This is the way that our opponents take to ridicule and
lampoon infant baptism. These are strong arguments, yes,
these are the convincing arguments.

According to the method I proposed in my last address,
I will proceed to the first head of my method, which was
to shew that there is a divine command for infant baptism.

In the first place, I would observe, that there is a dif-
ference in divine commands; some of them are express,
and others are not express. Some of them, in so many
words, expressly command certain duties to be performed,
and even the very way and manner in which they are to be
performed is expressly propounded, as were many of the
commands given to the Jews, respecting their worship in its
various ordinances. Thus it was with respect to the con-
struction of the tabernacle and its numerous utensils. Thus
it was with respect to the ordination of the Jewish priest-
hood and their various duties. Thus it was with respect to
the nature of their sacrifices, their different objects, and
manner of presentation. Commands equally express were
published with respect to moral duties, as were the com-
mands in the decalogue. But beside these, there were many
things divinely commanded which were not express, but
were to be taught and learned from the import of sundry

declarations in which there was much scope given to the
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exercise of the rational faculties of man; and which were
to be ascertained from a minute attention to many circum-
stances. For instance, there is no express declaration of
the unity of God to be found in the QJd Testament; no
express proof in so many words; yet we know this truth
to be a part of divine revelation, as certainly as though it
were expressly declared in s0 many words. Nor is there
any express command against duelling in all the word of
God; yet we are as certain that Gocf has prohibited this
mischievous practice, as though it were expressly prohibited.
Nor is there any express command against gaming in the
Bible, and what christian is there who does not know that
it is divinely prohibited ? There is no express law autho-
rizing christians to eat pork, and does not every christian
eat pork with a good conscience, with as much liberty as
though God had expressly said ye may eat pork! Nor is
there any express command for independent church govern-
ment, for which many so earnestly contend, as divinely
appointed. There is no express law for the observance of
the first day of the week as the Christian sabbath ; for female
communion, and many other points zealously contended for
by the Baptists and Pedobaptists, In the same manner,
we affirm, that although there is no express command for
baptism, though it is not mentioned in the Old Testament,
yet we can find a divine comwnand for it there.

When we propose to produce a divine comwand for in-
fant baptism, you are not, my friends, to expect that we
shall produce, in so many words, a command for parents to
have their children baptized. You will however plainly
see that there is a divine command for this practice by
attending to the proof of the following propositions; for,
from the five following propositions, we shall very clearly
infer a divine command for infant baptism. We will prove
at least that infants, the infants of believers, are proper
subjects of baptism, To the discussion of the following
propositions we ardently request your attention :—

1. Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a trne
visible church of God.

2. The Christian church is a branch of the Abrahamic
church, or in other words, the Jewish society before Christ,
and the Christian society after Christ, are one and the same
church in different dispensations.

" 3. Jewish circumcision before Christ, and Christian bap-
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tism after Christ, are one and the same seal, though in
different forms. )

4. The administration of this seal to infants was once
enjoined by divine authority.

6. The administration of this seal to infants was never
prohibited by divine authority.

You will readily perceive that if the seed of Abrahamm
were divinely constituted a true visible church ; and if the
Jewish and Christian church are one and the same church 3
and if the seal of circumcision and baptism are one and
the same seal in substance; and that this seal was once
ordained of God, and was never afterwards prohibited, I
say you will then perceive that we have, if not an express
command, at least a divine command for baptizing infants.

But as we must he at considerable pains in laying a good
foundation, and in proving, in the most explicit manner, the
truth of these propositions, we shall take them up separately, -
beginning with the first. .

The first proposition you will keep in mind is this:—
Abraham and his seed were divinely constibuted a true
visible church. )

You must not, however, suppose that all the seed of
Abraham were divinely constituted a visible church, for
some of them were never taken into the covenant with
Abraham, and others of them that were once taken in, were
afterwards excommunicated from this church. Abraham
was the father of many nations, as well as the father of the
holy nation, and the kingdom of priests, which is in scrip-
ture called the church. Abrabam had different wives, Sarah,
Hagar, and Keturah, these all left issue to Abraham. Sarah .
bare Isaac; Hagar bare Ishmael; and Keturah bare him
six sons. Now, not all the sons of Abraham were divinely
constituted a true visible church, for with Isaac only was
thé covenant confirmed. And even of the posterity of Isaae
some were excluded or excommunicated ; as, for instance,
the Edomites, who sprang from Esau, and dwelt after their
excommunication upon Mount Seir. [ Mr. M’s. time ex-

pired.] -

Mr. CampBELL then addressed the congregation.
So then my opponent is determined to affirm his own
propositions, and not to dery mine. He will not attack my
arguments nor respond to my address. What is the meaning
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of all this? Why did he contend with me so long in his
correspondence on the necessity of my opening the debate ?
Is it possible that he is going to read all the time out of this
manuscript he has in his band ; that he has all his arguments
written down, and will not abandon the course he has pre-
scribed to himself!'—So then he debates with the pen, and
I viva voce; or rather, he reads his arguments and dares not
attack mine. And instead of reading the passages in the
New Testament that speak of infant baptism, as I have
done those, or, at least, some of those which speak of believers,
or of disciples, as the proper subjects, as the exclusive sub-
Jects of baptism, he has read from Robinson’s history, of
the sprinkling of cats and colts!{! I say is it possible that
he could find no passages in the New Testament to read
respecting infants being subjects of baptism ; but to cover his
retreat, and to inflame the minds of a part of his auditors,
has been obliged to read the above passage out of Robinson’s
history of insults offered to infant baptism, and also to im-
mersion!! And yet, after all the torrent of abuse poured on
Mr. Robinsen and myself, by my opponent, for the spirit
which he says those extracts exhibit towards his people, one
of themselves, to wit, the great Dr. Wall, in his history of
infant baptism, abuses the Pedobaptists much more than any
thing in Robinson’s history, or in the debate at Mount
Pleasant, which has yet been read, or which can be read by
Mr. Maccalla. Hear, my friends, hear Dr. Wall, the cele-
brated Pedobaptist, who was dubbed D. D. for his history of
infant baptism.— There has no novelty or alteration that
I know of, in point of baptism, been brought into the church,
but in the way and manner of administering it. The way
that is now ordinarily used, we cannot deny to have been &
novelty, brought into the church (of England) by those that
learned it in Germany, or at Geneva. And they were not
contented with following the example of pouring a quantity
of water, which had there been introduced instead of im-
mersion, but improved it (if I may so abuse that word) from
pouring to sprinkling, that it might have as little resemblance
of the ancient way of baptizing as possible.”—“And.another
struggle,” says he, *“ whether the child shall be dipped or
sprinkled, will be with the midwives and nurses.. These will
use all the interest they have with the mothers, which is very
great, to dissuade them from agreeing to the dipping of the
child. I know of no reason, unless it be this, a thing which

’
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they value themselves, and their skill much upon, is the neat
dressing of the child on the christening-day, the setting all
the trimming, the pins, and the laces, in their order. And
if the child be brought in loose clothes, which may be pre-
sently taken off, for the baptism, and put on again, this pride
is lost. And this makes a reason. So little is the solemnity
of the sacrament regarded by many, who mind nothing bu#
the dress, and the ealing, and drinking.” So, indeed, Dr.
Wall accuses, shall I say, or abuses the Pedobaptists; at
least he declares that many of them are concerned more
about the dressing, and decorating of the infant subject of
baptism, than about the ordinance, and that many of them
mind nothing but the dress and the eating and drinking.
Let Mr. Maccalla produce any baptist writer who has said
any thing so severe, or so tart, against those he defends as
the good Dr. Wall. ot
Mr. Maccalla’s divine command for infant baptism began
to recede from our view, soon as he began to read about his
ol express command. I confess I felt somewhat elevated,
and not a little astonished, when I heard him propose to
give a divine command for infant baptism. But from his
disquisition on express and not express commands, I have
quite recovered from my surprise. I am much mistaken,
if his divine command will not come out at last no com-
mand at all. But we shall wait patiently for its appearance.
He would place the unity of God and infant baptism upon
the same obscure footing. No express revelation of either.
Did he ever read, « Hear, O Israel: the Lord our God is oNE
Lord.” But, in fact, there can be nothing more absurd
than to place the “ eating of pork,” and the *baptizing of
infants,” upon one and the same footing : or the prohibition
of gaming and duelling upon the same basis with the sprink-
ling of infants. Where is the fine episode on positive in-
stitutes that we heard from Mr. Maccalla some time ago!
He was prepared with a quotation from my debate with Mr.
Walker, to show, that, on positive duties or institutes, we
were not left to reason to find them out. He might have
observed that the passage referred to, at that time, in the
46:h p., would have obviated his remarks on moral duties,
and have shown when express commands were necessary,
The conclusion of the passage referred to, thus reads: * In
positive iustitutions, the divine authority commanding, is
that which the subject views in his obedience; iu moral
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precepts he views, also, the rational and moral use and beauty
of the duty commanded. In positive institutions, we are not
anthorised to reason what we should do, but implicitly to
obey. “See, (said God to Moses,) that thou makest all
things according to the pattern shewed thee in the Mount.’
Not whether it be rational or proper to do so, but go, do it.
In moral requirements, we are clearly shewn and com-
manded to perform certain duties, but left at liberty to
reason, to ascertain in what these duties consist. A man is
not to reason whether or not he should be honest or jnst,
but to reason to know in what honesty and justice consist.
Hence, the apostle Paul gives us general rules, which, by
our own reason, we are to apply to particular occasions, such
as Philip. iv. 8, ¢ Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are
honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things are
pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are of
good report, if there be any virtue, if any praise, think on
these things.” Here we have general rules, left to be filled
up by our own reflection and reason.” To these remarks
I will add those of two Pedobaptist dignitaries, bishop
Hoadly, and bishop Taylor. ‘Bishop Hoadly says, « All
positive duties depend entirely upon the will and declaration
of thé person who institutes or ordains them, with respect
to the real design and end of them; and, consequently, to
the due manner of performing them.” Speaking of the
Lord’s supper, he says, It cannot be doubted Jesus Christ
sufficiently declared to his first and immediate followers, the
whole of what he designed should be understood by, or im-
plied in, this duty; for this being a positive institution,
depending entirely upon his will, and not designed to con-
tain any thing in it, but what he himself should please to
affix to it, it must follow that he declared-his mind about
it fully and plainly; because, otherwise, he must be sup-
posed to institute a duty, of which no one could bhave any
notion without his instruction, and at the same time not
to instruct his followers sufficiently what that duty was to
be.”* On this passage Mr. Chapin, a Congregationalist,
who became a Baptist, observes, “ His lordship has here
expressed truths which are equally applicable to baptism,
and which no one can easily refute.” p. 9.

Bishop Taylor’s words are, ¢ All institutions, sacramental

* See his “ True Account.”
D
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and positive laws, depend wholly on the will of the lawgiver,
and the will of the supreme, being actnally limited to this
specification, this manner, this matter, this institation : what-
soever comes besides, it hath ne foundation in the will of
the legislator; and therefore can have no warrant or autho-
rity. That it be obeyed or not obeyed is all the question
and all the variety. If it can be obeyed, it must; if it can-
not, it nust be left alone. He that does any thing of his
own head, either must be a despiser of God’s will, or must
suppose himself the author of a grace, or else to do nothing
at all, in what he does, because all his obedience, and all
the blessings of his-obedience, depend upon the will of God,
which ought always to be obeyed when it can, and when it
cannot, nothing can supply it, because the will of the law-
giver is all the reason for obedience.*

From the words of these learned Pedobaptists, nothing
short of an express divine command can authorize a positive
institute ; so that Mr. Maccalla’s not express, but illogical,
inferential, divine command will avail nothing when it
comes:

My opponent has certainly abandoned his confession of
faith. My text was taken from it, on the supposition that
he believed it, and that its authority was felt and acknow-
ledged by him. Has herecanted it, my Pedobaptist friends ?
Has he not solemnly vowed his belief of it as the system
of doctrine taught in the Bible? Has he not promised,
solemnly promised to teach the doctrines which it contains ?
Does it not say that baptism is an ordinance of the New
Testament? Why then does he go to the Old Testament
to find it? Does it not say that baptism was ordained by
Jesus Christ? Why then does he go to Abraham and to
Moses to authorize it? Does he not, in his first proposi-
tion, make it an ordinance of Moses, or of the Jewish
church? Does he not originate it in the law of circam-
cision? Why then pledge himself to teach that “baptism
is an ordinance of the New Testament ordained by Jesus
Christ ?” or does the phrase New Testament mean both the
Old and the New? And does the name Jesus Christ mean
both Moses and the Messiah ?

I see from the course or method projected by Mr. Maccalla
that the information 1 had, a day or two ago, concerning

* Ductor Dubitantium, B. ii. ¢. 3.
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the quantity of matter he had prepared for this debate, was
correct. 1 heard from a respectable source, that my oppo-
nent boasted that he had “eight days’ matter prepared,”
that the discussion of his “matter” would require eight
days! Indeed, soon as I beard him read his five proposi-
tions, 1 felt assured that this discussion would be tedious
beyond all necessary bounds. These five propositions are
the first five questions of the twenty-one proposed in his first
letter to me, merely changed from the form of questions
into that of propositions. From the correspondence, T had
thought, when he refused to discuss the twenty-one questions
which I proposed, that he had abandoned the idea of pro-
posing his twenty-one. But it appears they are coming
forward in another form. To save time, I will answer them
all with a yea or a nay, and let us come to some interesting
point of discussion. l.et Mr. Maccalla propose them one
by one, and I will say yea or may to each of them, and
then perhaps he will reply to me.

But he should remember that I have opened the debate
in due form, and submitted, from the New Testament, the
law of baptism. I have also read the practice of the original
witnesses in Judea, Samaria, and in the uttermost parts of the
earth; which clearly shows in what manner they under-
stood the law of baptism, which law authorizes the baptism
of disciples only. T have called, and re-called, upon my op=
pouent to read his authoritiés from the New Testament for
infant baptism, and will again sit down before my time
expires to hear him read those records in favour of his
practice.

Mr. MaccALLA arose :—

1 believe the Old Testament to be the word of God as
well as the New. And a command of God by Moses, and
a command by Paul, are equally the commands of God,
and entitled to obedience. But as nothing will suit my
opponent but what comes from the New Testament, and
as he has réad the commission to baptize disciples, it might
suffice to tell him, that infants as well as adults are disciples,
at least, I am able to prove from the fifieenth chapter of
the Acts of the Apostles, that infants are called disciples.
“Why,” says the apostle, “tempt ye God to put a yoke
upon the neck of the disciples?” Now we know that this

p3
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voke was circumcision, and that infants were equally, to
say the least, under this law with their parents. Again,
the Saviour saith, “Suffer little children to come unto me,
and forbid them not, for-of such is the kingdom of God.”
And Paul says that some infants are koly, consequently fit
subjects of baptism. But as I have opened the debate
and proposed the plan on which to proceed, I will go on
to establish my first proposition: viz. dbrakam and his
seed were divinely constituted a true visible church of God.
Mr. Campbell has said a great deal about my reading
notes, and having a manuscript in my hand. 1tis true I
have a little book here made up of a few sheets of paper
closely written, and yet it is not all written, some part of #
is blank. But my opponent has notes too. I see a book
in his hand with questions to Maccalla written on it, why
then complain of me having notes and reading from a manu-
script? I suppose he intends to make use of his notes
sometime in this debate: My opponent has said that he
will answer the questions contained in these propositions
with a yea or a nay. I would wish to know how he will
answer this one:—Were Abraham and his seed divinely
constituted atrue and visible church ?

Mr. Cawpbell answered forthwith, that a part of the seed
of Abraham was divinely constituted a true, visible church of
God, but not all his seed.

Will you, said Mr. Maccalla, admit that a part of the
seed of Abraham, as T have defined that part, was consti-
tuted a visible church of God ?

Mr. Campbell answered:—Read your definition of that
part of his seed again, and 1 will give you an explicit
answer.

Mr. Maccalla then read, that all the seed of Abraham,
with the exception of such as were aflerwards excommu-
nicated, was constituted a true, visible church of God.

Mr. Campbell objected to the term excommunicated, as
not being applicable to the Jews in Abraham’s time,—as
being a modern ecclesiastical term, too vague in its meaning
and of doubtful disputation, when used in such a conuexion
of ideas; but observed, that if Mr. Maccalla would alter
his proposition so far as to insert the word part before the
seed of Abraham, that he would, in order to save time and
avoid unnecessary disputation, without hesitation say that a
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part of the seed of Abraham was divinely constituted a true
church of God. .

Mr. Maccalla observed, that unless the question was
answered with an unequivocal yes in the terms he had pro-
posed, he would procea to prove the proposition ; as he was
determingd to build strong bulwarks in his rear, that his con-
clusions might be unassailable.

Mr. Campbell replied, prove it then, but it is altogether
unnecessary, inasmuch as I have admitted every thing that
could affect the argument.

Mr. Maccalla went on with his proof:—There are certain
Ppeculiarities necessary to a church state. It is not every
assembly that may or can exist that is a church of God.
No, indeed, for then a mob, a riotous assembly, a political
convention, a civil court, or any ordinary meeting might
be called a church of God.

The first thing necessary to the existence of a visible
church of God is, that the oracles of God be possessed by
those who unite together in a church siate. Without this
acquisition, let a society possess what advantages it mnay, it
cannot be called a church. For all knowledge of God, faith
in him, and devotion to him, grow out of the possession of
the oracles of God. That the seed of Abraham had these
oracles commiited to them we will prove both from the Old
Testament and the New. Psaln lxxviii. §—~8. * He,”
said David the prophet, established a testimony in Jacob,
and appointed a law in Israel, which he commanded our
fathers that they should make them known to their children.
That the generation 10 come might know them, even the
children which should be born, who shonld arise and declare
them to their children ; that thev might set their hope in
God, and not forget the works of God but keep his com-
mandments ; and might not be as their fathers, a stubborn
and rebellious generation, that set not their heart aright,
amd whose spirit was not steadfast with God.” You will
observe, my hearers, that it is expressly said, by David the
prophet, that a testimony was established in Jacob, and a
law appointed in Israel, which was 10 be perpetuated from
generation to generation, and to be taught by parents to
their children in every age.

- To the same purpose speaketh Moses, Deut. xxx. 19,
“I call heaven and earth to record this day against you.
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that I have set before you life and death, blessing and
cursing, therefore choose life that both thou and thy seed
may live ; that thou mayest love the Lord thy God, and
that thou mayest obey his voice, and that theu mayest cleave
unto him; (for he is thy life and the length of thy days})
that thou mayest dwell in the land which the Lord sware
unto thy fathers, to Abraham, to Isaae, and to Jaeob to give
them.” And again, Deut. xxxii. 46. “And Moses said
unto them, set your hearts unto all the words which I testify
among you this day ; which ye shall command your children
to observe to do all the words of this law.” From these
words we not only see that testimonies and laws were given
unto Israel, and to be eontinued among them in their gene~
rations, but we see with what earnestness and desire Moses
commits this charge unto Israel, assuring them that their
life and felicity consisted in making a due use of those sacred
oracles.

A more explicit testimony to this effect we have in Neh.
ix. 13, 4. “Thou camest down also upon mount Sinai
and speakest with them fromn heaven, and gavest them right
judgments and true laws, (or laws of truth) good statutes
and commandments; and madest known unto them thy
holy sabbath, and commandest them precepts, statutes, and
laws, by the hand of Moses thy servant,” This is so plain
that no comment is necessary. In the same clear definite
style sings David. Ps. cxlvii, 19, 20. < He sheweth his

words unto Jacob, his statutes and his judgments unto °

Israel. He hath not dealt so with any other nation; and
as for his judgments they have not known them.” This
sheweth, not only that God committed his oracles to the
seed of Abraham, but to them ewclusively; and that no
other nation could worship the true God without his oracles,
consequently no other nation but that of Israel could be
a church of God.

The New Testament is equally, if not more explicit in
proof of this proposition. Acts vii, 38. * This is he that
was in the church in the wilderness with the angel which
spake to him in the mount Sinai, and with our fathers; who

received the lively oracles to give unto us.” This last '

clause is what we have particularly in view here. The
lively oracles were received hy Moses and given to the Jews.
Stephen also, the proto-martyr, in the same speech, Acts
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wii. 53. tells Israel, “that they had received the law by the
disposition of angels, and had not kept it.”’

But Paul, in his epistle to the Romans, chap. iii. settles
the point at once. He asks the question, “ what advantage
then hath the Jew ? or what profit is there in circumcision ;
much every way : chiefly because that unto them were com-
snitted the oracles of God. And in the ninth chapter: of
the same epistle, he saith “that the giving of the law per-
taineth unto Israel.” Thus, my friends, we have proved the
first point necessary to show that Abraham and his seed
were divinelv constituted a true visible church—because
they had the oracles of a church committed to them.

In the second place, I proceed to show that they had the
gecond thing necessary o a church state, namely, the or-
dinances of a church.

To say nothing of the ordinance of circumeision, which,
though not a social ordinance of worship, was, neverthcless,
an ordinance divinely appointed to the seed of Abraham ;
we shall proceed to the social ordinances that belong to, and
require, a church state. Of these the first is the ordinance
of the passover. Ex.xii. 1 —14. “And the Lord spake unto
Moses and Aaron in the land of Egvpt, saying, this month
shall be unto vou the beginuing of months: it shall be the
first month of the year to you. 8peak ye unto all the con-
gregatien of Israel, saying, in the tenth day of this month
they shall take to them every man a lamb, according to the

" house of their fathers, a lamb for an house; and if the
household be too little for a lamb, let him and his neighbour
next unto his house take it according to the number of
souls; every man according to his eating shall make your
count for the lamb. Your lamb must be without blemish,
a male of the first year: ye shall take it out from the sheep, or
fromn the goats: and ye shall keep it until the fourteenth day
of the same month : and the whole assembly of the congre-
gation of Israel shall kill it in the evening. And they shail
take of the blood, and strike it on the two side posts, and on
the upper doot post of the houses wherein they shall eat it.
And they shall eat the flesh in that night, roast with fire, and
unleavened bread; and with bitter herbs they shall eat it.
Eat not of it raw, nor sodden at all with water, but roast
with fire ; his head with his legs, and with the purtenances
thereof. And ye shall let nothing of it remain- until the
meming ; and that which remaineth of it until the morning
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ye shall burn with fire. And thus shall ye eat it: with younr
loins girded, your shoes on your feet, and your staff in your
hand; and ye shall eat it in haste; it is the Lord’s passover.
One law shall be to him that is homeborn, and unto the
stranger that sojourneth among yon.” This ordinance was
to be kept for everin all the generations of Israel, and it
was a social ordinance, a church ordinance, a significant
ordinance. Hear Moses again, verse 24—27. “And ye
shall observe this thing for an ordinance to thee and to thy
sons for ever. And it shall come to pass, when ye be come
to the land which the Lord will give you, according as he
hath promised, that ye shall keep this service. And it shall
come to pass, when your children shall say unto you, what
mean ye by this service? that ye shall-say, It is the sacrifice
of the Lord’s passover, who passed over the houses of the
children of Israel in Egypt, when he smote the Egyptians
and delivered our houses. And the people bowed the head
and worshipped.”

The next ordinance enjoined upon the seed of Abraham
was the feast of unleavened bread—a social ordinance, and
an holy convocation. ¢ Seven days shall ye eat unleavened
bread; even the first day ye shall put away leaven out of
your houses: for whosoever eateth” leavened bread from the
first day until the seventh day, that soul shall be cut off
from Israel. And in the first day there shall be an holy
convocation, and in the seventh day there shall be an holy
convocation to you; no manner of work shall be done in
them, save that which every man ust eat, that only may
be dane of you. And ye shall observe the feast of unlea~
vened bread; for in this self-same day have I brought yeur
armies out of the land of Egypt; therefore shall ye observe
this day in your generations by an ordinance for ever. In
the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at even,
ye shall eat unleavened bread, until the one and twentieth
day of the month at even. Seven days shall there be no
leaven found in your houses; for whosoever eateth that
which is leavened, even that soul shall be cut off from the
congregation of Israel, whether he be a stranger, or born in
the lund. Ye shall eat nothing leavened ; in all your ba-
bitations shall ye eat unleavened bread.”—Ex. xii. 15—20.
This was a significant commemorative social ordinance of
divine worship. :

We shall notice next the ordinance of the Sabbath, for it

]
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is given to Israel not only in: the law, with other precepts,
but it was given as an ordinance. We shall read to this
effect. “ Ye shall keep the sabbath therefore; for it is holy
unto you: every one that defileth it shall surely be put to
death: for whosoever doeth any work therein, that soul shall
be cut off from among his people. It is a sign between me
and the children of Israel for ever: for in six days the
Lord made heaven and earth, and on the seventh day he
rested, and was refreshed.”—Ex. xxxi. 12—17. “ And
remember that thou wast a servant in the land of Egypt,
and that the Lord thy God brought thee out thence, through
a mighty hand and by a stretched out arm. Therefore, the
Lord thy God commanded thee to keep the sabbath day.”
To the same purpose Ezekiel the prophet, xx. and 12th,
in addition to the statutes and judgments given them, the
Lord saith, ©“ Moreover also I gave them my sabbaths, to be
a sign between them and me, that they might know that I
am the Lord that sanctify them.” :

The next religious festival or ordinance appointed the
Jews, of which weshall take notice, is the * feast of weeks,"
or as it is sometimes called, the *feast of Pentecost.” * And
ye shall count unto you from the morrow after the sabbath,
from the day that ye-brought the sheaf of the wave-offering ;
seven sabbaths shall be complete: even unto the morrow
after the seventh sabbath shall ye number fifty days; and ye
shall offer a new meat offering unto the Lord. ~ Ye shall bring
out of your habitations two wave-loaves of two tenth deals:
they shall be of fine flour; they shall be baken with leaven ;
they are the first fruits unto the Lord. And ye shall offer
with the bread seven lambs without blemish of the first year,
and one young bullock, and two rams : they shall be for a
burnt-offering unto the Lord, with their meat offering, and
their drink-offerings, even an offering made by fire, of sweet
savour unto the Lord. Then ye shall sacrifice one kid of
the goats for a sin-offering, and two lambs of the first year
for a sacrifice’ of peace-offering. And the priest shall wave
them with the bread of the first fruits for a wave-offeri
before the Lord, with the two lambs: they shall be holy to
the Lord for the priest. And ye shall proclaim on the self-
same day, that it may be an.holy convocation unto you; ye
shall do no servile work therein ; it shall be a statute for ever
in all your dwellings throughout your generations,”’—Lev.
xxiil, 16—21. 5

D
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Next the feast of tabernacles: ¢ And the Lord spake unto’
Moses, saying, speak unto the children of Israel, saying, the
fifteenth day of this seventh month shall be the feast of
tabernacles for seven days unto the Lord. On the first day
shall be an holy convocation : ye shall do no servile work
therein. Seven days ye shall offer an offering made by fire
unto the Lord : on the eighth day shall be an holy con-
vocation unto you; and ye shall offer an offering made by
fire unto the Lord: it is a solemn assembly; and ye shall
do no work therein. These are the feasts of the Lord, which
ye shall proclaim to be holy convocations, to offer an offering -
made by fire unto the Lord, a burnt-offering and a meat-
offering, a sacrifice, and drink-offering, every thing upon
his day: beside the sabbaths of the Lord, and beside your
gifts, and beside all your vows, and beside all your freewill
offerings, which ye give unto the Lord.”—Lev. xxiii. 33—38.
Of these three great festivals, those holy convocations, those
sacred ordinances of religious worship, Moses speaks, ¢ Three
times in a year shall all thy males appear before the Lord thy
God in the place which he shall choose; in the feast of un-
leaven bread, and in the feast of weeks, and in the feast of
tabernacles.”—Deut. xvi. 16. .

Of the many solemnities ordained amongst the seed of
Abraham, we shall only particularly mention another, which
belongs to, and takes the highest station of sacrificial ordi-
nances. It is the great feast of expiation. ¢ And this shall
be a statute for ever unto you: that in the seventh month,
on the tenth da{ of the month, ye shall afflict your souls,
and do no work at all, whether it be one of your own.
country, or a stranger, that sojourneth among you; for on-
that day shall the priest make an atonement for you, to
cleanse you, that ye may be clean from all your sins before
the Lord. Tt shall be a sabbath of rest unto you, and ye
shall afflict your souls by a statute for ever.”—Lev. xvi.
29—31. As a summary of religious ordinances of this cha-
racter, hear Moses recapitulate, “ Unto his habitation shall
ye seek, and thither thou shalt come: and thither ye shall
bring your burnt offerings, and your sacrifices, and your
mhesi and heave offerings of your hand, and your vows, and
z’t?ur reewill ot{erings, and the firstlings of your herds and .
“nyour flocks.”—Deut. xii. 5,6. To these solemn ordi-

¢es might be added the feast of trumpets—of new moons
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—of purim—of the dedication of the temple—but these will
suffice to shew that the Jews had the ordinances of a church,
which is the second requisite of a church state, ’
I now preceed to exhibit a third requisite of a church
which we find the Jews possessed, and this is a very essential
one indeed ; they had the officers of a church—but my time
has expired.

Mr. CaMPBELL thus spoke:

Mr. Maccalla was so condescending as to give us his
New Testament authority for infant baptism, or to read us
those passages which he thinks refer to infant baptism, al-
though he made no reply to any evidence urged by me from
that source. It must be admitted, however, that his remarks
on the baptizing of disciples, importing that infants were
called disciples, had some reference to my reading the law
of baptism from the commission, recorded Matt. xxviii. 18,
19. But is it possible that the sagacious, the learned, the
wise, the shrewd Mr. Maccalla affirms that a sucking infant
can, with any reference to the correct meaning of words, be
called a disciple or a scholar of Christ!—An infant a dis-
ciple! It is a contradiction in terms. But did Mr. Mac-
calla prove that infants were called disciples? No: he
asserted it. He said that they were so called in Acts, chap.
xv. Did he state the circumstances of the case? Did he
allude to the occasion, or refer to the context in which these
words appear? No. Were infants mentioned in the chap-
ter? No. A singular way of affording New Testament
authority for infant baptism, to allude to a chapter where
neither ¢nfants ner baptism is mentioned!! His seco
New Testament reference was to the words of the Savietlr,-
saying, ¢ Suffer little children to come unto me, and forbid
them not, for of such is the kingdom of God.” ‘This,
though a more usual reference than the former, is just as
irrelevant, for two substantial reasons; besides many others,’
The first is, this was spoken a considerable time bbfore-
Christian baptism was appointed, consequently could have
no reference to it whatever. In the next place, these infants
were brought to Christ for one particular purpose, which is"
specified, consequently, as the Confession of Faith says, “the’
sense of scripture is not manifold but oNE,” can have no
rolerence to infant sprinkling. Until those reasons are
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impugned, or removed, it is superfluous to present others,
though we have sundry at hand. His third and last New
Testament reference, which is to Aoly children, unfortunatelyr
labours under the same general defectibility. Baptism is
not there mentioned, and the koliness there spoken of belorngs
to those children until they die, notwithstanding they should.
be unbelievers and incapable of baptism all their lives.
Mr. Maccalla’s Confession of Faith lops off this text also
from the service of Pedobaptists, The sense of seriptare,
Mr. Maccalla, you believe, is not two, three, or manifold,
but one. So,so. All Mr. Maccalla’s New Testament ac-
counts of infant baptism never mention the thing direetly
nor indirectly ; and so it comes to pass that he has none.—:
It is better then, and he has done wisely, to.tell us that a:
part of the seed of Abraham was divinely constituted a true:
visible church of God ; perhaps he may squeeze some infant
subjects out of this.

I complained, in my last address, that Mr. Maccalla read.
his arguments from his manuseript and neglected to respond:
to mine, which he is bound to do, according to all established
usage; or else to yield the point at issue. But to excuse his
constant attention to this little book, which causes him to,
neglect me, he has told you that I too have got a manu.
script.  Yes, my friends, here it is; a few hundred references
te the original scriptures, and a few extracts from ecclesias~
tical history, from authors which I could not bring hither,
owing to the stage of the.river, and (turning it round to the-
people) it is chiefly blank, for the purpose of making notes
of Mr. Maccalla’s arguments. But I am glad ef the op-
portunity now afforded me, of proposing to Mr. Maccalla to
give up all his papers and I will give up mine, and let our.
debate be viva voce as it was proposed.

Mr. Maccalla still goes on to prove a point that T have
not denied. He is determined to take his own course;
whether his arguments are denied or affirmed. 1 told him,
in the outset, that I admitted the proposition that *a part.
of the seed of Abraham was divinely canstituted a true
church of God.” And this is all he contends for in fact,
though he would represent it in such a form as that there
might appear to be a difference worthy of contention. He
has read his proposition in one set of words, and proves it
apother sense, You will observe that the proposition reads,
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« Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a true,
visible church of God.” Yet, he himself declares, that not
all his seed belonged to it; for he has excepted Hagar's
son, and Keturah’s six sons, and of Isaac's seed he has
excepted the posterity of Esau. Why, then, in the name
of commen sense, does he object to my saying a part only,
when he, in fact, proves only a part of the seed otpzbraham
to have been thus constituted ? The term church signifies
an assembly called out; therefore, that part of Abraham’s
seed, in the line of Isaac and Jacob, who were afterwards
called out, in the days of Moses, might be called a church
of God, because called out by God. The term ¢rue attached
to this church is to be admitted, or rejected, according to the
sense attached to it. If it mean not false, nor feigned, but
genuine, we admit it; but if Mr. Maccalla means by it,
that the Jews were a church of God similar to, or the same
as, the church of Jesus Christ, we reject it. Although we
will admit Mr. Maccalla’s first position in the sense defined,
we will positively deny his second when he brings it forward,
If I should say that a horse was divinely constituted a true
visible creature of God, I presume my opponent would not
deny it. Again, if T should say that an elephant was di-
vinely constituted a true visible creature of God, I presume
he would also admit it; but were I to say therefore, because
both a horse and an elephaut were divinely constituted true
visible creatures of God, a horse and an elephant are one
and the same true visible creature in different dispensations
or climates. I say, I presume he wonld deny this concla-
sion as being illegitimate. Just so he reasons, or will reason,
He proves the seed. of Abraham to be divinely constitnted
a true visible church, and then the gentiles who believe in
Christ to be a divinely constituted true visible church; and
then he will infer that they are one and the same church in
different dispensations. This conclusion we will deny for
the same reasons that he would deny a horse and an elephant
to be one and the same creature.

Having now paid much more respect to his arguments
than he has done to mine, I shall, my friends, for the sake of
occupying a few minutes advantageously, deliver you a short
address on-an important fact connected with the reference
to the fifteenth of the Acts of Apostles, I shall, perhaps,
occupy some part of my time this way, until my opponent
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either attacks my arguments, or advances something worthy
of an attack from me.

The calling of us gentiles to be fellow citizens with the
saints, and to be a part of the household of God, was an
event unexpected by all the apostles for several years after
the day of Pentecost. It is true that the ancient prophets
spake of it in the most elevated style. Yes; David’s and
Isaiah’s hallowed lips foretold it. They pourtrayed it in
such glowing colours, in such enraptured strains, in such ex~
talic perspicuity, that we almaost tremble to affirm that it was
an event unknown to and unexpected by all the holy twelve.
But when we reflect that Messiah’s death and resurrection
from the dead were events of superlative importance to the
whole family of man; and that these events were not only
revealed by the spirit of prophecy, in language of purer, of
more perspicuous, of more sublime expression than mortals
speak, than mortals, filled with enthusiastic ardour, utter;
and that those events, though the subject of Messiah’s pa-
rables, lectures, and familiar conversation with his pupils of
the senior class—with the apostolic school, were not under-
stood by the wisest in that school, but that he banished themn
from his thoughts by saying, ¢ that be far from thee, Master,
it shall not be so done unto thee;” and that another of his
class-mates said, with respect to his resurrection from the
dead, “ Except I see in his haud the print of the nails, and
put my finger to the print of the nails, and my band to his.
side, I will not believe.” These considerations somewhat
diminish our syrprise at finding other subjects of luminous
prophecy unknown to the apostles; even after the enjoyment
of clearer visions of Messiah’s reign. But perhaps all these
reflections would not justify us in affirming that these events
were unknown to the ancient prophets themselves that spake
of them, and concealed from the apostles until they became
the subject of new spiritual illumination, had not Peter, by
the Spirit, said of the ancient prophets, that they searched
after the meaning of the oracles which they delivered, and
that they did not utter these prophecies for their own benefit,
or for the people of their time, but for those who believe the
record that God has given of his Son, See 1 Pet.i. 10—12;
which Macknight thus translates : * Concerning which sal-
vation the prophets inquired accurately, and searched dili-
gently, who have prophesied concerning the grace to be
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bestowed on you. Searching diligently of what people and
what kind of time the spirit of Christ, who was in them did
signify, when he testified before the sufferings of Christ, and
the glories following these. To them it was revealed, that
not concerning themselves, but us they ministered these
things; which things have now been reported to you by
them who have preached the gospel to you, with the Holy
Spirit sent down from heaven.” And of the calling of the
gentiles, Paul thus speaks in two epistles, according to the
same translator : “ The mystery of Christ in other genera- -
tions was not made known to the sons of men, as it is now
revealed to his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit;
that the gentiles should be joint heirs, and a joint body and
joint partakers of his promise concerning Christ through
the gospel,” Eph. iii. 5, 6, and Col. i. 26. * The mystery
which was kept hid from the ages-aund from the generations,
but now is made manifest to his saints, to whom God was
pleased to make known what -is the riches of the glory of
this mystery concerning the gentiles, which is Christ to you
[gentiles] the HOPE OF GLORY.”

These oracles justify the declaration, that the calling of
the gentiles to the full fruition of the blessings of the gospel
of Christ was an event unknown to, and unexpected by,
the prophets of antiquity, as well as by the apostles, until
revealed to them by a new vevelation of the Spirit.

Peter, to whom the Messiah committed the keys of the

_kingdom of heaven ; those keys for which priests have been
so long contending ; those keys which Peter took to heaven
with him, and left not to a successor; no, not to Rome’s
haughty pontiff; neither to England’s lord archbishops ; nor
to Scotand’s high and dignified sanhedrim of the elders of
the land ; lords in the state, and nobles in the church. I
say, this same Peter, the ambassador of Heaven's eternal
throne, having flung wide open to the Jews the door of
faith, having, to his own nation, unlocked the gates of
righteousness and life on the triumphant Pentecost, was
sent for by an angel of the skies, was tutored by visions of
sheetsfull of reptiles once unclean, but now sanctified to
his use; was commanded by the impulse of the advocate of
Messiah’s cause, the illuminating Spirit, to open, by the
same keys, to the gentiles, the many bolted door of all-vic-
torious faith., To the Centurion’s house with speed he
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hasted, and having heard, from a Roman soldier’s lips, the
transporting intelligence that the reign of the Prince of
life was abont to extend over all nations; and having sur-
veyed the all-impatient throng of gentiles once unclean, he
gave scope to the overflowings of his enraptured soul in
these words: Of a truth I perceive that God is no RESPECTER
OF PERSONS, bul in EVER¥ NATION he that feareth him
and worketh righteousness is AcCEPTED of him!”> He
opened the door of faith, he proclaimed the glad tidings of
righteousness and life through Messiah’s death and resar-
rection. He proved to them that to Messiah all the pro-
phets gave testumony that, *“ through his NAME, WHOSOEVER
BELIEVETH ON HIM SHALL RECEIVE REMISSION OF SINS.”’
The Spirit of God, with these words, fell on the whole
congregation; they believed, and were baptized. Now the
tidings ran; now ten thousand tongues with exstacy pro-
nounced, “ Then hath God granted unio the gentiles re-
penlance unto life.” Now the question was, amougst some
of the Pharisaic christians of the Jews, shall we of the cir-
cumcision unite in one body with these uncircumcised ones!
Nay, verily, letthem be first circumcised and keep the law ;
or else let the door of our communion be locked against
them. Some of the stricter sort fell on Peter with furious
zeal, saying, why Peter, why did you go in and eat with
uncircumcised gentiles? Peter tells the wondrous tale, and
by a catachresis “which words too far doth strain,” he throws
the blame on God. ¢ What was 1,” said he, with the sim-
- plicity of a child; “What was I, that I could withstand
God!” 1If he gave them the same gift as he did unto us on
Pentecost; if he made no difference betwixt them and us,
purifying their hearts by faith, why should I refuse to enter
their houses and eat a social meal with them? With
these words scarcely could he maintain his reputation for
orthodoxy with the Jewish disciples. This would not yet
suffice. Many reports were industriously divalged. Many
said that some of the apostles taught and commanded the
gentiles to be circumcised and keep the law; or else they
could not be saved. When Paul and Barnabas had no
small dissension with them on this topic, having heard that
all the apostles were assembled at Jerusalem, the gentiles
sent thither to have this matter at once settled. The apostles
and elders, and the whole church of Jewish christians in the
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metropolis, met together and talked the matter over. Peter,
steady to his purpose, and acquainted better than they all
with the first calling of the gentiles, in his usual warmth
exclaims, (in the words quoted some time ago by Mr,
Maccalla, to show that infants were disciples), “ Why,” says
he, “tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck of the
disciples, (these gentiles which have turned unto God, not
young infants) which neither we nor our fathers were able
to bear?” But we Jewsbelieve that through the grace of the
Lord Jesus Christ, with all our national advantages, we shall
be saved just in the same manner as the gentiles, i. e. by the
grace of the Lord Jesus Christ.”
Their decision respecting these disciples, these infants of
my opponent, was, no yoke, no greater burden than
_these necessary things, should be laid upon those infants!
That ye (infants!) abstain from meats offered unto idols,—
and from blood,—and from things strangled,—and from for-
nication,—from which, if ve, (infants!) keep yourselves,
ye will do well. Fare ye well, (infants.) ! !
This view of the calling of the gentiles, an event so inter-
esting to us—which we are sure cannot be set aside, at one
lance, shows, the absurdity, the perfect absurdity, of Mr.
accalla’s hypothesis. But I shall give place to him to
read farther on his Jewish church.

Mr: Maccarta observed i—

As my opponent has proposed we should give up all our
papers and debate viva voce, I will refer the matter to the
board of moderators, and have their opinion on this proposal.

Major Roper, the president of the bench, observed, that
it was optional with the disputants themselves; that they had
no authority to control the parties in such matters; that each
disputant might avail himself of all advantages he could
derive from his notes; and that they would leave them to
act, in this respect, as they pleased.

Mr. Maccalla spoke to this effect :—I feel satisfied with
the decision of the bench. My opponent’s proposal reminds
me of a debate between Eckius and Carolostadius. The

" former being a more flippant and better practised disputant
than the latter, proposed to Carolostadius to give up his
notes, Carolostadius objected, and assigned as a reason the
circumstance already mentioned. For the same reason, I
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feel disposed to avail myself of my notes, my opponent may
act as he pleases, or say what he pleases about them.

I was about proving when I sat down, that the seed of |
Abraham possessed the third requisite of a church, viz. the
officers of a ¢hurch.

By the officers of a church, I mean those who rule, and
officiate in the worship of a church. Of this sort were the
elders of lsrael, the Levites, the priests, and prophets of the
Israelites. .

The elders of Israel were to be men of experience, of
wisdom, and gravity. Their constitution into an ecclesias-
“tical court, though first advised by Jethro, was afterwards
sanctioned by the God of Israel. The commission given
to these elders is recorded, Deut. i. 16—17. “So I took
the chief of your tribes, wise men, and known, and made
them heads over you, captains over thousands, and captains
over hundreds, and captains over fifties, and captains over
tens, and officers among your tribes. And I charged your
judges at that time, saying, hear the causes between your

brethren, and judge righteously between every man and his
brother, and the stranger that is with him. Ye shall not
respect persons in judgment; but ye shall hear the small as
well as the great; ye shall not be afraid of the face of man;
for the judgment is God’s, and. the cause that is too hard for
you, bring it unto me, and I will hear it.”

Their appointment to office is recorded, Num. xi. 16, 17. ‘
“ And the Lord said unto Moses, gather unto me seventy
men of the elders of Israel, whom thou knowest to be the ‘
elders of the people, and officers over them ; and bring them
unto the tabernacle of the congregation, that they may stand
there with thee. And I will come down and talk with thee
there; and I will take of the spirit that is upon thee, and
will put it upon them ; and they shall bear the burden of the
people with thee, that thou bear it not thyself alone.” 24,
25, ver,, “ And Moses went out, and told the people the
words of the Lord, and gathered the seventy men of the
elders of the people, and set them round about the tabernacle.
And the Lord came down in a cloud, and spake unto him,
and took of the spirit that was upon him, and gave it unto |
the seventy elders: and it came to pass, that, when the spirit
rested upon them, they prophesied, and did not cease.”

The elders of Isracl were divided inte two classes, viz.
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the elders of the whole congregation, and the elders of par-
ticular cities: The latter had particular or special duties
assigned them, both of a religious and civil nature. These
can be learned to the best advantage by a reference to par-
ticular passages, such as the following: * But if any man
hate his neighbour, and lie in wait for him, and rise up
against him, and smite him mortally that he die, and fleeth
into one of these cities: then the elders of his city shall
send and fetch him thence, and deliver him into the hand
of the avenger of blood that he may die.”’—Deut. xix. 11,
12. < If one be found slain in the land which the Lord
thy God giveth thee to possess it, lying in the field, and it
be not known who hath slain him : then thy elders and thy
judges shall come forth, and they shall measure unto the
cities which are round about him that is slain: and it shall
be, that the city which is next unto the slain man, even the
elders of that city shall take an heifer, which hath not been
wrought with, and which hath not drawn in the yoke; and
the elders of that city shall bring down the heifer unto a
rough valley, which is neither eared nor sown, and shall
strike off the heifer’s neck there in the valley: and the
priests the sons of Levi shall-come near; for them the Lord
thy God hath chosen to minister unto him, and to bless in
the name of the Lord ; and by their word shall every con-
troversy and every stroke be tried : and all the elders of that
city, that are next unto the slain man; shall wash their hands
over the heifer that is beheaded in the valley ; and they shall
answer and say, our hands have not shed this blood, neither
have our eyes seen it. Be merciful, O Lord, unto thy peo-
ple Israel, whom thou hast redeemed, and lay not innocent
blood unto thy people Israel’s charge. And the blood shall
be forgiven them.”—Deut. xxi. 1—8. “And he took ten men
of the elders of the city, and said, sit ye down here. And
they sat down. And he said unto the kinsman, Naomi, that
is come again out of the country of Moab, selleth a parcel
of land, which was our brother Elimelech’s: and I thought
to advertise thee, saying, buy it before the inhabitants, and
before the elders of my people. If thou wilt redeem it, re«
deem it: but if thou wilt not redeem it, then tell me, that
I may know: for there is none to redeem it besides thee §
and I am after thee. And le said, I will redeem it.”"—Ruth
iv. 2—4,
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These elders existed in every city, a8 may be seen, Ezi»
x. 14. “ Let now our rulers of all the congregation stand;
and let all them which have taken strange wives in our
cities come at appointed times, and with them the elders of
every city, and the judges thereof, until the fierce wrath of
our God for this matter be turned from us,”

But the duties of the elders of the congregation are so
mingled with the duties of the priests and the Levites, that
it will be necessary to take a view of them together. They
may be seen in the following passages: * If there arise a
matter o hard for thee in judgment, between blood and
blood, between plea and plea, and between stroke and stroke,
being matters of controversy within thy gates: then shalt
thou arise, and get thee up into the place which the Lord
thy God shall choose ; and thou shalt come unto the priests
the Levites, and unto_the judge that shall be in those days,
and enquire; and they shall show thee the sentence of
judgment; and thou shalt do according to the sentence,
which they of that place which the Lord shall choose shall
shew thee; and thou shalt observe to do according to all
that they inform thee :. according to the sentence of the law
which they shall teach thee, and according to the judgment
which they shall tell thee, thou shalt do; thou shalt not
decline from the sentence which they shall shew thee, to
the right hand, nor to the left: And the man that will do
presumptuously, and will not hearken unto the priest that
standeth to minister there before the Lord thy God, or unto
the judge, even that man shall die : and thou shalt put away
the evil from Israel. And all the people shall hear, and
fear, and do no more presumptuously.”’—Deut. xvii. 8—13.
Again, when this institution was corrupted or neglected, we
find Jehoshaphat restoring it to its pristine purity. ‘ More-
over, in Jerusalem did Jehoshaphat set of the Levites, and
of the priests, and of the chief of the fathers of Israel, for
the judgment of the Lord, and for controversies, when they
returned to Jerusalem. And he cbarged them, saying, thus
shall ye do in the fear of the Lord, faithfully, and with a
perfect heart.”—2 Chr. xix. 8, 9.

With respect to the ordination services and duties of the
Levites, we learn the whole compendiously in Num. viii.
6—16. “And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, take
the Levites from among the children of Israel, and cleanse
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them. And thus shalt thou do unto them to cleanse them:
-sprinkle water of purifying upon them, and let them shave
all their flesh, and let them wash their clothes, and so make
themselves clean. Then let them take a young bullock
with his meat-offering, even fine flour mingled with oil, and
another young bullock shalt thou take for a sin-offering. And
thou shalt bring the Levites before the tabernacle of the
eongregation; and thou shalt gather the whole assembly of
the children of Israel together; and thou shalt bring the
Levites before the Lord; and the children of Israel shall
put their hands npon the Levites; and Aaron shall offer
the Levites before the Lord for an offering of the children of
Israel, that they may execute the service of the Lord. And
the Levites shall lay their hands upon the bheads of the
bullocks; and thou shalt offer the one for a sin-offering,
and the other for a burnt offering unto the Lord, to make
an atonement for the Levites. And thou shalt set the Le-
vites before Aaron, and before his sons, and offer them for
an offering unto the Lord. Thus shalt thou separate the
Levites from among the children of Israel; and the Levites
shall be mine. And after that shall the Levites go in to do
the service of the tabernacle of the congregation ; and thou
shalt cleanse them, and offer them for an offering. For
they are wholly given unto me from among the children of
Israel ; instead of such as open every womb, even instead of
the first born of all the children of Israel, have I taken them
unto me. 24—26. “This is it that belongeth unto the
Levites ; from twenty and five years old and upward they
shall go in to wait upon the service of the tabernacle of the
congregation ; and from the age of fifty years they shall
cease waiting upon the service thereof, and shall serve ne
more; but shall minister with their brethren in the ta-
bernacle of the congregation, to keep the charge, and shall
dono service. Thus shalt thou do unto the Levites touching
their charge.”*

The priests were consecrated and ordained of God, not
only to teach the people, but also to pray for them, and to
offer sacrifices for tﬂim. The scriptures showing the duties
of the priests are so numerous and familiar, that it is un-

* Not having minuted the precise number of verses read in each
reference, we have, in order to give full satisfaction, given the whole
of each reference:

E
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necessary to make a selection. Every one that reads the
Bible knows that the priests’ lips were to keep knowledge ;
and the people were to learn the law at his mouth. He was
also to bless the congregation of Israel; and sometimes to
denounce curses upon them. :

With regard to the scribes of Israel, though the term was
at first more general, it came at last to describe those who
are sometimes called doctors of the law, expounders of scrip-
ture, such as Ezra, vii. 6. “This Egzra went up from
Bahylon; and he was a ready scribe in the law of Moses,
which the Lord God of Israel had given; and the king
granted him all his request, according to the hand of the
Lord his God upon him.” 10. “For Ezra had prepared his
heart to seek the law of the Lord, and to do it, and to teach
in Israel statutes and judgments.” The scribes, in our
Saviour’s time, were the most reputable expounders of the
law. “Why then say the scribes; said the disciples, that
Elias must first come

Thus we see-that the Jewish church had regularly or-
dained officers—Levites, priests, elders, scribes—whose duties
embraced every thing necessary to the prosperity of a
church. Teaching, ruling, admonishing, exliorting, praying
for, and blessing Israel; the church were comprehended
under the general and special duties enjoined upon them.

I now proceed to show that the church of Israel not only
bad the oracles of a church, the ordinances of a church, the
officers of a church, but they also had the fourth requisite
of a church, the religious worship of a church. .

The ordinances of a church comprise, in a great measure,
the worship of a church; for the observance of the or-
dinances of a church is the essential part of the worship of
a church. In the ordinances of a church, God meets with
the worshippers, and they of course meet with him. Hence
we find that God says, “ Wheresoever I record my name,
there will I meet with you, and there will I bless you.”

But before the peculiar ordinances of worship were com-
manded Israel, they are said to have worshipped God. They
sang his praises when they crossed the Red Sea; and when
lVf!oses went up into the Mount, some of them * worshipped
afar off. .

_ David distinguishes certain acts of devotion as peculiarly
the worship of God. In these the worship .of Israel em-
phatically consisted. Ps. xcv. 1—6.
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- They had a book of psalms; they had their courses of
singers ; they had their musical instruments; they had their
social prayers and social praises. They had the reverential
attitudes of worship, they had the solemnities of the house
of God enjoined upon them. They were severely repri-

" manded for their departure from this worship, for apostatizing
to the worship of the nations around them, as Stephen tells
them, Acts vif. 33—43.

The discipline of a church, inseparably connected with
its worship, was also established among them. Thus we
find certain persons stoned to death, and otherwise cut off
by divine authority, for either corrupting the worship, trans-
gressing the commandments, or departing from the or-
dinances of God.

In the next place, they had the members of a church.
Persons professing the worship of the one only living and
true God, and their offspring are the constituent members of
a church. I need scarcely cite any scripture to prove this
point, For who does not know that, in the very worst of
times, there was a remnant according to the election of
grace; not only of professors, but of possessors of the true
religion ? Thus saith God, in one of the darkest periods of
the Jewish church, “I have reserved unto myself seven
thousand men who have not bowed the knee to the image of
Baal.”” But, as this point requires no farther proof, I will
proceed to notice the last (froof of this proposition, which
will be to show that the seed of Abraham was, by the spirit
of inspiration, called a church. But my time forbids me
now to adduce the proof.

Mr. CampBELL then arose :—

As my opponent continues to prove points altogether
frrelevant to this proposed discussion, his own confession
of faith being judge; and points too not denied by me, at
least, in no sense affecting this controversy, I will proceed
to address you, my respected auditors, on a point of no
small moment, on a subject of great significance, which, if
my opponent understood, he would not be found at this time
in the ranks of Pedobaptists, and much less in the van of
the advocates of infant sprinkling. It is.a topic which,
when it rises to our view, all these Jewish notions of a
political church, a church composed of all born into the
world, vanish, as the shadows nursed beneath the brows of

E 3
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the mountains, in the empire of night, disappear before.the
rays of the morning sun. I will but glance at it, in the
mean time, for the purpose of preparing your minds for
a more circnmstantial attention to it in some fature period
of this discussion.

It is the reign of Messiah the Prince, as appearing, as
dawning upon the astonished eyes of Jewish prophets,
through the long vista of many centuries. It is the de-
velopment, the gradual development, of that glorious king-
dom which many prophets and righteous men, members of
the church of Moses, desired to see, but did not see. Its
very intimation to the Jews exposed the penury and mean-
ness of their church state, and raised to the skies the ex-
pectations of the glorious felicities of Messiah’s realm.

It pleased the Governor of the nations to give the king of
Babylon a representation, in .a vision of the night, of the
1nighty empires which should inSuccession rise; each upon
the ruins of its predecesser. The image he bad of these
empires, these great heads of imperial power, none of the
wise men, none of ‘the religious men, none of the scientific
men in Nebuchadnezzar’s conrt could unfold. Daniel alene,
a prophetof the God of Israel, by the visions of the Almighty,
by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, conld unfold it, could
explain the significant emblems. It reads thus: * Thou,
O king, sawest, and behold a. great image. This great
image, whose brightness was excellent, stood before thee ;
and the form thereof was terrible. This image's head was
of fine gold, his breast and his arms of silver,-his belly and -
his thighs of brass ; his legs of iron, his feet part of iron and
part of clay. Thou sawest till that a stone was cut out
without hands, which smete the image upon his feet that
was of -iron and clay, and brake it to pieces. Then was the
iron, the clay, the brass, the silver, and the gold broken to
pieces together, and became like.the chaff of the summer
threshingfloors ; and the wind carried them away, that no
place was found for them: and the stone that smote the
image became a great mountain, and filled the whole earth.
This is the dream; and we will tell the interpretation
thereof before the king. Thon, O king, art a king of
kings; for the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom,
power, and strength, and glory. And wheresoever the
thildren of men dwell, the beasts of ‘the field and the fowls
of the heaven. hath he given into thine hand, and hath made




QN BAPTISM. 81

thee ruler over all. Thou art this head of gold. And after
thee shall arise another kingdom inferior to thee, and another
third kingdom of brass, which shall bear rule over all the
earth. Aund the fourth kingdom shall be strong as iron:
forasmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and subdueth all things ;
and as iron that breaketh all these, shall it break in pieces
and brnise. And whereas thou sawest the feet and toes, part
-of potters’ clay, and part of iron, the kingdom shall be di-
vided ; but there shall be in it of the strength of iron, foras-
much as thou sawest the iron mixed with miry clay. And
as the toes of the feet were part of iron qud part of clay, so
the kingdom shall be partly strong and partly broken. And
whereas thou sawest iron wixed with miry clay, they shall
mingle themselves with the seed of men; but they shall not
-cleave one to another, even as iron is not mixed with clay.
And in the days of these kings shall the God of heaven set
-up a kingdom, which shall never be destrozed : and the king-
-dom shall not be left to other people, but shall break in pieces
and consume all these kingdoms, and it sbhall stand for ever.
Forasmuch as thou sawest that the stone was cut out of the
1mountain without hands, and that it brake in pieces the iron,
the brass, the clay, the silver, and the gold ; the great God hath
anade known to the king what shall come to pass hereafter;
and the dream is certain, and the interpretation thereof sure.”
Dan. ii. 31—45. Observe, my friends, that this prediction
and representation were given while the Jewish church was
in existence, in actual existence, several hundred years
before the sceptre departed from Judah; before * the king-
dom of priests,” “the holy nation,” (inspired names of the
church of Moses) I say, before this chusch came to a close
the prediction of ANOTHER was given. Before the holy
nation the kingdom of priesis passed away, Messiah’s king-
dom in prospective dawns. The Babylonish or Chaldean
empire then existed ; this was, Daniel said, the golden king-
dom-—this yielded to the Persian, or the stlver kingdom, The
Persian yielded to the Grecian, or the brazes kingdom.
The Grecian yielded to the Roman, or the éron kingdom.
The golden, the silver, the brazen, and the iron kingdoms
were all seen by the kingdom of priests, the holy nation.
But, saith the prophet, in the days of the iron kingdom,
shall the God of heaven sET uUP a kingdom. Not the
golden, the silver, the brazen, the iron, nor the sacerdotal—
the holy kingdom, for these had all been sET UP long ago.
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Had denotes the time past; shall, the time future. God
had, by his special agency, SET UP the holy typical kingdom ;
he had, by his providence, seT uP the golden, the brazen,
and the iron kingdoms, Human agency, by his permission,
set up these. But in the days of the Cesars, said the
prophet, he WiLL SET UP a mew kingdom—an everlasting,
an all-conquering kingdom, that shall never yield. How
appropos the emblem ! a little stone, cut out of the other
kingdoms, the kingdoms of the world, without hands.
This little stone is put into motion by the God of heaven.
It moves, it rolls, it grows, it magnifies, it strengthens, it be-
comes irresistable, it subdues, it destroys, it consumes all
opposition ; it becomes a mountain, an exceeding grea
mountain, it fills the whole earth. )

The term basileie in Greek, and regnum in Latin, sig-
nifies either the reign of a prince, or the people over whom
he reigns. The regnum of Great Britain signifies the king-
dom of Great Britain. The regnum of king George sig-
nifies the reign of king George. The Greeks and Romans
used one word, for which we use two. Hence the best
translators of the New Testament, amongst whom are Drs.
Campbell and Macknight, translated the term basileia both
reign and kingdom, according to the context. When basileia
implies approximation, Campbell, in the four gospels, trans-
lates it reign ; assigning as a most conclusive reason, that
the reign of a kirig may be nearer or more remote, but the
kingdom is always local, in one place. Thus, where the
phrase the kingdom of heaven or of God is nigh, occurs in
the New Testament, he translates it the reign of God, or
of heaven approaches. Thy kingdom come, thy reign come:
you shall see the kingdom of God, you shall see the reign
of God; the kingdom of God is come unto you, the reign
of God is come unto you; and so on uniformly reign or
kingdom, according to the context, and according to the
Yeason assigned. .

The kingdom of Messiah transcends the golden, the silver,
the brazen, the iron, and the sacerdotal or Jewish kingdom,
in glory and excellence ; as far as the excellence and glory
of Messiah the Prince excels all the kings of the earth, as
far as Emmanuel excels Moses, as far as the blaze at noon
excels the twinkling of a star.

None of the ancient prophets saw this reign commence.

They wished to seeit, but they could nat. Its glory charmed
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their eyes, and ravished their hearts. The New Testament
opens with the annunciation of its near approach. John,
the dipper, began to proclaim, in the deserts of Judea, that
men should reform, for the reign of God was at hand or
nigh. The Messiah began to preach its approximation;
he sent the chosen fwelve and the select sevenly to an-
nounce to every village in the Holy Land that it was ap-
proaching. John the Baptist, however, died without seeing
it come. Like Moses who came near the borders of Canaan,
and described it to the ransomed Jews, but entered not
into it himself ; so John, the second Elias, pointed to the
Lamb of God, hailed the approach of his reign, informed
his countrymen of it, but he was beheaded before Messiah
the king was crowned. Well spake John, “he must increase,
but I must decrease.”

John not only preached its near approach, but he bap-
tized into the faith of Him that was to come. Jesus not
only proclaimed that it was nigh, but taught his disciples to
pray ““ THY REIGN coME.” Many through ignorance or
unbelief still pray “thy reign come,” not knowing that this
petition is out of season. It was for a limited time, as was
the preaching and baptism of John. Christ did not teach
them in this prayer to make use of his name as an in-
tercessor ; but before his death he tanght them, saying,
¢ Hitherto yo have asked for nothing in my name, ask and it
shall be given you, whatsoever ye ask in my name.” But,
lo! Jesus himself the king dies before his reign commences.
Yes, the Captain of salvation must be perfected and raised
to glory through sufferings ; before Pontius Pilate he wit-
nessed a good confession concerning his reign. The tes-
timony of this King of martyrs was, “ My kingdom is not
of this world ; if my kingdom were of this world, my sub-
jects would have fought (as they did under Moses) that I
should not have been delivered.”” But tell Cesar, I am no
rival prince of his; yes, tell him, Pontius Pilate, that none
are claimed by me, a8 subjects of my reign, but such as
hear, believe, and obey my voice. * Every one that is of
the truth heareth my voice.”

The King, after he rose from the dead, and was perfected
to reign over his ransomed subjects, because he had been
made like unto them in life, in temptation, in affliction, in
corporeal weakness, in privation, and sorrow; had tasted
death in its bitterest form ever presented to any of the human
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race, and had been a tenant of the house appointed for all
the living; I say, after he arose from the dead, he frequently
appeared unto -his disciples, and during his various inter-
views discoursed with them concerning his kingdom.

That kingdom and that glorious reign of which they had
heard him so often speak, that kingdom and reign which
had been likened to so many things on earth in parables
and comparisons; the inspired eleven did not yet under-
stand. The scribes and the elders, the clexgy and the
Jewish church, had, like their children in modern times, se
often extolled the excellence of the Mosaic church, the
church of God constituted at Sinai, the church of which my
opponent has the most inadequate ideas; that the Jews
never could admit the idea of any thing else but the con-
tinwance of the same church, under a form of additional
glory. They interpreted all the prophecies of the Old Tes-
tament; and the eleven understood all the discourses of
Christ in the New, as mv opponent understands them, as
referring to a continuation of the same worldly church,
worldly sanctuary, and carnal ordinances ; but with some
change of dispensation. The prejudices of education, and
the influence of the Jewish clergy had beclouded their
understanding, had benumbed their feelings, and spread a
veil over the face of Moses and the prophets, insomuch that
the eleven, with all their cotemporaries, could not look to -
the consummation and abolition of that church state. Thus,
after the forty days tuition of the risen Messiah, when
about to ascend into heaven, they asked him a question
which exposed their ignorance of his kingdom, * Lord wils
thou at this time restore the reign to Israel!’” ¢ Go,” said
he, “tarry in Jerusalem, say not a word about this reign,
for ye are not accomplished for the work until ye receive @
power from on high,

- How fully does this illustrate Messiah’s discourse with
Nicodemus, “ Except a man be born again, he cannot see
or understand the reign of God, and except a man be born
of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enfer into the king-
dom of God.” The day of Pentecost is therefore called the
regeneration, ““Verily I say unto you, ye which have fol-
lowed me, shall, in the regeneration, when Messiah shall be
Placed on his glorious throne, and crawned Lord of all, ye
8180 shall be placed on twelve thrones, judging, pronouncing
statutes and judgments to, the twelve tribes of Israel, -
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Matthias now filled the place of him who by transgression
fell from the apostolic office. Now they are about ascending
the apostolic thrones. Now the day of Pentecost is fully
come. Now Messiah has ascended up far above all heaveus.
Now he is exalted a Prince and a Saviour to seud the
regenerating Spirit, and to give repentance unto lsrael.
When entering the portals of the highest heaven, his at-
tendant angels say, “ Lift up your heads, O ye gates: be
lifted up, ye everlasting doors, and the King of glory shall
come in! Angels and the spirits of the just around heaven's
eternal throne exclaim, “ Who is the King of glory ?*"—
Messiah’s attendant angels respond, “ The Loxd (Messiah)
strong and mighty: the Lord mighty in battle.” Messiah
who vanquished sin, death, hades, and the devil by his vic-
torious arm. All in heaven with one voice exclaim, * Lift
zoyour heads, O ye gales, even lift them up, ye everlasting

rs, and the King of glory shall come in.” The ever-
lasting doors fly open. The echo of the atlendant angels
without, and the re-echoes of angels and the spirits of patri-
archs and Jews, Abel, Enoch, Abrabam, Moses, Elias, and
myriads unknown to mortals here below, repeat, « Who is
the King of glory? The Lord of Rosts, he is the King
of glory. Selah.”—Psalm xxiv. 7—10. Amidst encircling
echoes and arching trinmphs Messiah enters the everlasting
gates. His Father and his God in awful majesty addresses
him, saying, “Sit thou at my right hand untii I make
thine enemies thy footstool. The Lord shall send the rod
of thy swrength out of Zion; RULE thou in the midst of
thine enemies. Thy people, the people whom thou hast
purchased, shall be WILLING in the day of thy power,
that power which thou shalt send from on bigh. In the
beauties of holiness, more than the womb of the morning,
thou shalt have the dew of thy youth. Jehovah hath sworn,
and will never regret. Thou art a priest for ever—a priest
upon thy throne ufier the order of Melchizedeck.”—Psalin
ex. 1—4, «Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: the
sceptre of thy kingdom is a right sceptre. Thou lovest righ-
teousness, and hatest wickedness: therefore God, thy God,
hath anoiuted thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.”
Thus was Messiah crowned, Then saith Messiah’s Father,
“ Why do the heathen tumultuously assemble, and the people
meditate a vain thing? The kings of the earth set themselves,
and the rulers take counsel together, against Jehovah and

ES
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against his Messiah, saying, let us break their bands asun-
der, and cast away their restraints from us, He that sitteth
in the heavens shall laugh: the Lord shall have them in
derision. Then shall he speak unto them in his wrath, and
trouble them in his sore displeasure. Yet have T crowned
my king upon Zion the hill of my holiness.”—Yes, saith
Messiah, “ I will publish to the nations thy appointment,
the decree of my iuvestiture, that the Lord hath authori-
tatively pronounced. Thou art my Son, this day have E
begotten thee.” ¢ Ask of me,” saith the Father, “and T
shall give thee the heathen for thine inheritance, and the
uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession. Thine
enemies thou shalt break with a rod of iron, thou shalt dash
them in pieces like a potter’s vessel.”—Psalm ii. 1—9.

Such was the attendant circumstances of the exaltation
of our victorious King. Therefore on the day of the regene-
ration, when the noise as of a mighty rushing wind was heard,
blowing where it listed, no one in Jerusalem able to tell
whence it came, nor whither it went, Peter deelared that
this power from on high came from Messiah— Therefore,”
said he, “ being by the right hand of God exalted, and
. having received of the Father the promise of the Holy

Spirit, he hath shed forth this which ye now see and hear.
Let all the house of Israel know assuredly that God hath
made that same Jesus whom ye have crucified both the
anointed King and Governor of all.” Having opened the
reign of God to the Jews, three thousand were born of
water and of the Spirit on that self-same day, and thus
entered into the new kingdom ; as volunteers put themselves
under the reign of Messiah the Prince and Saviour.

In the days of the Ceesars, then, the God of heaven SET
UP or constituted this new reign, this new kingdom, of
which Daniel spake. Hence, the kingdom that required
regeneration of the Spirit and of the water did not com-
mence till this day. The king being crowned, his reign
necessarily commenced. These few hints, my friends, will
prepare your minds for the demolition of the Pedobaptist
views of the kingdom of God when my opponent shall have
brought his argunent to a close.

Mr. Maccarra thus spake :—
Mr. Campbell has given you scraps. of sermons which he
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has committed to memory ; and thus endeavours to entertain
you by exhibiting his skill in interpreting scripture. His
interpretations, however, appear more ingenious than solid,
more flippant and light than substantial. Many of them
indeed are altogether novel, and not only novel, but con-
trary to the generally received sense of scripture, by most
divines of solid learning and real piety. I am not going
to follow him in the warm flights of his imagination, in the
fervid meanderings of his fancy from Genesis to Revelation.
Solid argument and conclusive reasoning is all that I aim
at. I choose rather to follow in the beaten path of the wise,
the learned, and the pious that have gone before me, than
to follow him in his extravagant excursions in the trackless
_ paths of a vivid imagination. I aim not at originality of
thought, nor even of argument. I move on slowly in the
frequented paths of sober reason and common sense. It is
not my fault if I do not possess the most brilliant parts, but
-it is my fault if I do not apply my faculties to proper
objects in a proper course.
Mr. Campbell has eulogized Campbell and Macknight
- as translators, more than once to-day. Because, I presume,
they favour him, in his fanciful interpretation of scripture,
more than the common translation of the scriptures. I can~
not agree with him in his encomiums on these men. They
were men too similar to himself. They treated the scripture
too lightly, and did not treat men of superior standing with
becoming respect. I venerate them not. The one, I con-~
sider, was an hypocrite, and the other an unbeliever. They
were men of talent and erudition, but they lacked, what was
of much greater value, true piety.
- But I was, when I last sat down, commencing the last
item in proof of my first position, which was to show, that
not only did the seed of Abraham possess the necessary
requisites of a church state, but they had been actually
called a church; they had received by the spirit of inspi-
ration the very name cAurch. They are called the church
of the Lord, of Jehovah, both in the Old Testament and the
New. Let us now attend to the application of this name to
the seed of Abraham. Tt first occurs in the book of Deu-
teronomy. I mean the word ekklesia which is the word
used by the writers of the New Testament, and which is
vsually translated church. i
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Deut. ix. 10. “ And the Lord delivered unto me two
tables of stone, written with the finger of God; and in them
was written according to all the words which the Lord spake
unto you in the mount in the day of the assembly,” or, in
the day of the church. In the Septuagint Greek it reads,
“ hemera ekklesias”—in the day of the church. The au-
thority of the style of the Septuagint is rendered unquestion-
able, from the circumstance of its being the style of the New
Testament, and from its having been most frequently cited,
in the very words of the text, by our Lord and his apostles.
It was generally read in all the synagogues of the Helenestic
Jews, before and at the Christian era; and was, consequently,
of high reputation among the Jews who were very much
attached, even to a superstitious degree, to the letter of the
Old 'Pestament. : ‘

Again, Deut. xviii. 16. “ The Lord thy God will raise
up unto thee a prophet from the midst of thee, of thy bre-
thren, like unto me, unto him ye shail bearken : according
to all that thou desiredst of the Lord thy God in Horeb int
the day of the assembly.” Here the words are the same as
in the ix. 10. of the same book—* te hemera tes ekklesias.”
In the day of the church.—In both these passages the writer
has the same event in view.” He refers in both, to the day
in which all Israel was assembled at the base of mount Sinai
in Arabia; the day in which the first written oracles of God
were committed unto the Jews. On this occasion, then,
they received, by the Jewish prophet Moses, the inspired
name of the church. :

The term ekklesia occurs in Judges xxi. 5, and is there
rendered congregation, and in the eighth verse of the same
chapter it is rendered assembly. Verse fifth. “And the
- children of Israel said, Who is there among all the tribes of
Israel that come not up with the congregation unto the
Lord ? for they had made a great oath concerning bim that
came not up to the Lord to Mizpeh, saying, He shall surely
be put to death.” Verse eighth, ‘“ And they said, What one
is there of the tribes of Israel that came not up to Mizpeh
to the Lord ? And, behold, there came none to the camp
from Jabesh-gilead 10 the assembly.” In the fifth verse it
is en le ekklesia, and in the eighth it is eis ten ekklesian.

Joshua viii. 35. It occurs again, ¢ There was not a word
of all that Moses commanded, which Joshua read not before
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all the congregation of Israel, with the women, and the lmle
ones, and the strangers that were conversant among them ;’
here it is pases ekklesias, all the church, or all the congre-
gation. ﬁe phrase pase ekklesia occurs 1 Sam xvii. 47.
“¢ And all this assembly shall know that the Lord saveth not
with sword and spear: for the battle is the Lord's, nnd he
will give you into our hands.”

Ekklesia occurs three times in 2 Chro. xxix. 28-—82.

“¢ And all the congregation (ekklesia) worshipped, and the
singers sang, and the trumpeters sounded : and all this con-
tinued until the burnt offering was finished. And when
they bad made an end of offering, the king and all that
were present with him bowed themselves, and worshipped.
Moreover Hezekiah the king and the princes commanded
the Levites to sing praise unto the Lord with the words of
David, and of Asaph the seer. And they sang praises with
gladness, and they bowed their heads and worshipped. Then
Hezekiah answered and said, Now ye have consecrated
yourselves unto the Lord, come near and bring sacrifices
and thank offerings into the house of the Lord. And the
congregation brought in sacrifices and thank offerings : and
as many as were of a free heart burnt offerings. And the
number of the burnt offerings, which the congregation
brought, was three score and ten bullocks, an hundred rams,
and two hundred lambs: all these were for a burnt offering
to the Lord.”
. -Nehemiah xiii. 1, 2, saith, using the same word, “ On
that day they read the book of Moses in the audience of
the people ; and therein was found written, that the Amno-
nite and the Moabite should not come into the congregation
of God for ever; because they met not the children of Isracl
with bread and with water, but hired Balaam against them,
that he should curse them; howbeit our God turned the curse
into a blessing.”

In the book of Psalms it fre uentlv occurs— Ps. xxii. 22,
25. xxvi. §, 12. xxxv, 18, x1. 9. Ixviii. 26. 1xxxix. §. evii.
a2.

In the New Testament some of those passages read from
the Old are quoted; as that from Deuteronomy ix. 10. oy
xviii. 16. is cited by Stephen, Acts vii. 38,39. ¢ This is
that Moses, which said unto the children of Israel, A pro-
phet shall the Lord your God raise up unto you of your
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brethren, like unto me; him shall ye hear. This is he that
was in the church in the wilderness, with the angel that
_ spake uunto him in the Mount Sinai, and with our fathers ;
who received the lively oracles to give unto us.” Here the
ekklesia, translated assembly,in Deuteronomy is rendered
church, which shows that the words assembly and church
were supposed to be equally expressive of the meaning of
the original. And indeed the word suragogue, rendered
congregation and synagogue, is also applied to the same
assembly in many passages in the Old Testament, such as .
Ps. x1. 9, 10. 1 have preached righteousness in the great
congregation : lo, I have not refrained my lips, O Lord, thon
knowest. I have not hid thy righteousness within my heart 3
I have declared thy faithfulness and thy salvation ; I have
not concealed thy lovingkindness and thy truth from the
great congregation.” Here the same congregation is called
ekklesia and sunagogue. In Ps.cxi. . Boule and suna-
- gogue are applied to the same congregation, and in Ps. viii.
9.v. 7. Boule and ekklesia are applied to the same as-
sembly ; and, indeed, the word sunagogue is applied in very
many passages to the same congregation which is called Ao
ekklesia the church.

In Hebrews ii. 12. Paul cites Ps. xxii. 22, and our trans-
lators render the word ekklesia in the Hebrews, ckurch, and
in the Psalms, congregation.—Thus Paul says, quoting the
words of Christ, ¢ I will declare thy name unto my brethren,
in the midst of the church will 1 sing praises to thee.”—
And David speaking of the same person, Ps. xxii. 22. saith, -
“ I will declare thy name unto my brethren. In the midst
of the congregation will I praise thee.” The original Greek
is the same in both. Thus I have shown that the seed of
Abraham in the Qld and New Testament, in their associate
state, are called a church, the church of the Lord. Now here
Mr. Campbell remarks in his debate with Mr. Walker, p.
40, 41, “ Stephen uses the phrase, ¢ the church in the wilder-
ness'—Here the whole stress of his praof rests upon the
word ¢ church,” without any epithet to qualify or explain its
acceptation. Now I will cheerfully admit the testimony of
Stephen, in all its force; and I will call the congregation
of Tsrael in the wilderness, a church: but will this prove
that this congregation was a church of Christ? Mr.
Walker, I presume, understands the word church, withouy
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an epithet, to mean neither more ner less than “an assembly’
—1 presume he will also confess, that a mod is once called
a church inthe New Testament. 1f he does not, I am ready
to prove it—Acts xixth, we read of Demetrius, the silver-
smith, and the mob which he raised against the apostle and
his companions: the whole town was in an uproar; the
town clerk appeased this mob by an oration he delivered
them, telling them that in a lawful ¢ church,’ (ekklesia, the
same word used Acts vii. 38, the “ekklesia” in the wil-
derness) their cause would be tried—and verse 41, when he
had thus spoken, (apeluse ten ekklesian) he dismissed the
assembly or church. In this chapter, the word is applied to
a mob, or an unlawful assembly, and it is also applied to
a court, or lawful assembly, met to hear and judge causes.
Thus the word ekklesia, or church, was used by the holy
penmen of the New Testament, to denote any sort of an
assembly. Like the word synagegue, the epithet made it
either an assembly of Jews ora “synagogue of Satan;”
this criticism, I am confident, neither my opponent nor any
man acquainted with Greek, will deny. Hence it follows,
that this quotation from the 7th of the Acts, proves nothing
favourable to his views, inasmuch as it means no more than
an assembly or congregation in the wilderness, without any
respect to the character of it. It was an assembly or church
of Jews, and not an assembly of christians or a charch of
Jesus Christ.” . )

. “ Seeing I am on the word ¢ ekklesia,’ I may further ob-
serve, that as this word is composed of two Greek words,
ek, out of, and kaleo, 10 call, the word ekklesia signifies
‘the called out’ The Jews in the wilderness were ¢ called
out’ by Moses the messenger of God—-the mob of Ephesus
was ‘called out” by Demetrius; and the lawful assembly of
which the town clerk spoke, was an assembly ¢called out’
by those in authority—the church of Jesus Christ is an
assembly ¢called out’ of the world by his grace, or separated
from the world by his word and Spirit—hence, says Christ,
¢ ye are not of the world, T have chosen you ou# of the world.’
Consequently, no nation, as such, ever was the church of
Jesus Christ.” :

So then the church of God in the wilderness is called an
sssembly only, without respect to its character, and Mr.
Campbell will have it, or leave others to make it, a mob oy
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a synagogue of Satan; for if it was not the church of God,
it must have been a mob, or a synagogue of Satan. But I
have proved that this assembly, this church in the wilderness,
was divinely constituted a true visible church of God, from
the fact of its having possessed

1. The oracles of a church,

2. The ordinances of a church,

3. The officers of a church,

4. The members of a church,

6. The worship and discipline of a-church,

6. And because it had the inspired name of a church,
congequently no mob, no synagogue of Satau.

To-morrow, my friends, I will prove that the Jewish so-
ciety before Christ, and the Christian society after Christ,
are ONE and the SAME church in different dispensations.

Mr. Maccalla ceased, and a motion was made to adjourn.

[Here Mr. Campbell begged leave to remark, that as his
opponent, in the conclusion of his address, had endeavoured
to make a very uncandid and a very incerrect impression on
the mind of the con tion respecting the quotation read
from the Debate at Mount Pleasant, as if he had either said
or insinuated, that the church in the wilderness was a mob,
or a synagogue of Satan. Mr. Campbell said that it is not
fact, that he either said or insinuated any such thing. He
had merely-said that the term ¢kklssia denoted an assembly
of any kind, and that it was the epithets or circumstanees
attached to it that gave it a definite meaning. The con-
gregation before us in this camp is not a church of Jesus
Christ. According to my opponent, observed Mr. Camp-
bell, it must be either a mob or & synagogue of Satan! He
was sorry that he was compelled to correct so gross a mis-
representation. ]

So stood the discussion at the close of the first day. It
was adjourned till 11 o'clock next day.

Met in the same place on the 16th, at 11 o'clock, A. M.
Mr. CampBELL thus began :—

My friends and brethren ;—Mr. Maccalla occupied your
attention yesterday, in proving one position, which we did
not controvert. This was done, as he said, for securing his
future conelusions from assault. These impregnable fort-
resses in his rear, which he has been engaged in erecting, will
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?Fpear in the detail, as either useless or worse than useless,
he position to be proved to-day we boldly deny. And
when he shall have proved it, in his way, we pledge ourselves
to present facts and documents subversive of it, and irrefra-
gable by Mr. Maccalla. In the mean time we shall make
a few remarks on the word ekklesia, the design of which
will be to show, that in the New Testament it is aplpro-
priated to represent an assembly, essentially distinct from
that which it represented in the Old. Many words have an
appropriated aud an unappropriated meaning: This we
shall illustrate by a few plain instances. The word congress,
in its common or unappropriated meaning, signifies any
kind of meeting together. Such as the congress of streams,
of lakes, of seas, of roads, of people. This no scholar will
deny. This term, like the lands of the country, was once
unnsg‘proprialod ; it denoted any kind of meeting of fluids
or solids, of things animate or inanimate, of things rational
or irrational. But a few years since it was appropriated,
as some of our lands are, for a certain purpose; to denote’
the great national legislative meeting of - the United States.
Now the term “the congress,” in every one’s mouth, denotes
this great national legislatuare. Who would say that there is
any ambiguity resting on the present popular use of the term,
or that it signified the same thing in every English book
one hundred years ago, that it now signifies in the United
States ? The same may be observed of the terms synod,
assembly, association, convention. They all have their ap-

oprialed meanings, in the mouths of those who have
selected them, as terms of designation of certain bodies,
religious or political. :

But, to come neaver to the term in dispute, I will select
a few kindred terms from the Old Testament, which have
been appropriated in the New, to represent something
essentially different from their commeon or unappropriated
signification. A few of note will suffice. We shaﬁrl:egin
with the word episcopos, literally signifying overseer, some-
times translated biskop. This word, in its: unappropriated
meaning, signifies any kind of an overseer or bishop. Thus,
in the Old Testament it is used, Num. xxxi. 14, to denote
the vaptains of the Jewish army, called bishops of the
kost. Judges ix. 28, Zebul, a military officer, is called
a bishop. It is used in the same sense, 2 Kings xi. 19
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g the Old Testament military officers are

uperintended the repairs of the temple, 2

=17, are called biskops of artificers. Those

jnagement of the temple, keeping it safe and

lled  bishops of the Lord's house.” Those
wnow avw...  Ah placed over the city are called, chap. xi. 9,
bishops of the city. Eleazar, the son of Aaron, is called
bishop, from overseeing the tabernacle and its furniture.—
Num. iii. 32.

Tu all these passages, and in some others, the word epts-
kopos occurs in the Septuagint, which is the word rendered
bishop in the New Testament. It is plain from the instances
given, that the term dishop, in its unappropriated sense, ap-
plies to any kind of overseer. Now,in the New Testament,
it is appropriated to denote the overseer of a church. One
that teaches, and rules, or keeps order in the church of
Christ, who is himself the only Archbishop of souls. As
well, then, might Mr. Maccalla affirm, that. use captains
of thousands, chief artificers, and superintendants of cities,
are called bishops, therefore the bishops of the Christian
church are to be captains of thousands, &c. because they
have the same * inspired name ! !!”

_Of the same kind of unappropriated terms in the Old
Testament are presbuleros, and diakonos. The one tran-
slated an elder, the other a deacon, minister, or servant.
Each of: these terms, in their unappropriated sense, are
applied in the Old Testament, to officers very different
from those designated by them, in their appropriated sense,
in the New. This we are assured our opponent will not
deny. Now the term ekklesia, in its unappropriated sense,
in both Testaments, signifies ANY KIND OF AN ASSEMBLY;
but, in its appropriated sense, it signifies a sociely of dis-
ciples of Christ meeting in one place. Bat to bring forward
an authority which Mr. Maccalla, we presume, will not
contradict, asserting the same things in substance; with those
we have asserted, we will cite Dr. John Mason. As he is
a violent Pedobaptist, his concessions on this topic are the
more worthy of regard. See his Essay on the Church of
God, p: 8,9. - «“The Hebrew words (cakal) .and (gheda)
in the Old Testament, and the corresponding one (ecclesia)
in the New, all signify an assembly, especially one cons
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vened by invitation ot appointment. That this is the generic
sense, no scholar will deny ; nor that their particular ap-
plications are ultimately resolvable into it. Hence it is
evident, that from the terms themselves, nothing can be con-
cluded as to the nature or extent of the assembly which
they denote. Whenever either of the two former occurs in
the Old Testament, or the other in the New, you are sure
of an assembly, but of nething more. What that assembly
is, and whom it comprehends, you must learn from the con-
nexion of the term, and the subject of the writer. A few
instances will exemplify the remark. In the Old Testament
(cahal) is applied to the whole mass of the people, Ex.
xii. 6. To a portion of the people, who came upon Heze-
kiah's invitation to keep the passover. 2 Chron. xxx. 24,
To the army of Pharach. Ezek. xvii, 17. To an indefinite
multitude. Gen. xxviii. 3, To the society of Simeon and
Levi. xlix. 6. So also (gheda) is applied to the whole
nation of Israel. Ex. xvi, 22; xxxv. 1. To the particular
company of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram. Num. xvi. 16; To
the assembly of the just,"as opposed to the wicked. Ps. i. 5.
To the jm}z:catory, before which crimes were tried. Num.
xxxv. 12. 24 ; compared with Deut. xix, 12,17, 18, In
like manner (ecclesia) rendered ““church,”” is applied to the
whole body of the redeemed. Ephs. v. 24, 27. To the
whole body of professing christians. 1 Cor. xii. 28. To local
organizations of professing christians, whether more or less
extensive ; as in the apostolic salutations and insecriptions of
the epistles. To a small association of christians meeting
together in a private house. Col. iv. 16; Phil.i.2. To a
civil assembly lawfully convened. Acts xix. 39. Toa body
of people érreqularly convened, Acts xix. 32. This speci-
men is sufficient to show that no person can aunswer the
question “what is the church ? ” without carefully examining
the thing as well as the ame.” This is just what we have
always contended for on this topic, and this is what every -
scholar must admit, which way soever his prejudices mn,
This being granted, my opponent’s labour yesterday, and
the toils of to-day, may ruin his cause, but it is impossible
that they can advantage it. All that he, or Dr. Mason, or
any other Pedobaptist- can prove, the above being granted,
concerning the Jews, is, that they were from the day of their
constitution in the wilderness at Mount Sinai a church of
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God in some semse, but not in the christian sense of the
term. This we hope to prove in this discussion against all
opposition.

In the mean time, however, we must redeem the pledge we
have given to the public, let my opponent pursue what course

he may. From this w& shall not be diverted. We stand-

pledged to prove first, that snfant sprinkling is a human
tradition. - This, we have already said, requires us to do
two things; first, to prove that believers only are the legiti-
mate subjects of baptism. In the next place, that immersion
is the only baptism. These are both affirmative proposi-
tions, and require, in a regular debate, to be oppugned by
my opponent. But this he appears determined not to
attempt. He has his own affirmative propositions to prove,
which I am not bound to oppugn, according to our agree-
ment. I was pledged to affirm and he to deny. . He, not-
withstanding, affirms, and leaves me without an opponent in
strict propriety. On his plan of managing this discussion,
I could make a boy of sixteen dispute with the lord Arch-
bishop of Canterbury. I would tell him to collect as much
matter as wordd requmire many days reading ; and to have
it rendered so familiar, that he could read it very fluently,
looking off now and then, and making a few extempore
remarks. I would charge him never formally to attempt to
reply to his lordship, but when his lordship had done speak-
ing, to go on and read another half hour, and if his lordship
should attack and discomfit his arguments, never to appear
to feel it; never to attempt to defend his positions, but to
pursue his notes; taking care, however, in the course of
his reading, to say any thing that might occur to his mind
as very pert; in the mean time, never venturing to lose
sight of his manuscript. In this way his lordship might
become wearied, and might not be able to speak so many
days as he could read; and if he should only succeed in
continuing longer than his opponent, the majority would
think he had the best of the argument; and if he only held
on to the end, many would still say that he had the best of
the argument ; at all events, all would say, if his lordship
should excel, that he had his hands full, and had little to
boast of.

I have, in the proof of my first proposition, according te
my text,in Mr. Maccalla's Confession of Faith, which saith,
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*that baptism is an ordinance of the New Téstament or-
dained by Jesus Christ,” submitted from the New Testa-
ment, first the law of christian baptism ; and secondly, the
execution of this law by the apostles. On these two points
1 design to be more particular than in my first reference to
them. :

The law of christian baptism as expressed in the com-
mission, is, baptize the disciples, or the belicvers of the
gospel. It thus reads, ““ Go ye, therefore, and teach all na-
tions, baptizing them in the name,” &c. Now matheteusate,
the word here rendered leach, is conceded by all intelligent
Pedobaptists to signify, make disciples or disciple. 'ﬁlis
is, unquestionably, the proper rendering of the term mathe-
teusate. The verb matheteno, when governing an accusative,
Parkhurst, the Pedobaptist lexicographer says, signifies “ (o
make a disciple,” p. 412. 1t is not the nations, indiscrimi-
nately, that were commanded to be baptized ; for ta ethna,
{the nations,] being neuter, is not the antecedent to autous,
which is masculine, and which is the accusative governed by
muathelensate. Its antecedent is malhelas, in the verb ma-
theteusate.

Again : the phrase “feaching them to observe all things
which I have commanded you,” respects the disciples exclu-~
sively. For Christ did never command nations, indiscri-
minately, to observe his ordinances ; -but only his disciples.
He commanded all nations to repent and believe the gospel,
and then, as his disciples, he commanded them to keep his
¢commandments. Hence the word rendered feack, in the
20th verse of Matt. xxviii. is not the same as the word
rendered leach, in the 19th verse. It is didaskontes, a
word importing the office of a preceptor to those who had
been put under his tuition. It is expressive of that tuition
which teachers owe to their disciples or pupils. Two things,
or two classes of duties, were enjoined on the apostles in
this commission. The first was the work of discipling or
making disciples; the second was the education of those
disciples, collected into churches or schools. Now, inasmuch,
as the apostles were authorized by the law of Christ to bap-
tize disciples only, this law, in fact, amounts to a prohibi-
tion of the baptism of those who are mot disciples. This
I cannot now illustrate better than by a reference to the Ap-
pendix of Debate with Mr. Walker, to which Mr, Maccalla

_F
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o often refers, p. 209, “A limited commission implies &
prohibition of such things as are not contained in it; and
positive laws imply their NEeaTIVE. The commission
under which the apostles acted was limited, as every chris-
tian will confess. The duties of those who act under it are
pointed ont; and indeed every creature must act under a
limited commission, for the very term iself imports some-
thing committed from a superior, or from the supreme.

- “The itenrs contained in any commission, are all the things
which the commissioned are authorized to perform. If this
were not the case, a formal commission is quite an unmeuning
thing. Hence, the commission of a magistrate points out,
and circumsecribes the duties of, his office; if this were not
the case, he might attend to the duties of the sheriff, the
alderman, or the legislator. Now his commission prohibits
him from practising as a legislator, and autherizes him to
act as a justice of the peace. In like mamner the com-
mission to baptize believers or disciples prohibits the bap-
tism of others: yes, it forbids infant baptism as plainly as
“thou shalt nof steal” implies thou must be honest, or as
¢ 1 have appointed the sons of Levi to minister in the service
of the tabernacle’’ prohibits the sons of Benjamin or any
other tribe from ministering in those things. Unless Pedo-~
baptists can shew a new commission from heaven, and con-
firm it by miracles authorizing them to baptize infants,
they should candidly give up their cause, for this argument
tompletely overthrows it; and if there was not a second
argoment in the world against their cause, in this respect,
all their genius, learning, and talents combined, are unable
to remove it.”

That “a believer or a disciple, is the only subject of bap-
tism” is proved from the law of baptism; which authorizes
the baptism of such only, and virtually prohibits the baptism
of such as are not the professing disciples of Christ. This
is our first atgument submitted yesterday to be impugned
by Mr. Maccalla. 1t is now illustated and enforced by
the above criticisms and remarks, and if not impugned by
Mr. Macecalla, we shall consider it unanswerable.

My second argument in suppott of this position is, that
the apostles who received this commission and law of baptism,
must have understood it perfectly, and that they, neither in
Judea; Samaria, nor to the uttermost parts of the earth, ever
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baptized any but the professed disciples of Christ. I need
not again read over those seriptures, as my opponent did not
eppugn this argument when presented. I shall merely
illustrate and enforce it by a rematk or two. In the first
place, we are positively told, in so many words, that all
baptized on the day of Pentecost, £rst gladly received the
word preached, i. e. believed the gospel, -before they were
baptized. We are positively told that “when the S8amaritans
believed Philip preaching the gospel, they were baptized
both men and women.” We are also informed, that Philip
refused to baptize the eunnch until he professed faith. We
are moreover informed, in the most positive language, that
the first gentile congregation all believed before they wera
baptized, and, that many of the Corinthians, ‘‘kearing, be-
lieved, and were baptized.”

Now, being so formally, so minutely, so circumstantially
informed of the apostolic practice in so many places, it was
not necessary to tell us, in every instance, that every in-
dividual first heard, then believed, and lastly was baptized.
This would have been altogether unnecessary. For illus-
tration, the laws of our country require that no man be put
10 death, or deprived of his liberty, unless he has been
regularly convicted according to law; that is, there must
be a jury, a judge, witnesses, &c. Now we are not always
informed, when we read of a person being hung, or sent to the
penitentiary, that he was tried in & court légally established 3
that there was a judge regularly swom into office, sitting

upon the bench; that there was a jury of twelve men, law-

fully empannelled ; that witnesses were sworn in open court;
that the jury brought in a verdict of guilty; and that the
judge pronounced the sentefce, &c., &c. Yet we know,
as soon as we hear that a man was hung, or sent to the
penitentiary, that all these things must have first existed,
because the law so requires. Im like manner, when we
read of any person being baptized, after we understand the
law and the practice.of the apostles, we are sure that he first
professed the faith, that there was water, and an adminis-
trator present. Awmd why ? because the law required it.

In the next place, on this topic, when the historian Luke
was 80 very minute in detailing all the circumstances of the
baptized, such as their sex and condition of life, in no one
place does he mention the baptism of infants. He men-

F 2
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tions men and women, and when he speaks more summarily
of households, such circumstances are stated, as preclude
the supposition of any infants being included. From these
premises we deduce our second argument, which is, fkat
the apostles baptized believers or professed disciples only.
- Our third argument is deduced from the design or import
of baptism. On .this topie of argument we shall be as
fully as possible, because of its great itnportance, and be-
cause, perhaps, neither Baptists nor Pedobaptists sufficiently
appreciate it. I will first merely refer-to the otacles of God,
which shew that baptism is.an ordinance of the greatest im-
portance, and of momentuons significance. Never was there
an ordinance of so greatimport or design. Itistobebutonce
administered. . We dre to pray often, praise often, show
forth- the Lord’s death often, commemorate his resurrection
every week, but we are to be baptized but once. - Its great
significance muy be seen from the following testimonies :—
The Lord saith,  He that believeth and is BAPTIZED shall
be saved.” He does not:say, he that believeth, and keeps,
my commands, shall be saved ; but he saith < he that be-
lieveth and is baptized shall be saved.” He placeth baptism
on the right hand of faith. Again, he tells Nicodemus,
that “except a man be bgrn of water and of the Spirit, he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” Peter; on the day
of Pentecost, places baptism in the same exalted place:
“ Repent,” says he, “and be baptized every one of you, FOR
the remission of sin> Ananias saith to Paul, “Arise, and
be baplized, and wasH AWAY your sins, calling upon the name
of the Lord.” . Paul saith of the Corinthians, “ Ye were once
fornicators, idolators adultqrers, efeminate, thieyes, covetous,
drunkards, rioters, extortioners, but ye were wASHED in the
name of the Lord Jesus,” doubtless referring to their bap-
tism. He tells Titus, “God our Saviour saved us by the
WASEING OF REGENERATION and renewing of the Holy
Spirit.” See ngain its dignified importance! Peter finishes
the grand climax, in praisk of baptism: ¢ baptism doth also
now save us, by the resurrection of Jeésus Christ from the
dead.” I have thus, in the naked import of those testimo-
nies; shown that it is of.vast import, of glorious design.
We shall leave these testimonies, for the present, to speak to
our understandings, my friends, resuming them again when
r. Maccalla shall have addressed you.
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- Mr, Maccaryra rejoined :—

T agree that baptism is an important institution, but I
am not going to waste my time, nor my strength, in refuting
every thing that may be said-about it, inconsistent with
scripture and sound reason. I will not labour for nought.
‘To refute all . Mr. Campbell may say is not necessary to
support the side I have espoused. In saying so much
upon the subject, it would be unreasonable to suppose that
every thing he may say is erroneous, or that every thing
<aid would deserve a reply. Nor do I wish to derogate
from the significance and importance of this rite. Yet this
would be no reason why I should elevate it beyond due limits.
There is no occasion to exaggerate the import of baptism,
for the sake of shewing its importance or design. Nor dare
I go so far as my opponent has done, in his late address, in
his exaggeration of baptism, as to place it on the right hand
of faith, to the exclusion of hope and charity. For the
" apostie says, there are three important graces, which still
abide on earth, and these Zhree are faith, hope, and charity ;
now the greatest of these is charity. But my opponent
would place baptism as superior to hope and charity.

With respect to the passage read from Dr. Mason, I
know that the Doctor has said such things as my opponent
has read ; but in this instance I think the Doctor has gone
too far. But I do not like this way of quoting authors. If
Mr. Campbell will quote from Dr, Mason in this instance,
why not take his word or his criticisms in others ? Besides,
my opponeunt would draw other conclusions from these re-
marks of the Doctor’s than are legitimate ; for he will draw
conclusions from them subversive, intentionally at least, of
the subsequent views of the Doctor.

But as my opponent is talking of proving certain points,
1 will tell you what he has to prove, or else he will fail to do
what he has proposed. He must prove,

1. That infant baptism is a human tradition.

2. That any thing short of immersion is not baptism.

3. That sprinkling an infant is injurious to religious and
political society. »

. 4. That any thing short of immersion is injurious to the
well-being of both church and state.

All these points he must prove, else he fails to redeem
_his pledge. I have proposed to prove the contrary of these

F3
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propositions. I hdve laid down my plan, which yoa re-
collect was,

1. To produce a divine command for infant baptism,

2. To afford probable evidence of apostolic practice of
infant baptism.

These points established, and the proper subject of bap-
tism is determined. Our attention, then, will necessarily
be called to the mode of baptisin ; or, in honour of my oppo-
nent, perhaps, we will call it the action of baptismn.

In producing a divine command for infant baptism, five
things I told you yesterday were to be done :-——

1. To prove that Abraham and his seed were divinely
constituled a true visible church of God.

2. That the Jewish society before Christ, and the chris-
tian society after Christ, are oNE and the SAME church
in different dispensations. Or, that the Christian church
5 a BRANCH of the Abrahamic church.

3. That Jewish circumcision before Christ, and chris- =
tian baptism after Christ, are ONE and the sAME SEAL,
though in different forms.

4. That the adminisiration of this seal to infants was.
once enjoined by divine authority. ' )

5. That it not having been prohibited by the same autho-
rity that ordained it, it consequently remains in full force.
These five points established, and a divine command for
infant baptism is adduced.

The first of these five points was proved yesterday, viz.
that Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a true
visible church of God. While I was engaged in proving
this fundamental position, my opponent was a part of his
time delivering patches of old sermons which he had memo-
rized several years ago, which had nothing to do with this
position ; at least, their bearing upon the point at issue was
80 faint as not to be very perceivable. For what is it to
the truth or falsehood of the position under consideration,
to tell us of the calling of the gentiles, the history of the
Chaldean, the Persian, the Grecian, and Roman empires;
the meaning of a petition of the Lord’s prayer; the exalta<
tion of Christ, and many other points which, how true soever,
leave the grand question where it was,

He has also read and commented on several passages
of the New Testament respecting baptism, particularly the
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commission to baptize. He has laid great stress upon the
word disciples ; and upon the phrase * disciple all nations.”
1 thought it quite sufficient to show that infants were really
called disciples, and this being shown, the commission will
authorize the baptism of infants. It may be affirmed,
with the greatest safety to our cause, that disciples only
should be baptized, or that the Lord Jesus Christ com-
manded none but disciples to be baptized in the com-
mission given to the apostles, provided we can wake it
appear that the spirit of inspiration bas actually called
infants disciples, and this appears from the fifteenth chapter
of the Acts of the apostles, where the apostle Poter asked
the question, “why tempt ye Ged to put a yoke oun the neck
of the disciples?” i. e. circumcision. Now we know that
infants were circumcised at the age of eight days, con-
sequently, the persons alluded to were actnal infants, and
these very same infants are called disciples, so that Mr.
Campbell’s criticism upen the commission being admitted
as correct, it will nevertheless follow that infants are to be
baptized, being included in the commission under the general
term disciples. To this agrees the name given to infants
by the fathers, the immediate successors of the apostles, who
were wont to call them “fideles,” that is, faithful ones. This
name they gave to baptized infants, the infants of believers,
to contradistinguish them from unbaptized infants or pagans.
Iudeed, the word fideles, though not altogether synonymous
with the word disciple, is equivalent to it in this usage.
A disciple signifies a scholar or a follower, and the term
JSideles signifies a faithful one, who possesses truth, and is
under the influence of it in some sense. Such were infants
in the esfimation of the fathers, and such in substanee were
they called by the apostles.

You would think from the number of scriptures my op-
ponent has referred to, that all the scriptures were in favour.
of his views, and that there were no passages at all that
speak of infant baptism. But you remember, my friends,
that I read to you the positive command of Christ addressed
to some in that age, who, like my opponent, forbad infants
to be brought to Christ. This command is a very positive
command. It is delivered with very great vehemence.
“Suffer little children to come unto me, and forbid them
not.” How convincing the reason assigned ! *for of such is
the kingdom-of God!” It is true that this commnand was



104 A DEBATB

delivered before the commission to baptize in the name of
‘Christ was delivered to the apostles; but that does not
affect our argument, inasmuch as infants are here said to
be members of the kingdom of God. They were so in the
visible church of God, instituted among the seed of Abraham,
and the Saviour here declares that they are members of his
kingdom as instituted under the gospel. Infants were cir-
cumcised because members of the church in the wilderness,
and they ere recognized as members of the church of
Christ, consequently their privileges are not circumscribed
or limited because members of the New Testament church.

When the disciples of Christ were thus taught that infants
belonged to his kingdom, they could be at no loss in de-

termining whether they should be baptized after they had

received the comnmission to baptize disciples. To the same

effect, as was observed, the apostle called them holy, Hence

we read of whale households of infants being baptized, but

of this more particularly hereafter in its proper place.

Mr. Campbell will tell you no doubt again, as he has
done already, that because baptism is not mentioned in
those passages, they ought not to be referred to in this con-
troversy. Yes, and from the same principle he has told
you that you ought not to use the Lord’s prayer, because it
was taught in the early part of Christ'’s mimstry. In this
way of proceeding, a great proportion of the scriptures is
useless, as respects christians now. Indeed, according to
him, but very little of the New Testament belongs to chris-
tians now. I understand he teaches that ell the Old, and
some of the New, is not worthy of the regard of christians ;
that is, such parts of the divine word as suit his notions and
designs are obligatory, and such as do not coincidéwith his
schemes are obsolete and inapplicable to our times. This
is taking a very handsome licence with the Bible, and well
suits those who wish to innovate or introduce a new order of
things in the christian church. ‘ )

I now proceed, after this formal recapitulation and re-
ference to the arguments of yesterday, to prove the identity
of the church under the old and new dispensations. The
proposition now before us is, «that the Jewish society be-
fore Christ, and the christian society after Christ, are one
and the same church in different dispensations. In fact, -
that the christian church is a branch of the Abrahamic.”

. As a visible society they are one and the same. As thera
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has never been but one real church, so there has never been
but one visible church. A visible saint is one who appears
to the human eye to be a real saint; in the same manner,
the. visible church is a body visible to the human eye ap-
pearing to be an assembly of real saints. Now since the
time that there appeared on earth a visible body of wor-~
shippers of the true God, there has been but one such at one
time. The body of real saints on earth, has always bieen
one and the same body, and was never distinguishable from
the body of visible saints, The visible body of saints has
always comprehended within it all such as were known as
real saints; and as there has been but one real church in
the world in all ages, so there has been but one visible church.
This is as evident as that there cannot be two bodies visibly
distinct, which yet appear the same. As the real church,
then, has always been the same, so the visible church has
always been the same.

Many Baptists have been obliged to admit the identity
and perpetuity of the real church, who, very inconsistently,
- deny that the visible church has always been one and the

same. - Perhaps this inconsistency may have originated from
mistaken views of the nature of the identity for which we
contend. We do not contend that they are the same in
every item. No two things in the world could on this prin-
ciple be called the same. In these things that are so much
the same, as not to be distinguishable by even very minute
notice, there are still 'some circumstantial differences; yet
they agree in so many prominent features as to be with pro-
priety called the same. For instance, a board of trustees
are appointed by the legislature, to whom a certain concern
is committed in trust. Now this board of trustees may con-
tinue for a century, until all the original trustees are suc-
ceeded by others once or twice. Yet it is still the same
board, entrusted with the same concern, for the same general
purposes. Who could with pro‘friety say that it is another
board of trustees, because the death or resignation of ita
members had given rise to new appointments! Nay, it is
the same board, acting under the same laws, performing the
same duties, guarding and directing the same concern, and
. responsible to the same tribunal, although there are some
circumstantial differences.
Again, the human body is continually changing, yet it is
the same human body. New blood, new fiesh,-and new
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fluids of every kind are forming every minute, so that in a
little time all the blood, flesh, and even solids in the human
body are changed; and not a particle existing. of what com-
it a few months or years ago; yet, who will not say,
that it is still the same body, distinguished by the same
general characteristics, the same properties, and that itis the
same temple of the same immortal soul!
Also in the body politic, the same constitution and govern-

ment may continue to exist, and yet changes may be intro- - -

duced of considerable variety and 1o a considerable extent,
‘et it is the same state, constitution, and government. The
ritish constitution and government which, since the year
1689, although administered by different persons, and with
some diversity of administration, is still the samme constitution
and government.

Mr. CaMPRELL then addressed the assemblfly 3—

My opponent represents. my late address as fragments of
old sermons which T memorized some years ago. How,
think ye, does he know this? Perhaps my opponent judges
of others by himself. We must, however, inform him that
we never write our sermons or memorize them. For seven
years we have not written seven pages for public addresses
And never but once did we attempt to memorize a sermon,
Written sermons, and premeditated prayers, are the meanest
commodities in the world.

Mr. Maccalla will have infants disciples. Yes; speechless
babes disciples of Christ, inferred from Acts xv. Although
we yesterday demonstrated- that the disciples mentioned in
that chapter, to whom he referved, were gentile converts,
capable of the actions of manhood. Butas Mr. Maccalla
has not impugned my criticism on the commission, but
endeavours to shelter himself under the assertion, that al-
though none but disciples are to be baptized, yet infants of
eight day’s old are called disciples in this passage to which
he has twice referred ; I say, seeing he has not impugned
the aforesaid eriticism, and rests his escape from its truth on
the assertion that infants are called disciples in the fifteenth
chapter of the Acts, I now propose to him, in the presence
of you all, that if he will prove that infants are called dis-
ciples in that chapter, I will give up the cause which I
have espoused. Let him then lay aside every other topic,
and open this chapter. I will pledge my-erudition, my
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critical acumen, my respectabilily as a scholar, that he
icannot, upon the investigation of that reference~—~nay, I
will rest the whole controversy upon it. If he proves this
one poini we shall say all is proved, and his cause trium-
phant. The conditions are assuredly most easy, and this
*“brings us to a speedy issue.”

His references 10 “suffer little children,” and to the “holy
children,” are condemned by his own Confession of Faith,
* ‘mccording to the rules of interpretation prescribed in that

Confession.” He has not, in his late address, advérted to the
objection I made to them befors, from that rule of interpre-
tation. The sense of every passage of scripture is ONE;”
consequently, as baptism was not referred to on the occasion
of the pronunciation of these words, they have no reference
to this controversy.
I am not a little surprised at his remarks on a criticism
mentioned yesterday, on a petition of the prayer taught by
.the Lord to his disciples, Indeed the whole ministry of
John appears to be very indistinctly apprehended by Mr.
Macealla. The different ages or dispensatious, as they are
called, are, by Pedobaptists in general, very slightly noticed.
The patriarchal age, the Jewish age, the ministry of John,’
and the Christian age, are marked in the volumes of inspira~
tion with very striking characters. The patriarchal with
propriety may be assimulated to starlight; the Jewish, to
moonlight; the era of John the Baptist to twilight; and
the Christian age to-sumlight. Light increased from the
first promise made to Adam until the administration of the
Spirit was cowpleted. Different forms of worship existed
under all these ages by divine authority. What would have
been acceptable worship in the days of the priesthood of
Melchisedec, would not have been acceptable in the age of
the priesthood of Aaron; and what was acceptable in the
days of Aaron, would not be acceptable in the days of our
great High Priest. It is a maxim of great significance,
and of universal application, pronounced by the Prince of
commentators, “The priesthood being changed, there is of
necessity & change also in the law.” The worship of the
patriarchs, Jews, and christians, though addressed to the
same God, was, notwithstanding, very dissimilar. This, we
presume, needs no proof. But with regard to the ministry of
John, we would be more particular. His light was neither
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starlight, moonlight, nor sunlight; it was twilight, or a
mixture of the three. The burthen of his preaching was, |

“reformation, for the reign of God approached.” His doc-
trine, manner of life, baptism, and exﬁortations were all in
many respects novel. He even taught his disciples to pray
in a way suited to his teaching. Great, however, as this pro-
phet was, the least prophet under the uew reign of God was
to be a greater prophet than he; better instructed in the nature
of the reign of Messiah, in the meaning and design of the
kingdom of heaven or christian age, than this reformer of the
Jews’ religion, and herald of the Christian. John preached
a new doctrine, practised a baptism suited to it, exhorted the
people suitably thereunto, and taught his disciples-to pray
conformably. The Messiah honoured this man and his bap-~
tism. He commended him as the greatest teacher ever sent
to Israel, and submitted to his baptism as a divine institnte.
““Thus,” said he, when soliciting John’s compliance, it *“be~
cometh me to honour every divine institute.’* ’

The first commission given to the twelve, and the baptism
annexed ghereunto, was of the same nature as that of John’s.
The sameYoctrine of reformation was taught by our Lord,
the twelve, and the seventy; aud the same motive urged,
viz.1—“The reign of heaven approached.” The geogra-
phical lines’that bounded the tribes of Israel, bounded their
labours. The prayers taught, and the religious worship
enjoined, were adapted to this state of things as exclusively

- as Solomon's prayer, 1 Kings, viii. was exclusively adapted
to the dedication of the temple. Mr. Maccalla might as
rationally, as scripturally, as consistently, teach his people
to pray in the words of Solomon’s dedication, as in the words
of the prayer in question, They were both divinely inspired
too, and both perfectly adapted to a precise object. Dull is
the apprehension, and prejudiced the mind, that cannot see
a distinction so plain, so palpable, so important too, as the
distinction now offered. - Let my opponent consider how he
would reason with one who would now worship God ac-

_ cording to the priesthood of Aaron, and he will find argu-
ments for me to put him to silence when advocating that
christians should now pray for the “reign of God to come,”
when it has come ; and for addressing God without the name
of Jesus, when he is placed a priest npon his throne, an in.
tercessor within the true holy place.
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"The design of John’s baptism, and the design of the bap-
tism instituted by Christ, is very different. John's baptisin,

like his preaching, was the “baptism of reformation.”” His -

errand into this world was to prepare a people for the Lord.
His preaching, his baptism, and his prayers, were alike
greparatory. We know that many have said that John's
aptism and christian baptism are one and the same, as my
..opponent affirms of the Jewish and Christian churches. But
it is as impossible to prove that these {wo baptisms are one
and the same,.as it is to prove that fwe churches are one, as
Mr. Maccalla affirms. How two things can be ome, and

- _ _how things different can be the same, requires the sagacity
of Pedgbaptists to comprehend. The action of baptism. is
the same, whether a man, a woman, a child, a table, & ciip or
a spoon be baptized. As far as the modus is concerned, all
baptisms are the same. But the nature and doctrinal import
or design of these two baptisms are quite different. Let us
hear Paul expatiate on the ““baptism of John.” Acts xix. 4.
“John,”" says Paul, “verily baptized with the baptism of
repentance, saying unto the people, that they should believe
on him that was ¢o come, or which shguld contestfler him,

i. e. on Christ. Jesus.” This exposition of the meaning of |,

John’s baptism is infallible, and shows it to have been of an

import different from that ordained by Jesus Christ. So . B

much so, that those baptized of John were to’ be baptizel’
Jor the remission of sins, in the name of Christ as Aaving
come. Luke tells us in the same chapter, that when the
subjects of John’s baptism heard the nature and design of
that baptism explained, “ they were baptized in the name of
the Lord Jesus.”” And of all the thousands in Jerusalem,
in Judea, and in the region round about, who had been
baptized in the baptism of John, some of whom doubtless
believed in Christ as having come, not one was received
into the church until baptized in the name of the Lord
Jesus. We never read of ane having been excepted, or ex-
cused from being baptized for the remission of sins, because
he had been baptiged by John, confessing his sins in the
baptism of reformation ; but we read of some having been
baptized in both the “baptism of repeniance, and the bap-
tism for the remission of sins.” A proper subject of John's
baptism was one who professed repentance, confessed his
sins, and refarmed ; declaring his persuasion that the reign

%
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of God was at hand, that Messiah the king was just about to
reign. A proper subject of the baptism ordained by Christ,
is one who declares his belief that Jesus of Nazareth is the
Messiah, that he has come, and is crowned Lord of all, and
that remission of sins is bestowed through his name to all
who believe and are baptized. The subjects of John's bap-
tism were immersed in the act of confessing their sins, and
avowing their reformation of life ; the subjects of the Lord s
baptism are immersed calling upon the Lord, washing away
their sins, in the name of the Fﬁther, and of the Son,and of
the Holy Spirit. How different were the views of those who
expected, and only hoped for the coming of the Just One,
and the views of those who believed that Christ crucified
was ke. But our time forbids us to attempt to finish onr
remarks on the design and import of christian baptism.

Mr. Maccarra proceeds s—

When 1 last addressed yon, my friends, I was going on
with the demonstration of the identity of the Jews and
christian churches, I had observed that many things may
be said to be one and the same, which yet differ in some
circumstantial matters. Even the Baptists themselves, who
pride themselves so much in the peculiarity of the consti-
tation of their churches and discipline, have existing among
them, in their church covenants, a very considerable diversity,
yet they contend that the constitution of their churches is
one and the same. And although in their discipline they
may widely differ in some points, yet they say that their
discipline is essentially one and the same, because executed
on the same general principles, Some of them, indeed;
would represent their church as being ths same with those
mentioned in the New Testament, and as having been always
one and the same, in regular descent from John the Baptist
until now, although they are unable to trace their existence
for some hundreds of years up to John,

The church at Augusta over which I preside, it is known
has undergone considerable change since 1 was placed over
it. It has been new modified in some respects, and altera-
tions to a considerable extent have been effected, vet who
would say that it is not the same Presbyterian church ; yes,
one and the same essentially. :

The people also that compose a state may be one and the
same people, though living under different constitutions
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The constitution of Virginia and that of Kentucky are dif-
ferent constitutions, yet the people who have lived under
both are still the same people. Their privileges may be
diversified and magnified to a great extent, there may be
very material alterations in their circumstances, living under
different constitutions and laws, yet they are still the same
people. In fine, many things may be identically the same
in the common conceptions of mankind, and yet different
from each other in some respects. And if we were to allow
that no two things are the same, which do not coincide in
every instance, in all their essential and accidental proper-
ties, in all their primary and secondary qualities, we should
be constrained to banish from our dictionaries, and from our
wnouths, the word identity ; and to affirm that no two things

___.are or can be the same.

These things premised, I proceed to observe that the
Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society
after Christ, are one and the same church, though in dif-
ferent dispensations, insomuch that the latter is merely a
branch of the former.

In proving the trath of this proposition I will observe the
following method. 1 will prove,

1. That they had the same religion,
2, That they had the same inspired names,
3. That they had the same covenant.

These we conceive to be the grand essential properties
which constitute religious societies one and the same, in all
primary points. Any two religious societies that possess
the same theology and morality, that are called by all the
same names and appellations, and that exist under the same
grand constitution or covenant, form but one and the same
social compact, and are called, in the proper and legitimate
use of the word, one and the same church.

1. They had the same religion. :

It must be admitted that the Jews and christians were
both professors of religion. Now the Jews professed the
true religion as divinely revealed and instituted. I presume
it will be allowed that the visible church under the presens
dispensation professes the true religion. As there is but one
true religion, and as both the Jewish society and the chris-
tian society have professed the true religion, it is, we think,
evident that they both professed the same religion. If any
person should deny that the Jews professed the true religion,
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we have recorded truths to produce against their conviction.
Deut. xxvi. 17. Moses saith, “Thou hast avouched the
Lord this day to be thy God, to walk in his ways, to keep
his commandments, and to hearken to his voice.” This is
not only a solemn, but a formal avowal or profession of the
religion appointed of God. Moses was a witness, and a
credible witness of this formal profession of all Israel, to
walk in the ways, and to obey the commandments of the
Lord, ~ Now a5 there is but one God, and one heaven, and
only one way from this world to the heavenly world, ever
since the fall of Adam, there has been but one true religion.
And we have already seen that the seed of Abraham pro-
fessed this one true religion; but christians profess or
avow the Lord to be their God, and promise to walk in all
his ways; consequently profess the same religion with the
Jews,

In the next place they not only professed the same re-
ligion, as respected the objeot of religious fear, reverence,
and respect, but they had substantially the same ordi-
nances of religious worship. Circumcision, the passover,
and the sabbath, were primary ordinances amongst the
Jews, and these were substantially the same as baptism, the
supper, and the christian sabbath. Circomcision was to them
amark of separation, a sign of regeneration, the token of
putting off' the sins of the flesh.. Infants and adults were
both proper subjects of circumcision, The children of the
members of the church were circumcised at the age of eight
days, becanse they were the children of the faithful, and
born within the covenant. Adults, who had been aliens
from the commonwealth of Tsrael, on being morally con-
vinced of the true God, and of the true religion, before they
entered the congregation of the Lord, were commanded to
be circumeised. In like manner, the infants of believers
are to be baptized, because the children of the faithful, and
born within the same covenant. Adults also, whose parents
belonged not to the church of Christ, and who are morally
convinced of the true God, and of his salvation, are to be
baptized, before admission into his church.

- The passover was a commemorative ordinance substan-
tially the same as the Lord’s supper. The former com-
memorated the redemption of Israel from Egyptian darkness
and bondage, by means of the shedding and sprinkling of
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blood. The latter commemorates our redemption from ig-
norance and the bondage of guilt, by the shedding of the
blood of the Lamb of God, that taketh away sin. The
former was eaten with every sign of repentance, and with all
holy preparation of heart, with solemn convocations and
religious self-denial, the latter is observed by all true chris-
tians in a similar manner. Days of solemn preparation,
fasting, and thanksgiving accompanied the eating of the
paschal lamb, and similar days of preparation, fasting, and
thanksgiving do accompany the celebration of the holy

su T,

’ll"l‘:e sabbath also amongst the Jews and christians is a
day of holy rest, of holy convocation ; a day set apart for
profound contemplation, worship, and edification, in which
no manner of servile labour is to be performed, no part of
the time appropriated to our own works, except so much as
is taken up in the works of necessity and mercy.

In the third place, the Jewish society before Christ, and
the christian society after Christ, have adopted the same

Jorms of worship as well as the same grand ordinances. The
children of Israel sang the praises of the God of Jacob in
psalms, and hymns, and spiritual songs. They lifted up the
voice of praise and thanksgiving. The melody of joy,
gratitude, and praise was heard in the dwellings of Jacob,
in the assemblies of Zion. In the stated meetings of the
congregation of the Lord the psalms of David, the same
psalms which are yet sung, and by many Baptists too, were
sung. They stood upright, and kneeled down in their wor-
ship, and used in general the same forms of worship which
are yet used in the congregations of the saints. Can these
religious societies be essentially distinet which have pro-
fessed the true religion, worshipped the same God, observed

- the same ordinances of worship, and the same forms of
prayer, of praise, and thanksgiving !

The same injunctions have been laid upon the visible
church in all ages, and uniformly she has been subject to
the same requirvements. God now requires his people to be
koly, holy in all manner of deportment, for, ““without holi-
ness no man can see the Lord.” Now the same injunctions
were laid upon the Jewish society before Christ. See Lev.
xix. 2, “ Speak unto all the congregation of Israel, and say
unto them, ye shall be holy: for I the Lord your God am
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holy.” Love to God also, with all their souls, might, and
strength, was required from the Jewish society as well as
from the christian. And, with respeet to our neighbours,
the good Samaritan does not remind us more fully or forcibly
of our duty, than the injunctions laid on Israel by an ancient
prophet. “Do justly, love mercy, and walk humbly with
thy God.”

Mr. CAMPBELL arose :—-

The identity of the Jewish soctety befare Christ, and the
Presbyterian society or Episcopalian society after Christ,
way be rendered very plain and striking by Mr, Maccalla ;
but that the Christian church and the Jewish are one and
the same, is another question. The very assertion that any
two societies can be -one and the same, shocks all common
sense, a8 well as eppugns the mest explicit testimony of holy
writ. But we shall let Mr. Maccalla get through with his
proof bafore we examine his argument. In the meantime
we will state two facts, which, so long as you keep them in
mind, volumes of such erguments as you have heard will
avail nothing in reference to this controversy.

The first fact is, that Nicodemus, an honourable member
of the Jewish society, yea, a teacher of Israel, AN OFFI-
CER of the Jewisk church, could not be admitted unto the
Christian church, though a LAWFUL MEMBER of the Jewish.
ard a REGULAR OEFICER of the charch of Israel, unless
born again, of water and of the Spirif, 1If the two churches
are one and the same, Mr. Maccalla, how could this be!

A second fact is, that Not ONE of all the members of this
Jewwh society before Cheist, how pious and holy soever ;
NOT ONE of the members of the church of Israel was
admilled into the Christian church, after its exhibition on

the day of Pentecost, until born again, of water and of the
Spirit} until repentance and a wew faith was professed.
If the two churches are one and the same, Mr. Maccalla,
how could this he! Unless Mr. Maccalla, my friends, can
disprove what I have now said, unless he can set aside these
facts, it is of no consequence to tell us about the identity of
two societies that withal he admits to be different in some
respects! These facts vou will please keep in mind asa
sufficient refutation of the misapplication of many things
proposed on the subject of “identity,” until more formally
exposed:
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But X have something o 'sey o my opponents plan and
design in introducing the identity of the two churches that
may, ani ought to claim a place in your attention. Itis
this. Mr. Maccalla, theologically considered, is digging
kis own:grave. He is, in fict, about to defeat his own cause,
and to subvert his own theses; for as soon as he has proved
the identity of the two societies, 30 soon will he have destroyed
his whole stheme: This we now assert, and we pledge our-
selves 1o nrake it manifest as soon as he says he has proved
the peint.

he case will stand thtes,  If Mr. Macealla dost not prove
the ““identity” of the Jewish and Christian societies, this
being fusdamental in his scheme, be is, on &is ewn pris-
ciples, defeated. And 1 now wssert, and pledge myself to
prove hereafter; that if Ae does {mwe their identity, he has
not enly killed, but buried himself. In either case, bis caunse
s lost:  On this ground it will be proved that the Pedo-
baptist cause is antenable. :
‘While 1 am noticing this position of iny opponent, it mgy
not be amiss to express my astonishment not only at
boldness of my antagonist, but at his imprudence in calling
the Christian chutch a “dranek” of the Abrahamic church.
He shonld not huve laid himself.open to be discredited, or
to be put to silence by every stripling who could ask the
following question : Is not @ branchk inferior to the stem or
tronk from which it grows? Look at these trees around us,
shew us a branch that is not inferior to the trank from which
it receives i#ts nourishmemnt. And is, Mr. Maccalla, the
Christian church, but & dranch of the Abrahamic, inferior
to the Jewish!!! Tell it not to those who admire the su~
perlative glory and dignity of the Christian religion and
Christian church, in comparison of the commonwealth of
Israel, and the weak and beggarly elements, that Mr. Mac-
calla has proved it to be enly A BRANCH of the Abra«
hamic!!!

I now proceed to finish, if possible, my third argument
in proof of my first proposition, viz. that a believer is the
only subject of baptism. You will recollect that my third
argument is drawn from the import and design of Christian
baptism. 1 have in iy two last addresses paid some atten-
tion to this consideration. In my first address this morning,
I read sundry portions of the New Testamerit expressive of
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the important place that Mptism occupies in the Christian
religion, and of its great significance. In my last address
I.contra-distinguished its design from that of John's bap-
tism. In exalting baptism to its proper place, 1 did mnot
exaggerate its import, as Mr. Maccalla would have it. Nor
did T elevate it 8o a8 to displace hope and charity. These
are graces, the fruits of true faith and true baptism. I
know it will be said that I have affirmed that baptism “ saves
us,” that it “ washes away sins.”” Well, Peter and Paul
have said so before me. If it was not criminal in them to
say 80, it cannot be criminal in me. When Ananias said
unto Paul,  Arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins;
calling on the name of the Lord,” I suppose Paul believed
him, and srose, was baptized, and washed away his sins:
When he was baptized Ke must have believed that his sins
were now washed away in some sense that they were not
before.  For if his sins hid been already in every sense
. washed away, Ananias’ address would have led him into a
mistaken view of himself; both before and after baptism.
Now we confess that the blood of Jesus Christ alone cleanses
us from all sins. Even this, however, is a metaphorical ex-
pression. The efficacy of his blood springs from his own
dignity, and from the appoiniment of his Father. The
blood of Christ, then, really cleanses us who believe from
all sin. Behold the goodness of God in giving us a formal
proof and token of it, by ordaining a baptism expressly « for
the remission of sins !~ The water of baptism, then, formally
washes away our sins. The blood of Christ really washes
away our sins. Paul's sins were really pardoned when he
believed, yet he had no solemn pledge of the fact, no formal
acquital, no formal purgation of his sins, until he washed
them away in the water of baptism. .

To every believer, therefore, baptism is a formal and
personal remission, or purgation of sins. The believer never
has his sins formally washed away or remitted until he is
baptized. The water has no efficacy but what God’s ap-
pointment gives it, and he has made it sufficient for this
purpose. 'The value and importance of baptism appears from
this view of it. It also accounts for baptism being called
the WASHING OF REGENERATION. It shews us a good, and
valid reason for the despatch with which this ordinance was
adwinistered in the primitive church. The believers did
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not lose a moment in obtaining the remission of their sins.

Paul tarried three days after he believed, which—was the - ---- -

longest delay recorded in the New Testament. The reason
of thig delay was the wonderful accompaniments of his cone
version and preparation for the apostolic office. - He was
blind three days, scales fell from his eyes, he arose then
forthwith and was baptiged. The three thousand who first
believed, on the selfsame day were baptized for the remis-
sion of their sins. Yea, even the jailor and his house would
not wait till daylight but the * same Rour of the night, in
whick he believed, he and all his were baptized.” 1 say,
this view of baptism accounts for all these otherwise unac-
countable circumstances. It was this view of baptism mis-
applied that originated infant baptism. The first errorist
en this subject argned that if baptism was so necessary for
the remission of sins, it should be administered to infants
whom they represented as in great need of it on account of
their « original sin.” Affectionate parents, believing their
children to be guilty of *original sin,” were easily per-
susded to have their infants baptized for the remission of
“original sin,” not for washing away sins actually com-
mitted. Bt of this again.

Faith #i Christ is necessary to. forgiveness of sins, there-
fore, baptism without faith is an unmeaning ceremony.
Even the Copfession of Faith, or at least the Larger
Catechism, question 185, says, ““that baptism is a sign of
remission of sins.”” How then can it be administered to
those without faith? Is it to them “ a sign and seal of en-
grafting into Christ, of remission of sins by his blood, and
regeneration by his Spirit,” as the answer to this question
decéares ? N

ur argument from -this topic is, that baptism, beigg or-
dained to be to a believer a fo]:'mal and per);onal retln#nssion
‘of all his sins, cannot be administered unto an infant without
the greatest perversion and abuse of the nature and import
of this ordinance. 1Indeed, why shounld an infant that never
sinned, that, as Calvinists say, is guilty only of “original
#in,” which is an unit, be baptized for the remission of sins /

We have heard some Baptists reduce this significant
ordinance to the level of a moral example, or & moral pre-
cept. Says one, “ I was baptized to follow the example of
Christ, who was baptized in a river.” Then you are bap-.

G
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tized to follow the example B Christ. You are honest too,
and speak the truth. In these respects you follow the ex-
ample of Chvist. You place honesty and baptism on the
same fooling, as alike moral duties. “But,” says another, < I
was baptized in obedience to a divine command.”” J pre-
sume you “don’t steal” for the same reason. You then
make baptism and honesty alike moral duties. The in-
telligent and well-instructed christian, however, is baptized
to obtain the formal remission of his sins. He is baptized
“ 'rodtusn AWAY HIS 8INs, calling upon the name of the
Lord.”

Here let us pause and adinire the divine philanthropy
which bas appeared to all men. God so loved the world,
that, unasked, unsolicited, of his own free will and good
pleasure, he sent his only begotten Son into the world, not to

condemn it, but that wHOSOEVER believeth in him, or, in-

other words, believes the record he has given of him, might
be saved ; might be Imrdoned. accepted, raised incorruptible,
and enjoy eternal life

every one that believed the record he has given of his Son,
o formal pledge on his part of that believer’s personal ac-
quittal or pardon} so significant, aud so expressive, that-
when the baptiged believer rises out of the water, is born
of water, enters the world a second time; he enters it as
innocent, as clean, as unspotted, as an angg). His con-
science is purged from guilt, his body washed with pure
waler, even the wdshing of regeneration. He puts himself
under the priesthood of Jesus, under his tuition and govern-
ment. If afterwards he sins through the weakness and cor-
raption of human nature, or the temptation of the adversary,
he, in the spirit of repentance, comes to his Advocate, con-
fesses his fault, and obtains pardon. Thus the Christian
religion teaches all who are initiated how to enjoy peace:
with God, to have a conscience void of offence, and at the
same time to deny ungodliness and worldly lusts; to live
soberly, righteously, and godly in this present evil world,
looking for the glorious appearance of the great God and our
Saviour Jesus Christi They who object to this view of the
abyndante of divine grace, because of its supposed licentious
tendency, have yet to learn that love constrains to holiness,
and that the more fully it is manifested, the greater is itsin-
fluenes inr purifying the heart, and in reforming the life.

He appointed baptism to be to-
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Before I sit down T wish to remind the congregation of
the challenge given my opponent to investigate the 15th
chapter of the Acts, and that in his last address he did not
so much as name it. -He has then given up that point.

Mr. MaccaLra arose :— -

Mr. Campbell reminds you of his challenging me to a
disquisition on a part of the 15th of the Acts; and because I
will not leave my course to meet him there, he proclaims
me vanquished. He resembles one who challenges some
person to fight him. After a while some person encounters
him ; he then challenges that person to let go, and because
he will not let go, he proclaims himself vietor. It seems I
must be vanquished at ail events. Take what course I may,
1 must be defeated. Like a friend of mihe who was invited
to dine with a gentleman of a very singular turn of mind.
He was often requested to eat, and indeed censured for not
eating more. He was so hard pressed that he addressed his
host, saying, ¢ I have eaten as much as I can,” and, replied
his host, “ what a glutton you are to eat as much as you can [”

In proving the idemtity of the Jewish and Christian
church, I have first to prove that they had the same religion,
or theology and morality. They both professed the true
religion—had substantially the same ordinances—were under
the same requirements—and had the same forms of religion.

Again, the same doctrines were taught in the Old Tes-
tament and in the New, and the same promises were given.
Luke x.25. “A cermin lawyer stood up, and tempted Christ,
saying, Master, what shall I do to inherit eternal life? He
said unto him, What is written in the law? How readest
thon ? And he answering said, Thou shalt love the Lord
thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with
all thy strength, and with all thy mind ; and thy neighbour
as thyself. And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right:
this do, and thou shalt live.” Thus we see on a point of
saving. importance, the same doctrine was taught in the New
Testament that was taught in the Old. This also shows us
that the way of salvation was the same in all ages. This was
something very unlike making baptism a saving ordinance, .
or ascribing to it the power of washing away all sins, as mny
opponent has lately done. . '

The promises made to the Jews and christians are also.

G 2
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the same. The Lord promised temporal blessings to his
followers, Matt. vi. 33. “ Beek ye first the kingdom of God,
and all those things shall be a’d(g'ed unto you;” that is, food
and raiment sufficient for your comfort. ¢ Godliness is pro-
fitable unto all things, having promise of the life that now
is, and of that which is to come.” Thus Paul taught the
christians, exhibiting temporal promises as well as spiritaal.
The same arguments made use of .by David are used by the
apostle Peter, to excite to a virtuous -and happy life. « If
a man will live long, and see good days, let him refrain his
tongue {rom evil, and let his lips speak ng guile ; let him do
good, let him seek peace, and pursue it: for thé eyes of the
Lord are over the righteous, and his ears are open to their
cry.” The same kind of temporal promises are made to the,
Jews, Lev. xxvi. 3, 6, “ If ye walk in my statutes, and keej‘f
my commnandments, and do them; then I will give youw
rain in due seaspn ; and the land shall yield her increase, and
the trees of the field shall yield their fruit; and your threshing”
shall reach unto the vintage, and the vintage shall reach
unto the sowing time : and ye shall eat your bread to the
full, and dwell in your land safely. And I will give peace
in the land, and ‘ye shall lie down, and none shall make you
afraid : and I will send evil beasts out of the land, neither
shall the sword go through your land.”” Many, very many"
- similar promises were given unto Israel respecting temporal
blessings. To the church of Israel he gave also spiritual
promises. ** Fear not, for T am with thee: be not dismayed,
for I am thy God,” said he to Israel. To the saints in the
New Testament he says, « Lo, I am with you always, to the
end of the world.” He promised to defend the Jewish
chureh, “The Lord of hosts will defend Jerusalem, and
ssing over he will preserve it.” He also promises to
defend the Christian chuarch, 2 Thess, iii. 3. ““The Lord
is faithful who shall establish you, and keep you from evil.”
““The gates of hell shall not prevail against my church,”
said its Founder. He has promised to build up the Chris-
tian church, and to the ancient Israel he promised the same.
Acts xv. 16.; Jer: xxxi. 3, 4. I will build thee, and thou
shalt be bailt, O virgin of Isragl: I have loved thee with an
everlasting love.” -How similar the promises made to the
saints under the Old Testament and the New, in a church
state and in an individual capacity. .
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The church under the former and the present dispensa.
tion has been under the same discipline, at least under
similar discipline. Under the Old, the law was, “Thou
shalt not hate thy brother in thy heart: thou shalt in any
wise rebuke thy neighbour, and not suffer sin upon him.”
Lev. xix. 17. Christ now says, “ If thy brother trespass
against thee, go and tell him his fault between thee and him
alone.”

Under the Old Testament it was, when the offender shall
bring his sin offering, and in tokew of repentance lay his
hand on its head, the victim shall be slain, and he shall be
forgiven. Lev. iv. Christ now says, “If thy brother re-
pent, forgive him.”

Under the law, « The soul that doeth ought presump-
tuously, and will not hearken to the priest nor to the judge,
the same hath reproached the Lord, and that soul shall be
-cut off from his people.” And under the gospel dispeusa-
tion the rule is, * If the offender will not hear the church,
let him be cut off from her comminion, and become to you
as an heathen man or a publican.” Assuredly the simi-
larity of discipline in the congregation of the Lord, under
Moses, and in the church of Christ, must strike every person
with force, and prove the identity of the two churches.

The government of both churches is the same. Itwas -
by presbyters or elders, it was in this sense presbyterian.
See Acts xiv.23. “And when they had ordained them elders
in every church, and had prayed with fasting, they com-
mended them to the Lord, on whom they believed.” ¢ For
this cause left I thee in Crete,” said Paul to Titus, chap. 1. 5.
““that thou shouldest set in order the things that are wanting,
and ordain elders in every city, as I had appointed thee.”
Here we read of the elders of the city, and of the elders of
the congregation in the New Testament, and you all re~
member, my friends, in speaking of the olﬁcerc of the Jewish
church, that we shewed they had elders of cities, and elders of
the whole congregation. So far the prominent features of their
government are one and the same. In the next place their
manner of discipling was the same. Rom. xi. 20. Those
that believed were added to the Jewish church by circum-
cision, and they were broken off through unbelief. Under
the gospel dispensation believers are added to the church by
baptism, and he that believeth not shall be damned. Mark

¥ 3
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xvi. 16. Indeed the visible church under every dispensa-
tion has been composed of characters essentially similar.
It has been always of a mixed character. Good men and
bad men, hypocrites aud faithful disciples have been found
in the church in every age. In the words of Mr. Porter we
may say, “ Revivals and declensious, divisions and sects,
defects and excellencies, have existed in it, and been com-
mon in each and every period of time, from its commence-
ment to the present moment.”” See his Dis. on baptism,
pPp- 24, 25. :

Thus we have seen that the Jewish society before Christ,
.and the Christian society alter Christ, have had the same
rdligion, in profession, in ordinances, in forms of worship,
in requirements, in doctrine, in promises, in discipline, in
govermmnent, and in members.

I now proceed to show, in the second place, that they had
the same “inspired names.” Names are signs of things,
they are the representations of things; words are the repre-
sentations of ideas, and ideas are the images of things.
When names are different, the things are different ; and when
names are the same, things are the same. It may happen
that fallible beings way affix the same names to things that
differ, and thus mislead the judgment of others; but when
God has affixed the same names to things, we are sure that
there is no mistake: the things are really the sume., Now
the Jewish society and the Christian are called by the samne
inspired names.

Mr, CaMPBELL then addressed the assembly 1—

My friends, this is the most singular discussion I have
either seen or read of. What is the subject of controversy ?
What were your expectations in coming hither? To hear
a discussion upon charch government, discipline, doctrine ?
&c., &c. Is this the topic under discussion # In this conrse
of procedure there can be no debate. Mr. Maccaila and T
resemble two ships at sea ; he sails in latitude 40 north, and
I in latitude 40 south ; each bound for his own port. We
may pass each other in one latitude on our voyage. We
may then salute each other and proceed. Is this the order
of debates in schools, in deliberative bodies, on any topic,
in any country ? Have I not opened this debate, or have
I not taken an affirmative proposition? If Mr. Maccalla




ON BAPTISM. 123

be my opponent, he is I presume bound to respond to me;
he is bound to proceed according to the rules of respondents ;
if he be not my opponent, why did he engage to discuss
this subject 7 Why did he agree to take the negative side
in this controversy ? Before I proceed in waging this
strange and unprecedented warlare in which my antagonist
will not attack me, nor defend himself when attacked, but is
fighting with some unscen antagonist, and occasionally
talking to me, I say, before I proceed farther in this course,
I appeal to the moderators ou a question of order.

. ‘Gentlemen, [ kuow your powers in moderating this con-
troversy are very limited. This is not my fault. I was
willing to lodge all necessary power in your bands. To this
Mr. Maccalla would not agree. Yet still I think you have
the power of deciding whether we ought 10 proceed this way.
One of those items in your hand says, that yon are “lo keep
order” in this discussion. The question then is, Is it order
in controversy for the respondent to introduce affirmative
propositions on any subject he: pleases; and instead of
responding in the negative to his opponent, to spend his
time in proving his own affirmations on other topics ? This
question [ respectfully submit to your decision.

[Bishop Verdemnan, after a nwinber of remarks and re-
ferences (which we are sorry cannot be correctly stated; as
there were no minutes taken of the speeches of the modera-
tors on such occasions), gave it as his conviction, *“ that it
was out of order for Mr. Maccalla to proceed in this way.”
The Rev. Birch replied to the bishop that his opinion was
different : that he kuew from his own experience that Mr.
Maccalla was taking the only correct course to substantiate
his cause, and that there was ng other way of proceeding
orderly to prove the points at issug.

Major Roper apologized that ‘he was not skilled in such
Questions ; that in deliberative bodies he knew that etiquette
Iequired the respondent to speak:to the question submitted,
In reference to which he spake. "But that he knew of no
rules obliging him so to do, and tHat therefore the parties, he
Presumed, in consequence of tlie limited natvre of the rules
aqthorizing their interference, would have to pursue each

IS own course. ] ’
_'Mr. Campbell then proceeded :—We must then it seems
Just proceed in this way. To this course I must submit;
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yes, I will cheerfully submit, although I differ in opinion
with the decision of the bench. On these principles we shall
-have no debate unless I formally attack Mr. Maccalla. T his
I will do from necessity, whenever he brings his second
argument to a close.

In the mean time I return to the baptism of believers.
Mr. Maccalla in his last speech incidentally remarked that
I had ascribed a saving power to baptism. Why then did
he not accuse Paul and Peter of the same, for they spake
as unguardedly on this topic aswe ?  Or, rather, why did he
not tell us the meaning of those scriptures that were adduced
on thisitem ? 8o long as we affirm that baptism, accom-
PANIED WITH FAITH IN THE SUBJECT, washes away all
sins, and that baptism wiTHoUT faith is an insignificant
ceremony, so long we feel ourselves invulnerable on every
side, from every attack, from every arm. Let Mr. Maccalla
refite my views now if he can, and not hereafter say that T

said so and so. Here ] am to defend them and to illustrate -

them still farther.

On this topic I'would rally again. Its grand importance
to all disciples will excuse me for being diffuse on this
subject ; also its aspect to Pedobaptism is such as to frown
it out of the world. This Mr. Maccalla sees, and therefore
he frowns contemptuously at it. Peter promised to three thou-
sand Jews forgiveness on repentance and baptism. ¢ What
shall we do,” said they, in an agony of despair? Repent
and be baptized every one of you in the name of the Lord
Jesus, for the remission of sins, The preposition «eis™
here means in order to—in order to the remission of sins.
Now 1 would say to any person or persons inquiring what
they should do, just what Peter said, * Repent and be
baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus, in order to the re-
mission of sifs.” ““ What God hath joined together let not
man put asunder.” God hath in the first opening of the
new religion, associated repentance and baptism in order to
the remission of sins ; and let him take heed to himself whe
preaches repentance in order to the forgiveness of sins,
without baptism in water; or who preaches baptism in
order to forgiveness without repentance or faith, We have
already seen that Ananias preached baptism to one possessed
of faith in order to the washing away of sins; so that we
may safely say that a believer unbaptized has not his sins

- -
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washed away in a very important sense. If, as Paul affirms,
Titus iii. 3—6. God our Saviour saved sinners, dia loutrou
paliggeaesias, by the washing of regeneration and remewal
of the Holy Spirit; then indeed we may be bold to affirm,
“except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot
enter the kingdom of God,” and he only that believes, and is
baptized, shall be saved.

My Baptist brethren, as well as the Pedobaptist brother-
hood, 1 humbly conceive, require to be admonished on this
point. You have been, some of you no doubt, too diffident
in asserting this grand import of baptism, in urging an im-
mediate submission to this sacred and gracious ordinance,
lest your brethren should say that you make every thing of
baptism ; that you wmake it essential to salvation. Tell them
that you make nothing essential to salvation but the blood of
Christ, but that God has made baptism essential to their
Jormal forgiveness in this life, to their admission into his
kingdom on earth. Tell them that God has made it essential
1o their happiness that they should have a pledge on his
part in this life, an assuranmce in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, of their actual pardon,
of the remission of all their sins, and that this assurance is
baptism. Tell the disciples to rise in haste and be baptized
and wash away their sins, calling on the name of the Lord.

In the next place, under this head, all the promises con-
nected with baptism are addressed to such as believe, Re-
mission of sins; the promise of the Holy Spirit on the day
of Pentecost ; their participation in the death, -burial, and
resurrection of Jesus Christ, and every other promise con-
nected directly or-indirectly with baptismn, is given to such
only as believe before they are baptized. Of this all the
Epistles are proof. “ If you have been planted together in
the likeness of his death, you shall be also in the likeness of
his resurrection,” said Paul to the Romans. To the Corin-
thians ; ye who were once vile, abandoned, profane, are re-
newed and accepted, because washed in the name of.the Lord
Jesus, and by the Spiritof our God. All the promises made
to the churches were made to them, as Paul spake to the
Hebrews, ““as_having,” said he, “our hearts sprinkled from
an evil eonscience, and our bodies washed with pure water,”
or with clean water; so called from its cleansing power by
divine appointment.
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In the last place, under thjs head, all the actions said to
have been performed by such’as were baptized, are of such a
character as to preclude the'idea of any other than believers
having been baptized. Fhe baptized are said to have ‘gladly
received the word, to bear the word, to rejoice, to be added
to the church on the day of their baptism, to continue in
the apostles’ doctrine, in breaking of bread, in prayers,
praising God. They aresaid to have put on Christ, to have
put off the old man, to have crucified the flesh, and to have
risen with Christ, &ec.

I have, I humbly conceive, my friends and brethren, fully
established my first proposition on scripture premises, viz.
“that a belicver is the only subject of baptism.” You will
recollect that out of the many topics of proof, I only selected
the five following as evidence:— :

1. That the law of baptism aunthorises the baptism of be-
lievers only, and in fact forbids virtually the baptism of any
others.

2. That the apostles in the execution of their commission
in Jerusalem, Judea, Samaria, and to the uttermost parts of
the earth, never baptized any other than a professed believer
or a disciple. »

3. That the nature and design of baptism is suited to be-
lievers only.

4. That the promises connected with baptism are addressed
to believers only. :

5. That the actions of the baptized at the time, and im-
mediately subsequent to their baptism mentioned in all the
New Testament, are such as infants could not perform.
These topics of argument we deem sufficient to prove the
above proposition. And you will have the goodness to bear
in mind that not one of them has been formally impugned
by Mr. Maccalla. We consider them then, as far as respects
him, unanswerable.

Mr. MaccarLia read as follows :—

T am now to show that the Jewish and Christian societies
are called by the same inspired names. .

“The Jewish society are. called a bride, or married wife,
Jer, iii. 14. “Turm, O Dbacksliding children, saith the
Lord, for I am married unto you; and I will take you one
of a city and two of a family, and I will bring you to Zion;
I will give you pastors according to my heart, which shall
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feed you with knowledge and understanding.” We plainly
see who is here recogriized asa bride. And in Revelation xxi.
9. The church of Jesus Christ is called by the same spirit
.of Revelation, “ the bride, the Lamb’s wife,” one espoused
to Christ as a chaste virgin. Says Solomon, “my love my
undefiled is one,” speaking of the church, as all agree.

They are both called a house. Heb. iii. 2—6. “The
high priest of our profession Christ Jesus was faithful to him
that appointed him, as also Moses was faithful in all his
house. For this man was counted worthy of more glory
than Moses, inaswuch as he who had builded the house
hath more honour than the house: for every house is builded
by some man; but he that built all things is God. And
Moses verily was faithful in all his house, as a servant, for
a testimony of those things which were to be spoken after;
but Christ as a Son over his own house; whose house are we,
if we hold fast the confidence and the rejoicing of the hope
firm unto the end.” Here the Jewish society are called a
house over which Moses was faithful, and we christians are
called a house over which Christ is faithful. Jesus Christ is
here said to have builded, and to have been proprietor of
that house, in which Moses was merely a servant.

The visible church under both dispensations is also exhi-
bited as the flock of Christ, Psalm Ixxx. 1. “ Give ear, O
Shepherd of Israel, thou that leadest Joseph as a ock ; thou
that dwellest between the chernbims, shine forth.” The samne
person whom David calls the Lord his Shepherd, the shep-
berd of the flock of Israel, is called by Paul, Heb. xiii. 20.
the great Shepherd of the sheep :—and these sheep are
Christ’s flock. A

The Jewish and Christian societies are called a barn and
the same threshing floer.—Mait. xiii. 30. “ gather the wheat
into my barn.” John the Baptist saith, he will thoroughly
purge his floor, and gather his wheat into his garner. Now
this was the Jewish floor that he was to cleanse—and the
wheat was to be put into his barn or garner:

They are both called a nation and a kingdom. Ex. xix.
5,6. «If ye obey my voice, and keep my covenant, then
ye shall be unto me a peculiar treasure above all people.
And ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy
nation.” Thus he spake to the Jews. Now bear him ad-
dress the christians, [ Pet. ii. 9. ¢ Ye are a chosen genera-
tion, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a peculiar people.”
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The Jews and christians are called the people of God.
¢ 1 will walk among you, and will be your God, and ye
shall be my people.” He says of the christians too, «“ I will
dwell in them, aud walk in them, and I will be their God,
and they shall be my peofla.” Lev. xzvi. 12. 2 Cor. vi.
16. here they are both called by the same inspired names.

The visible church under both dispensations is also called
an “olive tree.” Jeremiah addressing the Old Testament
church, says, (xi. 16.) “the Lord called thy name a greem
olive tree, fair and of goodly fruit.” Hosea the prophet uses ..
the same language (xiv. 6).  His branches shall spread,and
his beauty shall be as the olive tree;**~ This olive tree which
the apostle makes so much use of, represents the visible
church of God. It must mean the Jewish church exclusively,
or the Christian church exclusively; the invisible church, or
no church dt all. It cannot mean the Christian church com-
mencing on the day of Pentecost, for the Jews never belonged
untoit. It could not mean no church, for from what were the
branches broken off: the branches could not mean infidels !.
Nor could it mean the invisible church, for from this there is
no exclusion nor cutting off. If it does not mean no church),
nor the christian church, nor the invisible church, then it must
mean the Jewish visible church. From this the unbelieving
Jews were broken off, Rom. xi. Into this the gentiles, or
the branches of the wild olive, were graffed in, That this is
the eaning, the paragraph when read will show. ¢ For I
speak to you gentiles; inasmuch as I am the apostle of the
gentiles, I magnify mine office; if by any means I may
provoke to emulation them which are my flesh, and might
save some of them. For if the casting away of them be the
reconciling of the world, what shall the receiving of them be,
but life from the dead ? For if the first-fruit be holy, the
lump is also holy: and if the root be holy, so are the
branches. And if some of the branches be broken off, and
thou, being a wild olive tree, wert graffed in among them,
and with them partakest of the root and fatness of the olive
tree; boast not against the branches. But if thou boast,
thou bearest not the root, but the root thee. Thou wilt say
then, The branches were broken {pﬂ‘, that I might be graffed
in. Well; because of unbelief(they were broken off, and
thou standest by faith. Be not highminded, but fear : for
if God spared not the natural-brauches, take heed lest he also
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spare not thee, Behold therefore the goodness and severity
of God: on them which fell, severity; but toward thee,
goodness, if thou continue in his goodness; otherwise thou
shalt be also cut off. And they also, if they abide not in
unbelief, shall be graffed in: for God is able to graff them
in again.  For if thou wert cut out of the olive tree which is
wild by nature, and -wert graffed contrary to nature into a
good olive tree : how much more shall these, which be the
natural branches, be graffed into their own olive tree ?"—
Rom. xi. 13—24. In reading this, for the good olive tree
substitute the Jewish church, for the natural branches sub-
stitute the Jews, for those broksn off, the unbelieving Jews,
and for the wild olive, the gentiles, and for partaking of the
root and fatness, substitute participaling with the Jews in
church privileges, and there is no difficulty in the passage.

They are both called the kingdom of heaven. * Many,”
said the Saviour, “shall come from the east and from the
west, and sit down with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the
kingdom of heaven ; but.the children of the kingdom shall
be cast out into outer darkness: there shall be weeping and
guashing of teeth.” By the words  kingdom of heaven,”
we cannot here understand the kingdom of glory, the man-
sions of future bliss, for none of the members of that kingdom -
shall be cast out into outer darkness. Those “cowming from
the east and west,” must mean the gentiles; “sitting down
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” must mean entering into
the Jewish church, becoming one with it. The children of
the kingdom must mean the then members of the Jewisli
church, to whom belonged first of all the blessings of mem-
bership in that kingdom : their being “ cast out”” is equiva-
lent to their being “cut off * from the good olive tree; and
the gentiles sitting down with Abraham, Tsaac, and Jacob, is
precisely equivalent to the branches of the wild olive, being
graffed in among the natural branches. .

How remarkably coincident are thase portions of the
oracles of God in expressing one grand fact, ope important
truth, of deep interest to all the church to know, else it
would not have been so often repeated, and inculcated with
§0 great variety of illustration, with suoh marked emphasis,
and with so mueh perspicuity! The ehurch of Israel being
called the' good olive tree, and the kirgdom of heaven ; the
breaking off of the natural branckes, and the casting out of
the children of the kingdom ; the engrafting of the branches
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of the wild olive, and the people of the east and west sitiisng
down with the heads of the Jewish church, Abraham, Isaae,
and Jacob, not only aprlies the same inspired names to
both societies, but shows that both sacieties make but ene and
the same church, or kingdom of heaven.

Mr. CaMpBELL then rejoined :—

As this discussion is likely to be long protracted, I will
now address you, my respected friends, on the word religiose.
As Mr. Maccalla has spent much of this day in asseriing
the édentity of the Jewish and Christian religion, I may be
allowed to make some remarks on a topic that engrosses so
much of his attention. You are uot, however, to consider
me as formally attacking his argument. Yet my rewarks
will have some bearing upon it. A complete refutation of
it we })romise you when it is closed.

Religion is a word of very common occurrence, yet like
many others in common usage, it is not on that account the
better understood. Some people are said ““ to have gol re-
ligion,” and others are exhorted < fo ge¢ it.” This religion
is something that is supposed to dwell in the heart, and is
sometimes called “ heart religion.”—We have never seen
any person who had not some kind of religion. Indeed,
religion has been supposed to be so common an endowment,
that some logicians have made it the differential quality or
attribute of man. Hence said they,—*“ man is a religious
animal.” Religion econsidered in this light, is simply, « re~
speot for a Supreme Being,” and, as the poet sings, it makes
liule matter w{:at he is called. His infide] verse thus reads,

¢ Father of all, in every age,
In every clime ador'd-
By saint, by savage, and by sage,
Jehovah, Jove, or Lord.™
This illustrates that religion of which we now speak.— For
having too much of this religion, Paul censured the Athe~
nians. “ I perceive,” said he, * that in all things ye are too
religious;” in the commen version, * foo supersliliou." To
say the least, then, it is talking very much at random to say
that one “ has got religion ;" and it is a.very vague address
to exhort ane to get religion. The term religion requires an
epithet to give it any definite meaning. Hence the aposile
James says, “ Pure and undefiled religion (as respects the
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. practice, for of this he speaks,) before God and the Father
1s this, To visit the fatherless and widows in their affliction,
-and to keep oneself unspotied by the vices in the world.”
- But the term religion is often used to denote a set of opinions
aud practices that respect a Supreme. Thus we have the
Pagan religion and the Mahomedan religion. There are
pious pagans and devout musselmen, in their own way.
Opinions of Deity or deities, and practices addressed to Him
or them, according to those opinions, coustitute religion in
_this sense. In every religion there is a God acknowledged,
and certain rights supposed to belong to Him. Those who
sincerely acknowledge those rights and respect them, are
called pions. Frowm the days of the “Pius Eneas,” yea, and
“long before, down to a pious Turk, common opinjon has so
decided. 1In this respect all religions in the world are « the
same,” or similar. Mr. Maccalla might find many argu-
ments to prove that the Pagan, the Mabomedan, and Jews’
religion are one and the same, It is true he wounld have
to acknowledge they were not precisely the same; but, in
that respect, ¢ no two things in the world are the same.”
The affixing of one epithet to religion, if there were not
-another, implies two kinds at least. The epithets érue, pure,
sound applied to religion, imply that there may be a false
religion, an émpure and unsound religion. Saul of Tarsus,
when a christian, said, “ You have heard of my conversation
in the Jews' religion,” and how I profited in the Jews’ re-
ligion above many of my equals.—Gal. i. 13, 14. Now
this fairly implied that he was net at the time of writing
this, of the Jews' religion ; he was of another religion, a
religion now called the Christian. But Mr. Maccalla would
have told Paul, that his former religion and his present
religion were “ane and the same religion.” For “the
Jewish society and the Christian society are one and the
same society, or church,” because ¢ they had the same re-
ligion!!!” "Panl at anather time said in the presence of a
king—* after the strictest sect of our religion I lived a
Pharisee.” But he renounced his own religion, or that of
his nation, and they p,ersecuted him for teaching amnother
religion ; fouls that they were! had Mr. Maccalla being
there, he would have told them he was preaching “ one and
the same religion ! ! I
But lest we should encroach too close upon this argument
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for “identity” with differences attached to it, we would ob-
serve that all the human race that have entered life have
been saved by virtue of the sacrifice of Christ; whether
patriarchs, Jews, or christians; whether adults, infants, or
idiots. But that they all understood the nature, design, and
meaning of the Messiah’s death, I presume, not Mr. Maccalla
himself will afirm. [f this be admitted, as we know it must,
on principles already stated, then it will follow that there
was a very important difference betwixt the religion of pa-
triarchs, Jews, and christians, on a very fundamental point.
Our views of the nature and design of Christ’s death, affects
our whole religion. But I fearlessly affirm, though this
controversy does not require it, for it can be maintained on
other ground ; I say, I affirm that the nature and design of
Christ’s death, although prophesied of, and typified in the
patriarchal and Jews’ religion, was not understood by the
Jews or patriarchs. They all, who died in faith, expected
the Messiah, and anticipated glorious things in his reign,
but they had no distinct apprehension of them. Nor was it
necessary they should, in order to their salvation, any more
than it is necessary for infants to understand the sacrifice
of Christ in order to their salvation. The righteous ancients
were saved by implicitly believing what God revealed to them,
Thus Abrabam, the father of the faithful, was justified by
believing the promise, “So skall thy séed be,” Noah’s faith
is described by Paul as a belief that God would save him,
and destroy his cotemporaries by a deluge. By faith was
the harlot Rahab justified in receiving the spies in peace.
By faith Moses when he was coine to the years of maturity,
refused to be called the son of Pharaoh’s danghter. For
“faith,” in general terms, ¢is the substance of things hoped
for, and the conviclion of things not seen.” The Jews, to a
man, expected a trimmphant and victorious Saviour; they
never thought of a suffering and crucified one. Hence the
general infidelity of the times respecting the humble one who
claimed the honour due to the Son of God. Hence the
difficulty to convince his disciples that it behoved the Messiah
first to suffer, and then to be glorified. The apostles them-
selves had no more idea of being saved by the death of the
Messiah, until it was accomplished, than I now have of
being saved by religious penances. The four evangelists
are proof of this.
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Before we affirm or deny any thing concerning religion,
we must first determine what the thing is. If religion means
the acknowledgment of one God, then all who have acknow-
ledged one God have the same religioni—Jews, ancient and
modern, Mahomedans and cbristians; on this principle, have
one and the same religion.—For these all acknowledge one
God. Agsin, if being saved in one way censtitutes religion,
then patriarchs; Jews, christians, infants whether of pagans,
Mahomedans, or christians, and idiots, if any such ate saved,
bave all one and the same religion, For all that are saved
are saved by the death of Christ. If offering to heaven
prayers and thanksgivings constitute one religion, then pa-,;
gans, Mahomedans, Jews, and christians have one religion. '« .
If offering sacrifices to a Supreme Being constitutes religion, *
then all pagans as well as Jews have had one and the same
religion. .

Aguin, if coincidence in one, or two, or a number of re-
ligious opinions and practices, notwithstanding many differ-
ences, constitutes one and the same religion, then all religious
nations and individuals, from Noah to the present day, have

“had one and the samme religion. For all nations and indi-
vidoals have agreed in one, two, or a number of religious
opinions and practices, notwithstanding many differences.

But if even a belief of the same leading doctrines, and a
coincidence in the same leading religious practices are all
that is necessary to constitute one and the same religion,
then there never were fwo forms of religion one and the same.
No, on this principle, the Jewish and Christian religions are
essentially different. One of the essential constiluents of
the Christian religion is, yea, the essential attribute of it is,
a belicf that Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiak, the Son of
God. This no man from Adam to John the Baptist believed.
Now we say that he that disbelieves this New Testament
fact is not a christian ; but he may be a Jew, a Mahomedan,
or a pagan. For all that disbelieved it, when first proved,
were debarred the Christian community. Again, a second
primary essential atiribute of the Christian faith is, that
Jesus the Messiah made a propitiation for the sins of the
whole world, gentiles as well as Jews. This, no man from
Adam to John the Baptist believed; nor could they, for it
was not revealed. A third, that Jesus, the Messiah, after
he had made this propitiation, was buried and rose again the
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third day in the same body. This, po man from Adam to
John the Baptist believed ; nor could they, for it was not
revealed. As proof of this, if it is admissible to attempt to
prove that the sun shines when its beaws fill onr eyes, we
would remark that so soon as any one believed these essential
doctrines of christianity, so soon the members. of the Jewish
church cast Aim oxt as an apostate from their religion.
That it is one thing to expect a Messiah, and another to
believe that Jesus of Nagzareth is he, and not “one and the
same thing,” the excommunication of all Jews from the
Jewish church that believed in Jesus, by those who expected
a Moessiah, is a proof, a proof irrefragible.

. Again, if baptizing a person in the name of the Father,:
and of the SBon, and of the Holy Spirit be necessary to the
constitution of a person a disciple of Christ; or, if the
celebration of the Lord's death be a practice essential to a
professed christian, none of the Jews having participated in
these ordinances, from Moses to the death olP the Messiah,.
can be considered as professing one and the same religion
with christians.

To affirm that the Jewish and Christian religions are one
and the same religion, is not only a legical ervor, for no two
things are one and the same, but it is a theological error:
that shocks all common sense. To say that the Jewish
circumcision, altars, priests, sacrifices, oblations, tabernacle,-

- Testivals, holy days, new-moens, jubilees, tythes, lents, tem-
" ples, timbrels, harps, cornets, vestments, views, feelings,

prayers; praises, &c. &c. constitnte one and the same religion
with Christian faith, hope, charity, baptism, and the supper,
is as absurd as to say that the human bedy and the soul are
one and the same thing, and to attempt to disprove it, by
serious argument, is like to disproving flesh and spirit to be
one and the same thing. To say that because they were
types of the Chuistian religion, therefore they are one aud the
same, is similar to saying that because Canaun was a type:
of heaven, and Jerusalem a type of the heavenly city, there-
fore Canasn and heaven are one and the same place, there-
fore the Jerusalem in Canaan and the heavenly Jerusalem-
are one and the same city.

And to affirm, as Mr. Maccalla does, that they were dif-
ferent in some respects, destroys his whole argument, for if
different in some respects, we then say they were different.
in this, that baptism and circumcision were different in their
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mature, manner of operation, subjects, and design, and so at
1ast the whole argument is lost, and comes down to a con-
troversy on this one point. For if 1 should admit they were
similar in all other respects, but different in this, then he has
Jost all his pains, and is obliged to dispute this one point.
8o that his plan is as injudicious as his arguments are
ineonclusive.-

In the Jast place on this topic, to say that they are the
same in substance, helps the matter nothing; for a house, a
table, a chair, may be all of wood ; that is, made of the same
substance. ‘To say that the Jews’ and Christian religion,
beceuse swbstentially the same, are one and the same, is as
ebsurd as to say, thet because a house, a table, and a chair
are substantially the same, therefore a table, a chair, and a
house are one and the same thing.

Mr. Maccalla argnes the identity of the two churches from
the circamstance of their being hoth called the olive tree.
As he has laid so much stress on this gircomstaice we shall
just advert to it at present. The scepe andi?‘-gi"aaﬁ‘m
this paragraph so often attended tn, and which”is so f§
examined in my debate with Mr. Walker, pages 2730
beginning with the 16th verse of Rom. xi. is well given by:
Mackright, in his paraphrase of the first elause of this verse.:
“ For if the first Jewish believers have been accepted of God,.
the whole nation will be so when they believe.”’ .

{On the stage-we read and commented on the whole pas-
sage in Macknight's translation, which is too tedious for
insertion here: we shall give the substance at another time.]

Mr. Maccalla sheuld remember that the Jews and gentiles
now stand by faith, not by natural relationship, and this
would eorrect his views of the whole passage.

Mr. Maccarra again resumed his notes i—

“Thou standest by faith,” Mr. Campbell wonld have to
be a refutation of my argument from Rom. xi. But if there
be bat one faith as well as one Lord, the Jews before Christ

ed this one faith and stood by it, as well as the Jews
or geutiles since the Christian epoch. This may be salely
said of all the faithful of the seed of Abraham: they stood
by feitlr, and were saved by faith. By faith too in the great
gospel facts exhibited to them in type. Mr. Campbell would
represent that there have been almost as many different faiths
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as saints in the Old Testament. Abraham had one faith,
Noah another, Enoch another, Moses another. S
indeed! But Paul said these all died in faith: in what
faith ? In that faith which is the substance of things hoped
for, and the evidence of things not seen. :

But to proceed. The term vineyard is a term applied to
the Jewish and Christian states of the church. In Isaiah
the house of Israel is called a vineyard. “ Now will I sing
to my well-beloved a song of my beloved touching his vine~
yard. My well-beloved hath a vineyard in a very fruitful
field: and he fenced it, and gathered out the stones thereof,
and planted it with the choicest vine, and built a tower in
the midst of it, and also made a winepress therein: and he
looked that it should bring forth grapes, and it brought forth
wild grapes. And now, O inhabitants of Jerusalem, and men
of Judah, judge, I pray you, betwixt me and my vineyard.
‘What could have been done more to my vineyard, that I
have not done in it? wherefore, when I looked that it should
bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild grapes? And now
go to; I will tell you what I will do to my vineyard : I will
take away the hedge thereof, and it shall be eaten up ; and
break down the wall thereof, and it shall be trodden down:
and I will lay it waste : it shall not be pruned, nor digged ;
but there shall come up briers and thorns; I will also com-
mand the clouds that they rain no rain upon it. For the
vineyard of the Lord of hosts is the house of Israel, and the
men of Judah his pleasant plant: and he looked for judgment,
but behold oppression; for righteousness, but behold a cry.”
~=Is. v. 1—7. Here the house of Israel is called the vine-
yard of the Lord of hosts, and for their corruptions they are
threatened with losing their high state of privilege. But let
us hear the Redeemer of Israel on this same topic, « Hear
another parable : There was a certain householder, which
planted a vineyard, and hedged it round about, and digged
a winepress in it, and built a tower, and let it out to hus-
bandmen, and went into a far country : and when the time
of the fruit drew near, he sent his servants to the husbandmen,
that they might receive the fruits of it: and the husbandmen
took his servants, and beat one, and killed another, and stoned
another. Again, he sent other servants more than the first;
and they did unto them likewise. But last of all he sent
unto them his son, saying, They will reverence my son. But
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when the husbandmen saw the son, they said among them-
selves, T'his is the heir, come, let us kill him, and let us seize
on hisinheritance. And they caught him, and cast him out of
the vineyard, and slew him.  When the lord therefore of the
vineyard cometh, what will he do unto those husbandmen ?
They say unto him, he will miserably destroy those wicked
men, and will let out his vineyard unto other husbandmen,
which shall render him the fruits in their season.”—Matt.
xxi. 33—41. Here we find the most striking proof of the
identity of the two societies.—Here is one vineyard ‘and two
sets of husbandmen. The two sorts of husbandmen represent
the two sorts or classes of occupants and servants that should
have the role or management of this vineyard or church.
The Jewish teachers, doubtless, had the care of the vineyard,
or Jewish church, and the Jewish people had the privileges
of it. These were the husbandmen that defrauded the pro-
prietor of the vineyard, and finally killed his son. He takes
the vineyard from those husbandmen, those occupants of the
church, he unchurches them ; but the same church state he
gives to others who will bring forth fruits, and will thus
correspond in their lives with a visible church state. Look
again at the metaphors of the parable, the vineyard, the
husbandmen, the proprietor’s son ; the fruits or vintage, the
husbandmens killing him, the vineyard taken from them,
and given to other husbandmen. See how facts accord with
these metaphors. A vineyard planted, hedged, and digged ;
beautiful emblem of the Jewish visible church state. The
husbandmen enter into the enjoyment of the vineyard ; the
Jews were born into these privileges: the prophets sent to
them were the servants sent to demand of the people, the
occupants, fruits suitable to this state. They persecuted
them. They beat Jeremiah, killed Isaiah,and stoned Zecha-
riah, son of Jehoiada in the temple. The proprietor’s ‘son,
the Saviour Jesus, the heir, who was entitled to all the fruits
of this vineyard, they killed him with the intention of pos-
sessing the inheritance and abusing it for their own base
purposes. We all know who took the lead in the crucifixion
of the Son: the chief priests and elders of the people, to-
gether with many of the nation. Again, we see the Jews
turned out, the hedge torn down, the winepress demolished,
the gentiles called, and thus the visible church state given ta
them. These facts show that the interpretation is true.

H
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The prophecy connected with this parable has been pres

.cisely accomplished. “ The kingdom of God shall be taken
from you and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits
thereof. So the fact is.” The visible church state enjoyed
by the Jews has been taken from them and given to the
gentiles.
The term eommonwealth is virtually applied to both the
Jewish and Christian societies. ¢ Wherefore remember,
that ye being in time past gentiles in the flesh, who are
calied uncircumcision by that which is called the cirenm-
cision in the flesh made by hands; that at that time ye were
without Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel,
and strangers from the covenants of promise, having no hope,
and without God in the world: but now in Christ Jesus ye
who sometimes were far off, are made nigh by the blood of
Christ.”” Eph. ii. 11—13. The gentiles were once aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel, and they were once
strangers from the covenants of promise. But now,in Christ
Jesus, the gentiles who were once so far off from this com.
monwealth and those covenants, are made nigh; so much so,
that the apostle adds, he, to wit, Christ, hath made both
Jews and gentiles one ; that is, one commonwealth : having
broken down the middle wall of pattition that was between
them. So that with propriety it may be said that the samne
inspired name, commonwealth, has been appropriated to both
societies.
Aguin, they are both called brethren, Ps. xxii. 22. I
will declare thy name unto my brethren; in the midst of
the congregation will:I sing praises unto thee.” Now Paul,
Heb. ii. 11, 12, quotes the same words, and applies them to
the Christian church, thus: “J will declare thy name unto
" my brethren ; in the midst of the church will I sing praise
unto thee.” And, indeed, in the next verse the christians
are called children; this same one saith, ¢ Behold, T and the
children whom God hath given me.” And the Lord, by
Jeremiah, (iii. 4.) says to the Jews, “ Wilt thou not from
this time cry anto me, my Father, thou art the guide of my
youth.” This is in effect the same -as calling them children.
Thus the members of the visible church under both dispen-
sations have been called the same brethren and the same
children.

They are both called Zion, Is. xlix. 14—23. In this
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_ beautiful passage, observe particularly verse 20th, two classes
of children are spoken of. The one class are represented as
‘being lost to Zion, and the other class are represented as
having been placed in their stead. “ The children which
" thou shalt have, the gentiles, after thou hast lost the other,
the Jews, shalt say again in thine ears (O Zion, the mother
of both the one and the other) the place is too strait for me;
give place to me that I may dwell.” The great increase of
members to Zion from amongst the gentiles is here strikingly
exhibited. Qbserve, however, it is the same Zion or church,
who is thus addressed; and who, after the numerous ac-
‘cessions she receives from the calling of the gentiles, thns
exclaims: “Who hath begotten me these, seeing I have
lost my children, and am desolate, a captive, and removin
to and fro? And who hath brought up these? Behold I
was left alone; these, where have they been ? The gentiles,
saith the Lord, shall bring thy sons in their arms, and thy
daughters shall - be carried -upon their shoulders.” Nothing
can mpre clearly represent the doctrine tanght in the allusion
to the olive tree, and the other passages quoted from the New
Testament.

Mr. Campbell read you Macknight's translation of the
passage quoted from Rom. xi. and would represent it as
differing from my views, but I see nothing gained from him;
fanciful as he is, he agrees with me on this topie."

On this part of the subject we shall merely state a fact,
and a very forcible one. The disciples of Christ, whom he
called to be his attendants, his eye and ear witnesses, and
whom he afterwards called apostles, were all Jews and mem-
bers of the Jewish church. In this church they continued
their membership during his whole lifetime. In it they ate
the Lord’s supper after they had eaten the Jewish passover.
After his ascension into heaven, we find them in the temple
mingling with the Jews; and on the day of Pentecost they
appear in the same church, acting as ministers. No man
can show when or by whom they were cut off from this
church. And if not, doubtless the Christian church is a
mere conlinualion of the Jewish. We hope to resume this
position in the morning. )

[Thus ended the second day. Adjourned to meet next
morming at ten o'clock. :

. Third day. Met at eleven o'clock, in a large meeting

H 2
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house belonging to the Baptists, the weather having become
colder. The Rev. Mr. Lyle opened the proceedings of the
day with prayer. Mr. Campbell proposed to Mr. Maccalla,
through the moderators, to take if necessary, two hours to
finish his second argument, on condition that an equal por-
tion of time would be allowed him to review it. The mo-
derators referred the overture to Mr. Maccalla, who refused
compliance with the measure. ]

Mr. CaMPEELL then proceeded :—

My friends, having proved my first position, * that a be-
liever is the only subject of baptism,” I now proceed to the
-second, viz. that immersion ts the only baptism.” Mr.
-Maccalla and T both agree that the element 1o be used in this
ordinance is water. - But whether the subject is to be brought
to the water, or water to the subject; or whether the subject
is to be immersed in water, or water sprinkled, or poured
upon the subject, is the question to be controverted. The
scriptures either afford us the means of determining this
point, or they do not. If they do, then there is only one
way of administering this ordinance acceptable unto God
and profitable unto men. If they do not, it is a matter
of perfect indifference, and of equal import, whether water
be sprinkled upon the face, or poured into the mounth, or
applied to the hands, the feet, or the whole body. If the
scriptures do not determine this point, it is either because
the Institutor of baptism could not, or would not determine
it. If he could not determine it, it could ouvly be in'con-
sequence of the impossibility of finding a word in the language
in which he spake, of sufficient precision, of fized meaning, of
definite import, to express the action he designed to have
performed. This might have been the case in some lan-
guages which”are exceedingly barren. But it is admitted
on all hands that the Greek language, which was the lan-
guage chosen by the Founder of Christianity, in which to
reveal the way of life to all nations, was the most copious
and the most definite language ever spoken. The reason of
this is found in the people that speak it. For the language
of every people is similar to themselves. Nations unculti-
vated, like individuals, have but few ideas; and consequently
few words. But the Greeks were the most philosophical,
the most shrewd, captious, inquisitive, religious, and elo-
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quent nation that ever existed. Forty thousand gods were
acknowledged at one time in Greece. How many ideas
would so many divinities acknowledged introduce! How
many disputes, sects, and opinions would they give rise to!
With respect to the various uses of that most useful ele-
ment water, they had a variety of terms corresponding to
those uses. The following words and their compounds were
in common usage amongst the people, and indeed most of
them in common usage in the Septuagint of the Old Testa-
ment, and in the Greek of the New. Raino; rantizo, cheo,
echeo, niplo, louo, pluno, bapto and baptizo, agnizo,
kathairo, and some others of less note. Now all these
words are used with a reference to the application of water
for various purposes. Some of these words express different
actions, and others the same actions with regard to different
objects. Now in so many words used in reference te water,
is there not one of them of such definite import as to deter-
mine one parlicular application or use of water? This
would be an unparalleled circumstance. ~ We shall take
the English Bible and its translators for evidence in this
case. I have here written down three hundred and seventy-
six references to the original scriptures. After a most minute
investigation of every portion, from Genesis to Revelation,
in the original scriptures, and the common version, I think T
may safely affirm, that not one place has heen overlooked.
In the Old English and New Testament the word sprinkle
occurs sixty-two times. The word pour and its derivatives,
one hundred and fifty-two times. To wash and its deriva-
tives, one hundred and thirty-nine times. To dip with its
derivations, twenty-two times. To plunge, once, Now the
question that determines the point 1s, did the translators, in
one instance, trauslate the same word to sprinkle and to dip.
"We positively say no. Another question may be asked as
conclusive as the former, viz., Did they ever, in one instance,
translate the same word as signifying to dip and to pour?
We positively answer No. Bapto and baplizo are never
translated either to sprinkle or to pour. - Again, raino and
rantizo are never once translated to dip, immerse, or plunge.
This shows that, in the judgment of the translators, these
words were so definitely expressive of certain actions, that
they never could be translated into our language by one and
the same word. To sprinkle is one action, to dip is another

H3
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action. Sprinkling and pouring are actions so nigh to each
other, and in effect so much the same, that raino and the
compounds of cheo, are both translated sprinkle. But so
impassable the gulf between either pourtng or sprinkling
and dipping, that never once is either raino or cheo, lono or
niplo, or pluno translated dip, immerse, or plunge. :

In the judgment, therefore, of the translators of the serip-
tures, our Saviour could have got a word so definite in its
meaning as to express one aclion to the exclusion of fwo
others at least; that is, he could have got the word baptizo
which never was translated and never signified to sprinkle
or to pour, and therefore sufficiently definite for this purpose.
Again, if he had fixed upon sprinkling or pouring, he could
have got words that never were translated, and never sig-
nified to dip, or immerse, and thus for ever have debarred
dipping or tmmersing. .

lﬁ’emember, my friends, that we said, if the Saviour has
not determined whether believers are to be sprinkled or im+
mersed, it must have been either because he could not from
the ambiguity of that language in which he spake, or be-
cause he would not. We have shown that he could if he
had pleased ; if then it is not determined, it is because he
would not. Let us also test this principle. ;

If he would not, then his wisdom and philanthropy would
have led him to have found a word that could not be under-
stood as referring to any particular use of water. He would
have adopted not cheo, lest pouring should be thought to
be the action he intended ; not raino, lest sprinkling should
have been practised ; not baptizo, lest dipping should have
been supposed to be his desire; but he would have adopted
a word that respected no action’in particular, such as agnizo
to purify, or kathairo to cleanse, in any method of applying
water. The inevitable conclusion from these plain consi-
derations and facts is, that as he did not adopt an indefinite
term, he did not command an indefinite action to be per-
formed ; and as he did not use a word that definitely signified
to sprinkle or pour, he did not command those actions to be
performed ; but as he adopted a word that definitely signified
to dip or immerse, he commanded definitely this action, and
this only to be performed.

The term wash, and its derivatives washed and washing,
are as frequently in our language, and in Greek, the name
of the effect of an action performed, as they are of the action
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itself. Accordingly we find the word wash an ambiguous
tenn in our language, as far as the maguver of washing is re-
garded. The termm wash and its derivatives occur one
hundred and thirty-nine times in the scriptures. In our
translation it is found in connexion with the hands, feet,
face, body, clothes, garments, and a variety of other articles
which make its occuirence frequent and indefinite. Not so
however in Greek. Of these one hundred aud thirty-nine
times wash in English, it is nipto thirty-eight times, louo
forty-nine times, pluno forty-four times,and bapto five times.
So that the Greek is much more definite in the use of this
term than the English. Nipto is generally applied to the
hands, feet, or face ; pluno to polluted clothes or garments,
or other polluted substances; louo to the whole body ; and
of the five times which bapto is translated wash or washing,
it is as the effect of dipping. Such as when Paul was com-
manded to be baptized or immersed, to wash away his sins;
here washing is an effect ascribed to immersion or baptism.

That Mr. Maccalla may have the fairest opportunity of
detecting me, if imposing upon you false criticisms, I would
inform him that I have the above mentioned three hundred
and seventy-six references in this manuscript, with the words
in construction with those mentioned. I will therefore lay
myself completely open to detection in the following speci-
fications. :

1. Sprinkle, and its derivatives, occur sixty-two times in
the Old and New Testament; thirty-one times it is raino,
twenty-three times the compounds of cheo; eight times
other words, but not once bapto or baptizo.

2. To poewr, with its derivatives, occurs one hundred and
fifty-two times; ninety-four times it is cheo and its com-
pounds; fifty-eight times other words and phrases. Of these
there are twenty-seven varieties, but not once bapto or bap-
tizo.

3. To wask occurs one hundred -and thirty-nine times—
eighteen times niplo, face, hands, or feet. Forty-nine times
louo, the body; forty-four times plumo, garments, or such
like. Five times bapto or baptizo the effect of immersion,
three times cheo and chruzo metaphorically.

4. To dip occurs, with its derivatives, twenty-two times. -
Once it is moluno, properly. to stain, as when Joseph’s coat
was sfained, our translation, dipped in the blood of a kid.
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It is twenty-one times baplo and baptizo. Never once
raino, cheo, nipto, louo, pluno, or any of their compounds,
or derivatives. :

5. To bplungc occurs but once, and there it is bapto.

6. Tebal in the Hebrew Old Testament occurs seventeen
times. In the Septunagint it is sixteen times translated by
bapto or baptizo, once by moluno, to dye. Junius and
Tremmelius translate it sixteen times by tingo, immergo,
and demergo ; and it is translated sixteen times in English
by dip and plunge, once by dyed.

The result of the above investigation is briefly this, that
as the Institutor of baptism selected a word the most definite
in the language to express his will, and that word signifying
literally to dip or immerse, his will is, that a disciple should
be immersed in water, and not sprinkled with water.

If Mr. Maccalla impugns this criticism, we have a great
variety of documents to present in support of it; but in the
meantime shall only read a criticism or two from Drs.
Campbell and Macknight, and Father Simon, a Jesuit.
Campbell and Macknight, whom my opponent without any
ceremony sent to the infernal regions, were distinguished
brethren of his own church. But becanse they were honest
men, in this instance, in acknowledging that bapto and bap-
tizo onght to have been translated immerse, and that baptism
is immersion, Mr. Maccalla would place thewn amongst hy-
pocrites and unbelievers as you have heard. [Here Mr. A.
Campbell read from Campbell’s preface, a large extract, too
loug for insertion, indicative of the excellence of his cha-
racter.] The following extract from Campbell’s preliminary
dissertations confirms the remarks we have made:

“ The word baptizein, both in sacred authors and in clas-
sical, signifies to dip, to plunge, to immerse, and was ren-
dered by Tertullian, the oldest of the Latin fathers, tingere,
the term used for dying cloth, which was by immersion. Tt
is always construed suitably to this meaning—thus it is,
enudali, en to Jordane. -But I should not lay much stress
on the preposition e, which, answering to the Hebrew beth,
may denote with as well in, did not the whole phraseology,
in regard to this ceremony, concur in evincing the same
thing. Accordingly, the baptized are said anabainein, to
arise, emerge or ascend, v. 16, apo tue udalos—and Acts
viii. 39, ek tou udatos,—from or out of the water. Let it
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be observed farther, that the verbs raino and rantizo used in
scripture for sprinkling, are never construed in this manner.
1 will sprinkle you with clean water, saith God, Ezek. xxxvi.
25. or as it runs in the English Bible literally from the
Hebrew: I will sprinkle clean water upon you;” in the
Septuagint—Raino eph’'umas kathairon udon, and not as
baptizo is always construed, Raino umas en kathairo udati.
See also, Exodus xxix, 21; Lev. vi. 27, and xvi. 14. Had
baptizo been here employed in.the sense of raino, «1
sprinkle,” (which, as far as I know, i never is, in any use,
sacred or classical,) the expression would, doubtless, have
been, Ego men baptizo epk’ wmas udor, or apo tou udatos,
agreeable to the examples referred to. When, therefore, the
Greek word baptizo, is adopted, I may say, rather than
translated into modern languages, the mode of construction
ought to be preserved, so far as may conduce to suggest its
original import. It is to be regretted that we have so much
evidence, that even good and learned men allow their judg- -
ment (o be warped by the sentiments and cusTtoms of the
SECTS which they prefer. The true partizan, of whatever
denomination, always inclines to correct the diction of the
Spirit by that of the party.”—Diss. vol. iv. p. 24.

-Dr. Macknight declares, vol. i. p. 31. * Castalio has
misrepresented the meaning of scripture, in translating bap-
tizo by lavo to wash, and baptisma by lotio, a washing.”
In his notes he frequently declares that baptism is immer-
sion, and that it ought to be so administered..—Rom. vi.
4—6, on which he remarks, * Christ submitted to be bap-
tized—i. e, to be buried under the water by John, and fto
be raised out of it again, as an emblem of his future death
and resurrection,” [Other extracts to the same effect were
read. ]

Sir]non the Jesuit on Matt. iii. 11, in his translation from
the Vulgate, observes, ¢ To baptize literally, signifies o dip;
and to this day, throughout the east, baptism is performed no
other way, according to the ancient practice of the christians.”
These three modern translators, with other Pedobaptist critics
to whom we shall refer, coincide with our previous remarks.
Yes, all Protestant and Catholic critics of eminence concede
this point, that immersion is the proper meaning of baptism,
and that it does not signify sprinkling or pouring. Our
first argument in proof of the position that immersion is the
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only baptism, is, that the word baptism, a Greek word,
literally signifies immersion only, or what is equivalent
to it, dipping or sub-mersing under water. Blackstone says,
that in interpreting all laws, words are to be taken literally,
or in their common acceptation. :

Mr. MaccaLra again began :

Mr. Campbell has got far a-head of me. He is already
done with the subject of baptisin, and has introduced the
mode. We travel slowly; but I hope surely. His Jast
address will be noticed in its proper place. I wish you to
keep in mind one assertion he made in his last speech, viz.
That Calvin and Beza were the first who taught that bap-
tism was called circumcision. This we shall disprove in
its proper place. .

1 came here, my friends, to defend the Pedobaptist world,
from the charges of our opponent. In defending them fromn
his imputations, I proposed first to give you a divine com- -
mand for infant baptism. [ Here was a long recapitulation
of his method and progress.] I have been lately engaged
in proving that the two societies were one and the same
church. First, because they had the same religion and
morality. Secondly, because they had the same ingpired
names. For instapee, they were called the same Zride,
house, flock, barn, floor, vineyard, kingdom, commonwealth,
olive tree, brethrem, treasure, Zion, and by other names
equally applicable fo both societies, and indicative of their
identity. ; . »

I come now, in the last place under this head, to show
that both societies Had one and the same covenant.

A covenant is essential to a church state. A people can-
not be associated into a visible form or society, but. upon
some grounds, or upon some associating principle, and for
some proposed end; This is as true in the state as, in the
church. In the stgte there is a certain instrument adopted
and recognized as fqrmative of the social compact. This is
called the constituféon, in which the grand principles are
asserted on which the people unite, and in subordination to
which, they profess g willingness to be regulated or governed.
The end proposed, if not always expressed, is always under-
;‘0041: it is the wélfare of the people. Now a covenant

€ars the same relation to the church, as a constitution does
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to the state. Tndeed we may very consistently, both with the
nature of things, and also with the import of the original
word translated covenant, call it the constitution of the
church. As the body politic, called the state, is inseparably
and essentially connected with, nay, built upon, its consti-
tution ; so the church is indissolubly and necessarily con-
nected with, or built npon its constitution. A number of
persons united under a constitution promising temporal
benefits, proscribing certain rules, enforcing certain duties
necessary to the present welfare of society, is called a state, a
nation, or a kingdom. In like manner a number of persons
under a constitution, promising spiritual benefits, prescribing
certain rules, and enforcing certain duties necessary to the
spiritual and eternal welfare of the society thus associated,
is called the church or kingdom of Jesus Christ. Destroy
the constitution and the state is destroyed; the bond of
union is severed, the union is dissolved. Change the con-
stitution and the state is changed, it is new modified, and
cemented upon new principles. If, then, we change the
covenant or constitution, we change the church. This is,
we presume, admitted on all sides. These things premised,
and it is evident that if the covenant on which the christian
society is constituted into a visible church be the same as
that on which the seed of Abraham was constituted into a
visible church, then the Jewish and the Christian societies
having one and the same covenant, are one and the same
church.

Now let us inquire what was the covenant which the
church of Israel had, which constituted them a visible church
of God. In ascertaining this I will unhesitatingly say, that
it was not the Sinaitic covenant, for God had before that
time promised to be a God to the seed of Abraham, and that
they should become his people. The Sinaitic covenant we
admit gt once was done away, but in admitting this, we are
prepared to prove that this was not the covenant which
united Israel as a church. Mr. Campbell in his Debate
with Mr, Walker, laboured to show that the Sinaitic cove-
nant was done away. If Mr. Walker viewed the Sinaitic
covenant as the covenant on which the Jewish church was
founded, he was doubtless mistaken, and the triumph gained
over him by my opponent, on that view of the matter, does
not affect our argument in the least. For instance, the fol-
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lowing passage from the Debate at Mount Pleasant, repre~
sents Mr. Walker as holding the covenant at Sinai, to be the
constitution of that church. [Here Mr. Maccalla read ex-
tracts, pp. 38, 39, too long for insertion here.]

The covenant which is done away, and with which the
new covenant, is contrasted is the Sinaitic covenant. Let us
hear the apostle, “ But now hath he obtained a more excel-
lent ministry, by how much also he is the mediator of a
better covenant, which was established upon better promises.
For if that first covenant had been fauitless, then should no
place have been sought for the second. For finding fault
with them, he saith, Behold, the days come, saith the Lord,
when T will make a new covenant with the house of Israel
and with the house of Judah: not according to the covenant
that I madé with their fathers in the day when I took them
by the hand tolead them out of the land of Egypt; because
they continued not in my covenant, and I regarded them
not, saith the Lord. For this is the covenant that I will
make with the house of Israel after those days, saith the
Lord; I will put my laws into their mind, and write them
in their hearts: and I will be uuto them a God, and they
shall be to me a people: and they shall not teach every man
his neighbour, and every man his prother, saying, Know
the Lord: for all shall know me, from the least to the
greatest. For I will be merciful to their unrighteousness,
and their sins and their iniquities will I remember no more.
In that he saith, A new covenant, he hath made the first old.
Now that which decayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish
away.”— Heb. viii. 6—13. Here you observe the new cove-
nant is contrasted with that covenant made with Israel, in
the time when God took them by the hand to lead them out
of the land of Egypt, that is, when they came to Sinai.

The apostle also, in his epistle to the Galatians, thus
speaks: (iv. 22—31.) ¢ For it is written, that Abraham
had two sons, the one by a bondmaid, the other by a free-
woman. But he who was of the bondwoman was born after
the flesh; but he of the freewoman was by promise. Which
things are an allegory : for these are the two covenants ; the
one from the mount Sinai, which gendereth to bondage,
which is Agar. For this Agar is mount Sinai in Arabia,
and answereth to Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage
with her children. But Jerusalem which is above, is free,
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which is the mother of us all. For it is written, Rejoice,
thou barren that bearest not: break forth and cry, thou
that traveilest not; for the desolate hath many more chil-
dren than she which hath an husband. Now we, brethren,
as Isaac was, are the children of promise. But as then
he that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was
born after the Spirit, even so it is now. Nevertheless what
saith the scripture ? Cast out the bondwoman and her son:
for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with the son
of the freewoman. So then, brethren, we are not children
of the bondwoman, but of the free.” Here the covenant at
Sinai is plainly said to be done away. Observe that Hagar
denotes the Sanaitic covenant, and Sarah the Abrahamic
covenant. The Abrahamic covenant, being everlasting in
its nature, and prior in its establishment to the Sanaitic
covenant, is here fitly contrasted to a covenant that was but
temporary in its nature, and subsequent to it, in its publi-
cation. The Abrahamic covenant is by Moses, Deut. v. 3,
4, plainly distinguished from the covenant at Horeb.—The
latter being made with the whole nation of Israel, and the
former with the father of many nations. Moses saith, « The
Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb. The
Lord made not this covenant with our fathers, but with us,
even us, who are all here alive until this day.”” The Abra-
hamic covenant differs not only in the allegory of the apostle
from the Sinaitic, which is compared to Hagar the bond-
woman ; but also the apostle distinguishes them in point of
date : the former being four hundred and thirty years prior
to the latter. The nature and tendency of the two covenants
are also contrasted by the apostle in the same passage. The
former engenders liberty, the spirit and disposition of sons
and heirs; the latter produces the spirit of bondage, the
disposition of slaves. The blessing of all nations by. a
remission of their sins was promised in the Abrahamic cove-
nant, but this greatest of blessings was not promised in the
Sinaitic, consequently they are not the same covenant,

The covenant made with Abraham is then the covenant
on which the Christian church is founded, and on this the
Jews were constituted a peculiar people, made the people of
God. The Abrahamic covenant may therefore, with the
greatest propriety, be called an ecclesiastical covenant.

That this covenant still exists, and that it is an ecclesi_-
astical covenant, is capable of the fullest proof. That it
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never has been abolished, might be sufficient to'prove that
it still exists, and if any person affirms that it is abolished,
let the proof be adduced. This is indisputable ; for inas-
much as it must be admitted that it once existed, it therefore
must exist unless abolished. No such evidence exists.

Not only the calling of this covenant an everlasting cove-
nant is positive proof of its perpetuity, but the very nature
of the covenant demonstrates that it is perpetual. Let me
ask what is the nature of a covenant? I answer, promises
and requirements. These are essential to a covenant. W hat
then were the promises of the Abrahamic covenant? I
answer, in general terms, they were both temporal and
spiritual. “ I will be a God to thee, and thy seed after thee,”
is a most comprehensive promise, including things tem-
poral and spiritual. Jesus Christ was promised in it. *In
thee shall all families of the earth be blessed.” T'hus, the
gospel was preached unto Abraham, the same gospel which
18 preached unto us. The requirements also of this covenant
are invariably the same. When God promised to be a God
to Abraham, it was required that he would receive the Lord
as his God. When a Redeemer was promised, it was required
that he would believe in him. When circumcision was en-
joined upon him, that of which it was emblematical was
required, viz. the circumcision of the heart. These re-
quirements continue to exist, consequently the covenant
which originated them still continues to exist. That this.
covenant was ecclesiastical in its very nature, appears from
the fact that it necessarily separated the seed of Abraham
into a church, and also even under another dispensation has
necessarily formed a church not of Jews only but of gen-
tiles. Hence Zacharias, saith Luke, i. 72, 73, that the
blessings of the New Testament were a performance of the
mercy promised to Abraham. His words are: «To perform
the mercy promised unto our fathers, and to remember his
holy covenant ; the oath which he sware unto our father
Abraham.”

Mr. CAMPBELL then arose :— ‘

As Mr. Maccalla is now coming to the close of the proof
of his second position, and as there is some hope that this
part of his argument will soon be finished, I think it inex.
pedient, in the mean time, to pursue the topic introduced in .
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my last address. And having now heard the last item to be
alledged by Mr. Maccalla in proof of the identity of the
two churches, and this item being sufficiently detached from
the preceding two, I shall just strike in with him here.
He has, you see, ntterly declined to be my respoudent, I
will therefore become his respondent, and attack him, hoping
that I .shall have all the privileges of a respondent granted
to me. The preceding items will beadverted to in due time.
As the last is quite distinct from the preceding, it affords me
a proper commencement.

There is one disadvantage I wish to apprise you of, in--
separable from the predicament in which I am placed. My
subsequent addresses for a time must often be distributed
into three parts. One part will always be a reply to the
speech of my opponent immediately preceding; another
part will be a review of such parts of his argument yet
behind ; in consequence of my having till now, as far as
possible, gone on with the proof of the positions which he
was obliged to impugn. I hope however soon to surmoung
this difficulty. The third part of my address will, as far as
practicable, be devoted to the full establishment of the points
yet remaining to be proved, and for the proof of which I
stand pledged. I shall only add, on this eccasion, that I
am very much mistaken if my opponent’s course in this
discussion will not manifest that he was conscious in his own
breast before ‘it commenced, that he could not act the part
of a respondent; that he was not able te refute the argu-
ments to be adduced, and therefore projected this easy course
of reading and commenting on the gleanings of his leisure
hours ; and thus, on the cheapest terms, acquire the fame of
having so many days defended the Pedobaptist world.

Mr. Maccalla has asserted that the covenant or consti-
tution of both churches is one and the same ; that this cove-~
nant is the Abrahamic, and that this Abrahamic covenant
was an * ecclesiastical covenant.” Circuitous and intricate
are the paths of error. What a labonr, what a toil to estab.
lish infant membership! The Rev. Samuel Ralston it
seems borrowed this ecclesiastical covenant from Dr. John
Mason, and Mr. Maccalla appears to have borrowed it from
father Ralston. What a valuable acquisition! How much
more are we indebted to philosophical divines for their
discoveries than to that Spirit of revelation that guided the
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tongues and the pens of the holy apostles! The old and
the new covenants were the covenants on which the apostles
wrote and talked. They, poor simple and unlettered men,
never used such phrases as the covenant of works, the cove-
nant of grace, the ecclesiastical covenant. No: it was reserved
to the age of reason, to unfold the covenant of works and of
grace; and, to the last century, together with the urgent
demands of infant sprinkling, are we indebted to this last
discovery, this ecclesiastical covenant. But where this
covenant may be found, my antagonist has not condescended
to inform us. We shall then, as a favour, request him to
specify where this covenant may be found. Is it in the
Xii., xv., or xvii. chapters of Genesis? Till then we must
merely conjecture. In our Appendix to the Debate at
Mount Pleasant we were somewhat particular in fixing the
meaning of the term covenant, as used in the holy scripture.
Mr. Maccalla so often as he has referred to that Debate, has
not called in question the facts there stated., The term
diatheke is there exhibited as signifying either appointment,
constitution, covenant, or testament; and it-is there proved
from matter of fact, that promises and commands are called
covenants, The scriptures on this subject are very plain.
They speak of a plurality of covenants belonging to the
Jews. There was the * covenant confirmed of God in re-
lation to Christ’ four bundred and thirty years before the
giving of the law ; and there was the “covenant of circum-
cision’’ twenty-four years after the former. There was the
covenant at Horeb, four hundred and thirty years after the
covenant confirmed of God in relation to Christ. Here are
three covenants. The iatter Mr. Maccalla has discarded as
that covenant on which the Christian church is founded, but
which of the two former is his ecclesiastical covenunt, he
saith not.

The law given at Sinai is called a covenant by Moses and
by Paul; the two tables on which that law was written are
called by Paul (Heb. ix. 4.) the tables of the covenant;
and the ark in which these two tables were deposited is called
the ark of the covenant. That there was a plurality of cove-
nants made with Abraham, and therefore pertaining to his
seed, Paul himself affirms, Rom. ix. 4. “ Who are Israelites
to whom pertaineth the adoption and the giving of the law
(the covenant at Horeb) and the corenants, whose are also
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the fathers.” Besides, and prior to the covenant at Sinai,
there was a plurality of covenants. Now il we should say
there were three covenants, or only fwo covenants made with
Abraham, it affects this question in a similar manner. If
we should call the transaction mentioned in the 15th chapter
of Genesis a covenant, it alters not the distinction between
the covenant of God in relation to Christ, made four hun-
dred and thirty years before the giving of the law, and the
covenant of circumcision made with Abraham when ninety-
nine years old. The distinguishing characteristic of the
covenant Gen. xii. is the promise of blessing all nations in
the seed of Abraham. "And the prominent blessing men-
tioned in Gen. xv. and xvii. is the inheritance of Canaan
and the multiplication of the posterity of Abraham. Cir-
cumcision was not attached to the promise in Gen xii. but
to that in Gen xvii. twenty-four or twenty-five years after-
wards. These are plain and obvious facts, we conceive
unassailable. They at once prostrate in the dust my op-
ponent’s scheme.

But there was no church constituted on the former or
first covenant with Abraham ; nor indeed on the second.
Israel were never constituted into a church state until the
covenant at Sinai, nor were the people ever called a church
until that covenant was given. Now if Mr. Maccalla calls
the covenant recorded Gen. xii. an ecclesiastical covenant,
when Paul called it the covenant of God in reference to
Christ, he disparages the wisdom of the Spirit of God ; and
if he build the Jewish church upon it, he destroys the grand
peculiarity of it, which exhibits it as bearing an equal aspect
to all the families of the earth : gentiles as well as Jews. If
he build his Jewish church upon the covenant recorded
Gen xvii. then he cannot agree that the Christian church
and Jewish church are the same ; for the promises contained
in that covenant belong not to the Christian church. But if
he should still adhere to that covenant, we shall shew that
it shared the same fate with the Sinaitic. In the mean
time, that we may come to close and definite terms, let him
tell us definitely, where his ecclesiastic covenant may be
found.

Of Mr. Maccalla’s address this is the sum :—That the
covenant made with Abraham is one and undivided, though
consisting of different promises will appear obvious from
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many testimonies of holy scripture. Dent. iv. 31. ¢ The
Lord thy God will not forget the covenant of thy fathers.”
Here all the promises made to Abraham are comprised in
one covenant. Indeed the same singular form of expression
is not peculiar to the Old Testament, we find it in the
New, (Luke i. 72.) “To remember his holy covenant, the
oath which he sware to Abraham. (Acts iii. 25.) “Ye are
the children of the covenant which God made with our
fathers.” In these and many other passages the covenant
is represented under the idea of unity. For although God
often appeared to Abraham and frequently renewed, and en-
larged the promises made to him, he ultimately, when he
offered up his son Isaac, consolidated them into one cove-
nant, and confirmed the whole by an oath. Circumcision
was attached to this covenant as a seal and token ; and this
was a confirmation of it to every one who became & subject
of circumcision. For in the affixing of circumcision to this
covenant there was a renewal of all the promises-to Abraham,
and the specifications were so definite and so comprehensive
as to preclude mistake.

If we should suppose that because God appeared at sundry °
times to Abraham, and spake to him at every interview of
these promises, he always made a distinct covenant with
him, the number of covenants would be augmented to seven
or eight, for he appeaved to him so often. The promise of
a numerous posterity was made to him seven different times;
the land of Canasn four times ; the promise that all nations
should be blest in him was three times explicitly declared.
But reason and scripture concur in viewing these as parts
of one grand covenant, and this was the covenant on which
the Jewish church was built. For, let me ask, what was
necessary to the happiness of this people as a church that
was not contained in this covenant? What greater or more
comprehensive promise could there be than this: “1 will be
a God to thee and thy seed after thee ?” This promise ne-
cessarily associated them ‘under the wings of the Almighty,
and guaranteed to them every blessing in time and to eternity.
To be a God unto a people, is to be every thing desirable:
protection, safety, comfort, and salvation are comprehended
in it. Again, the promise of Canaan was to them literally
a promise of gll earthly good; and typically to the faithful
among them it was a promise of heaven. For to them who
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believed in the promises of that covenant, heavenly things
were manifested through the types; but, to the carnal.and
unbelieving, nothing that was spiritual either appeared or was
desited. 'We argue, then, that from the very items specified
in this covenant, and particularly from this, “In thy seed
shall all the families of the earth be blessed,”” that it was
an ecclesiastical covenant, embracing the covenant of grace.
That it was the covenant on which Israel were constituted a
visible church appears from the facts already adduced, that
Abraham’s seed were thenceforth called God’s people and
he their God, and that long before the covenant at Sinai.
This covenant was also renewed with Isaac and Jacob, ard
exhibits in its renewal the same grand promises, Gen. xxvi.
3,4. Things temporal and spiritual are here comprised in a
fewwords : *Sojourn in thisland, and I will be with thee and
will bless thee,” said God to Isaac, “for unto thee and unto
thy seed I will give all these countries, and I will perform
the oath which I sware unto Abraham thy father. And I
will make thy seed to multiply as the stars of heaven, and
will give unto thy seed all these countries : And in thy seed
shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.”” Here tle
promise of blessing all nations in the seed of Isaac, the
promise of multiplying that seed, and the promise of Ca-
naan. as their inheritance, are joined together in a few
words, as parts in one transaction. fere the promise of
making Abraham the father of many nations, and the pro-
mise of blessing many nations in his seed, are shewn to be of
equal import.

But to shew that it is not only plain from the nature of
the covenant that it was ecclesiastical, but also from concur-
Tent testimonies of scripture, we shall refer to a few : Dan.
1X.27. * Messiah shall confirm the covenant with many for
one week.” This prophetic week or seven years had respect
to the introduction of the Christian church, and therefore
the confirmation of his covenant with many, must have
Tespect to those multitudes that then, and for some time after
the day of Pentecost, believed and were added to the church.
Now observe, with these the covenant with Abrabam was
confirmed, not disannuled, but established ; consequently
both churches were established upon the same covenant.

- The same-truth is established in Acts iii. 25, where Peter
addresses the Jews, affirming, “Ye are the children of the
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prophets, and of the covenant which God made with our
fathers, saying unto Abraham, ‘and in thy seed shall all the
kindreds of the earth be blest.”” Now if this covenant,
like the Sinaitic, had waxed old and had vanished away,
why should the apostle here refer to it as yet standing, and
exhort the Jews on this ground to turn to the Lord. This
quotation of the covenant with Abraham shows, that it con-
tinued without decay, and that both Jews and christians
stood upon it as a church.

A still more striking proof that the covenant with Abra-
ham was the covenant on which the Jews stood as a church,
we have in Ex. xxxii. 12, 13, “Wherefore should the
Egyptians speak, and say, for mischief did he bring them
out, to slay them in the mountains, and to copsume them
from the face of the earth? Turn from thy fierce wrath,
and repent of this evil against thy people. Remember
- Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, thy servants, to whom thou
swarest by thine own self, and saidst unto them, I will mul-
tiply your seed as the stars of heaven, and all this land that
1 have spoken of will I give unto your seed, and they shall
- inherit it for ever.”” Here Moses pleads that God would
turn from his fierce wrath, not on the ground of the covenant
just then made on the Mount, but on the ground of the
covenant made with Abraham, and renewed with Isaac and
Jacob. Doubtless, then, on the Abrahamic covenant did
‘Israel stand, and had it not been on account of this, Israel
would at that time have been consumed as a nation.

To the same effect we read 2 Kings, xiii, 22, 23, “But
Hazael king of Syria oppressed Israel all the days of Je-
hoahaz. And the Lord was gracious unto them, and had
compassion on them, and had respect unto them, because
of his covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and would
not destroy them, neither cast he them from his presence as
yet.”” Here we see the same gracious covenant is pleaded as
the reason why the Lord did not cast off Israel from his
presence as yet. Not the covenant at Sinai, but the cove-
nant with Abraham, is adduced as the reason of their con-
tinuance to exist as a church.

The covenant of grace was made between the Father and
the Son. The covenant of works between God and Adam.
The ecclesiastical covenant which embraces the covenant of
grace was made with Abraham in relation to his natural
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seed, and also in relation to the gentiles. On it the Jews were
formed into a church, and on the same covenant were the
gentiles, when called, associated together with the Jews as a
church. -

Various prophetic declarations intimate the continuance
of this covenant for ever, and show its inseparable connection
with the church of God in every age: as,  Incline your ear,
and come unto me: hear, and your soul shall live; and I
vill make an everlasting covenant with you, even the sure
mercies of David. Behold, I have given him for a witness
to the people, a leader and commander to the people. Be-
hold, thou shalt call a nation that thou knowest not, and
nations that knew not thee shall run unto thee because of the
Lord thy God, and for the Holy One of Israel; for he hath
glorified thee.” Is. lv. 3—5. < For thus saith the Lord
unto the eunuchs that keep my sabbaths, and choose the
things that please me, and take hold of my covenant; even
onto them will I give in mine house and within my walls a
place and a name better than of sons and daughters: I will
give them an everlasting name, that shall not be cut off.
Also the sons of the stranger, that join themselves to the
‘Lord, to serve him, and to love the name of the Lord, to be
his servants, every one that keepeth the sabbath from pollu-
ting it, and taketh old of my covenant; even them will I
bring to my holy mountain, and make them joyful in my
bouse of prayer: their burnt offerings and their sacrifices
shall be accepted upon mine altar; for mine house shall be
called an house of prayer for all people. The Lord God
which gathereth the outcasts of Israel saith, Yet will T gather
others to him, beside those that are gathered unto him.” Isa.
Iri. 4—8, «For I the Lord love judgment, I hate robbery
for burnt offering: and I will direct their work in truth, and
I will make an-everlasting covenant with them. And their
seed shall be known among the gentiles, and their offspring
among the people: all that see them shall acknowledge
them that they are the seed which the Lord hath blessed.”
Isa. Ixi. 8,9. * These prophetic annunciations all proclaim
the eternity of this covenant. On this subject we shall just
add a few sentences from Dr. Mason’s Essays, p. 52—54.

“1f the Abrahamic covenant is no longer in force, the
church of God, as a visible public society, is not in any
%ense connected with him by covenant relation. This may

I
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weigh light with those who discard the doctrine of a visible
Catholic church; butit draws much deeper than they suspect.
The whole administration of the covenant of grace proceeds
upon the principle that there is such a church. All the
ordinances are given in it; all the promises are made to it.
To the elect, as such, they are not, cannot be given. The
application of them would be impossible without a special
revelation : and the whole administration of the covenant of
grace, by visible means, would be atan end. Nor isa single
instance to be found, excepting in virtue of immediate reve~
lation, in which the Lord ever gave an ordinance or a promise
to particular churches. They always receive their privi-
leges in virtue of their being parts of the church uviversal.
Now this church universal, which is the body of Christ, the
temple of his Spirit, the depository of his grace, stands in
no covenant relation to God, in her public character, if the
covenant with Abraham is annulled. For if she does, then
another covenant has been made with her. But no such
covenant has been made. The new covenant which the
Lord promised to make with her at the introduction of the
evangelical dispensation, was to supersede, not the Abra-
hamic, but the Sinai covenant. It is so far from setting
aside, that it implies and establishes the former; for it is
promised to her as that church which was organized and
perpetuated under Abrabam's covenant. If, therefore, that
covenant is removed, and no other has replaced it, the church,
in her social capacity, is further off from God than she
was under the law; and all the mercies to which, in that
capacity, she once had a claim, are swept away. But this is
impossible. 1In fact, the scriptures uniformly suppose the
existence of such public fedefal relations ; and abound with
promises growing out of them. Thus speaks the prophet:
«And the Redeemer shall come to Zien, and unto them
that turn from transgression in Jacob,:saith. the Lord.
As for me, this is my covenant with them, saith the Lord ;
My spirit that is upon thee, and my words which I have put
in thy mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of

- the mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s
-seed, saith the Lord, from henceforth and for ever.” Isa. lix.
21, 22. Thus, my friends, in introducing the Christian
dispensation, the Lord has “performed the mercy promised
te the fathers, and has remembered his holy covenant.”
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Mr. CAMPBELL replied :— ‘ '

Mr. Maccalla has sat down without telling us where this
ecclesiastical covenant may be found. He appears stu-
diously to avoid definite and precise terms on this subject ;
being I presume aware how easy it would be to entrammel
him if he should distinctly refer to any one passage as con-
taining this ecclesiastic covenant. It has always been the
custom of those who have a good cause, and wish to be under-
stood distinctively; te be very definite and minute in their
references. 1f my opponent is determined to gratify me in
no instance, by being definite, his respect to your edification,
my friends, requires him to mention where this covenant
may be found.

He has, as far as possible, prevented me from exposing
his sophistry, by the indistinct and confused references to
scripture which you have now heard. I will, however,
endeavour to bring order out of the confused mass and hete-
rogeneous association of discordant matter thrown before
you. He sometimes speaks as though there was but one
covenant made with Abraham. For the sake of argument,
then, let us suppose there was but ore. How many promises
were there in it? 1st, I will make of thee a great nation.
2nd, I will bless thee. 3rd, I will bless all the families
of the earth in thy seed. 4th, Unto thy seed have I given
this land from the river of Egypt unto the great river, the
river Euphrates. 5th, I will make thee the father of many
nations. 6th, T will be a God unto thee and thy seed after
thee. 7th,. I will make kings come out of thee. 8th, Thy
seed shall possess the gate of its enemies. 9th, My cove-
nant shall be IN YOUR FLESH, for an everlasting covenant.
These are blessings or promises given to Abraham, in Gen.
Xii., xv., Xvii., and xxii. chapters. This is the Abra-
‘hamic covenant, the ecclesiastic covenant of Mr. Maccalla.
- :Yes: this is the covenant of the Christian church! Then the

Christian church is warranted to expect all these blessings!
“In fact, they must be made to every member of it on this

principle. This “ covenant” was made with Abraham re-

specting his seed. Every member of the Christian church -
“stands”’ upon this covenant, if the whole “stands” upon

it! Shall I reduce my opponent’s argument to a greater

absurdity ? No: here let it rest.

But we have shown that there were different covenants

12
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made with Abraham, distinctin their nature, time, place, and
circumstances. One was made with him, Gen. xii. when
seventy-five years old, in Haran ;* this was four hundred
and thirty years before the covenant at Sinai. This is called
by the apostle, Gal. iii. 17., The covenant confirmed con-
cerning Christ, as Macknight renders it. This covenant
was afterwards confirmed by an oath, Gen xxii. when Abra-
ham offered up his son upon the altar. Eight years after
this covenant, Gen. xv. God “ MADE A COVENANT” with
Abraham in the most formal manner, concerning Canaan.
Sixteen years after this time, (Gen. xvii.) he makes another
covenant, called by Stephen the *“ cavenant of circumcision.”
Yet you were gravely told that there was but one cove-
nant made with Abraham ; and this an ecclesiatical covenant.
Yet there is no church, no ekklesia mentioned in it, nor for
hundreds of years afterwards. What a daring spirit does
infant sprinkling inspire! Covenants made in different
countries, and at the intervals of eight, sixteen, and twenty-
four years, is called ome. Yea, though the apostle Paul,
Eph. ii. 12. calls them the *covenants of promise,” and
Rom. ix. 4. calls them the *“ covenants” contradistinguished
from the Sinaitic covenant; this daring genius of infant
baptism boldly says, ¢ PAavuL, THERE IS BUT ONE COVE-
NANT, YOU ARE MISTAKEN.” Paul, you and Stephen both
erred, not knowing the scriptures, you called Gen. xii. 3, the
covenant “confirmed of God concerning Christ.” Stephen,
you erred, though full of the Holy Spirit, in calling the
covenant, Gen. xvii. “the covenant of circumcision,’”” you
-ought to have IPENTIFIED every thing, religion, church,
covenant, name, and called this the ABRAHAMIC COVENANT,
or rather, an “ecclesiastic covenant of grace!” :

But, my friends, let Mr. Macoalla meet me on anyone of
these covenants, or on any one of these passages, telling me
on which passage he rests his theory, and then you will see

. * The four hundred and thirty years are thus computed :—“ To the
-birth of Isaac, twenty-five years, Gen. xxi. &. To the birth of Jacob,
sixty years, for Isaac was sixty years old when Jacob was born, Gen.
xxv. 26. Jacob went down to Egypt when éne hundred and thirty,
and according to the Septuagint, the Israelites sojourned in Egypt
iwo hundred and fifiecen years, For thus they translate Exod. xii. 40.
Now the sojourning of the children of Israel in the land of Egypt,
and in the land of Canean was four hundred and thirty years.—
Macknight. ’
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how these scriptures you have heard him cite have been
perverted from their proper scope and design. There is,
however, as respects this controversy, nothing gained, should
it be clearly proved that therels but one covenant (which
indeed you must see is impossible), so long as it is con-
fessed that there were different promises made to Abraham.
And this every Pedobaptist does confess. Some of the most
profound Pedobaptist commentators say that there were at
least six different promises made to Abraham. Atall events
there were two. Sne respecting his natural seed, descended
from his own body, and one respecting a people that were
in another sense to be called kis seed. This is admitted on
all sides. Now that ‘which concerned his natural seed is
found in Gen. xv. and xvii. chapters. And on these cove-
nants respecting his natural seed was the Sinaitic covenant
predicated. The covenant of circumcision, and the covenant
-made with all Israel at Sinai, are 8o closely related, that
circumcision is attached to the law or Sinaitic covenant, and
shared the same fate with it. If Mr. Maccalla calls the
covenant of circumcision an ecclesiastic covenant, and at the
same time says, that the Sinaitic covenant was not an eccle-
stastic covenant, but was done away, he should remember
that he destroys the foundation which he himself has laid,
inasmuch as circumcision and the law, or Sinaitic covenant
were united by the Jews, and viewed as liable to the same fate.
We told him, in our last address, that we would show that the
Sinaitic covenant and circumcision were viewed as alike tem-
porary aud carnal, and that they ultimately shared the same
fate.  Perbaps the authority of Christ will be admitted by
my opponent on this topic, John vii. 22,23. ¢ Moses there-
fore gave you circumcision (not because it is of Moses bug
of the fathers) and ye on the sabbath day circamcise a man.
If a man on the sabbath day receive circumcision that the
law of Moses should not be broken, are ye angry with me,”
&c. Here, then, circumcision is incorporated with the law
of Moses, and the neglecting of it, or the postponing of it,
is called a breach of the law of Moses. Now, as already
roved, that the law of Moses is called the covenant at
ginai, we see that Mr. Maccalla’s ecclesiastic covenant and
the Sinaitic were incorporated together, and together were
disannulled, even upon his own principles.
We have observed that if there be but two promises made

13
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to Abraham, one respecting his natural seed, and one con-
cerning his spiritual seed, it is all that is necessary to over-
throw the Pedobaptist hypothesis. Now this is admitted
without controversy. His spiritual seed are all those who
have obtained the same blessing of being justified by faith
as Abraham was. He is therefore the father of all them
that believe, though they be not of his natural seed. Now
he was constituted their father by a gracious appointment
on account of his faith; and oNE PERsoN called his seed,
to be descended from him, is promised to be the One Seed
in whom all the families of the earth should be blessed. <« If
ye be Christ’s (brethren or people) then,” says the apostle,
‘““‘we are Abraham's seed.”” Believers in Christ are the
ONLY 80Ns of Abraham in this sense. His natural des-
cendants are his sons in the common sense of all mankind.
This is a plain matter-of-fact argument ; and it is all that
is necessary to demolish the visionary fabric of my opponent.
None but the sons of Abraham were ever interested in any
covenant made with him or promise given to him. He has
but two sorts of sons or c;:ildren, his natural or literal
descendants, of whom we are not. Now as we are not his
natural descendants, we are not concerned personally in
any promise belonging unto them, as such; and as we
cannot be ranked among his faithful children until we are
Christ's brethren, we are not interested in any promise
made to his spiritual seed, until we are manifested to be
such, by an avowal of that same kind of faith which ke had.
This settles the point Mr. Maccalla, and we know you
cannot refute one item of it. This brings the question out
of the clouds and thick darkness in which your mysterious
fancy hath’enveloped it, and presents it in a tangible form,
to persons of the weakest faculties. Here we shall leave
it until Mr. Maccalla tells us where his ecclesiastic covenant
may be found. -

Mr. Maccalla (for we must now look back a little) yes-
terday entertained you for a long time, by telling you of the
different names applied to the Jewish society, and also to the
Christian, as expressive of their identity; as their being
equally called the house, bride, people, vineyard, kingdom,
&e, of God. To all this argument we would. in the mass
reply. That, suppose I might be so fortunate as to have
a house in Washington and one in Lexington, éach of them
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might with the greatest propriety be called my house ; the
same might be said concerning barn, vineyard, floor, king-
dowm, &c., but who would argue thence that because they
were both called my house, vineyard, barn, &c. they were
one and the same house, vineyard, barn, &c.? This would
shock common sense. But it may be objected that the Lord,
metaphorically speaking, had but one bride, that he counld
not be said to have had two. To such an objection I would
reply by saying that he had but one bride, one house, one
vineyard, one kingdom, &c. at one time; but that Israel,
having broken the marriage covenant, was divorced and
ceased to be his married wife, in the metaphorical style; and
that in their stead another bride was chosen, another hcuse
was built, another vineyard was planted, another kingdom
was constituted, to which the same figurative names were
applied. And after all that Mr. Maccaila has said on this
subject, it amounts to precisely the same thing, for he will
not say, with all his fortitude and zeal he cannot say, that
the Jewish and Christian societies are idéntically the very
same; no, he will say, he has said, they are under different
dispensations, and this is saying a great deal, if he is aware
of the import of it, for, in fact, a different dispensation is tan-
tamount to a different covenant. At all events he makes the
two societies different in some respects, and thus establishes
my views, and saps the very basis of his own system.

The nature and design of the Jews’ religion rightly under-
stood, would preclude the formation of such a system as that
of the Presbyterian. When God made Adam, he not only
made him rational, but taught hin to speak. Speech, we
conceive to have been a divine revelation to the first man
and woman, as much so as Christianity is to us now. We
could have never known the heavenly stata had it not been
revealed to us, no more could Adam and Eve have con-
versed together had not God tanght them vive voce. When
Adam had progressed to a certain degree of perfection in
this art, God summoned all the animals and presented them
to Adam, he named them correctly. He was then dismissed
from this school. Those who think that speech is natural to
man, are very superficial observers of what they see passing
before them, in the education of children.

The institated signs of all the ideas requisite to man in a
slate of innocence, were entirely inadequate, when he became
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a transgressor, to afford him one idea, or to communicate any
satisfactory information to his mind of spiritual and heavenly
things. If it was necessary to teach him to affix sigus to
the objects around him, and to forin significant signs of his
own ideas in a state of innocence, it became infinitely more
necessary to put him in possession of a new vocabulary,
relative to his new and awfully reversed circumstances.
Assuming these principles, not entering into their proof
at present, we proceed to observe that both the patriarchal
and Jewish forms of religion were, among other things,
designed to furnish the world with a vocabulary adequate to
all the sublime and salntary ends, to bé accomplished in the
clear revelation of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, in re-
ference to life and immortality. The first writings ever
given to the world furnished just such a vocabulary. They
resembled, in this respect, the elementary books put into the
hands of children; full of pictures and representations cal-

culated to engage the attention and to inform the judgment.

Thus the picture of a bleeding animal, of an altar, of a priest,
of a sacred edifice, and of a thousand things connected with
it, open, in the first pages of the first writing, to our view,
and thus imperceptibly introduce us into an acquaintance
with significant signs, types, or words, adapted to give us
correct ideas of the great salvation. So that the super-
natural signs, types, or names, exhibited in the Jews’ reli-
gion, were, owing to their fixed meaning, the best terms, in
most instances, to adopt in the communication of the doctrine
of life, immortality, and the Christian church. Ignorance
of this, and a stupid attachnient to the bare emblems, has

led into false notions both of the Jews’and Christian religion.

This hint carried out, and kept within the due limits assiF'ned
to it in the Bible, serves to explain one grand design of the
typical church, and to set aside the major part of the re-
marks of Mr. Maccalla on the identity of the Jewish and
Christian religion. I reserve my remarks on Gal. iv. and
Heb. viii. until another place.

Mr. Maccaria proceeds :—

What Mr. Campbell has advanced concerning the same
inspired names being applied equally to the Jewish and
Christian societies is nothing to the purpose. His remarks
do not prove that they are not one and the same. I did not
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merely say that they were both called a bride, a vineyard,
a kingdom, a house ; but I proved that they were called the
same bride, the same vineyard, the same kingdom, and the
same house, the same olive tree, and the same brethren.

When T sat down I was about to proceed to obviate a

difficulty that appeared to present itself, in calling the Abra-
hamic covenant the covenant on which the Christian church
is founded, viz.: how it can with propriety be called a new
covenant, if as old as Abraham. For as | have shewn that
the covenant at Sinai was the old covenant, and as the
Abrabamic covenant was prior to that, so it would appear
.that the new covenant .was older than the old one.* I
do not view the term mew when applied to this covenant
as referring to the time of its promulgation, but as re-
fering to the clearness of the light, and the fulness of the
light which it exhibits. It is owing to the brighter efful-
gence of grace and glory that shines in the gospel, as
unfolded by the preaching of the Lord and his apostles, com-
pared with the light that appeared in the annunciations of
the holy seers of Israel under the legal dispensation, that it
stands eminently new. Of the great accession of light and
enlargement of privilege which would succeed the sufferings
of the Messiah, Isaiah, in his lv. chapter, beautifully and
impressively exhibits. In the liii. he has minutely described
the suffering of Christ. And in the lv. he describes the
results, in those words :—[reads from the Ist to the end of
the 11th verse.]

That the covenant made with Abraham is the covenant
on which the New Testament church is constituted, will be
still farther established from what the writer of the epistle to
Heb. saith (chap. vi. 13—18.) “ For when God made pro-
mise to Abraham, because be could sware by no greater, he
sware by himself, saying, Surely blessing I will bless thee,
and multiplying I will multiply thee. And so, after he had
patiently endured, he obtained the promise. For men verily
sware by the greater: and an oath for confirmation is to
them an end to all strife. Wherein God, willing more ~
abundantly to shew unto the heirs of promise the immuta-
bility of his councel, confirmed it by an oath: that by twe
immutable things, in which it was impossible for God to

* An objection to this effect had been made by Mr, Campbell in a
former address. .
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lie, we might have 'a strong consolation, who have fled for
refuge to lay hold upon the hope set before us.” In this
passage we have plainly cited one of the promises of the
Abrahamic covenant. These promises being now confirmed
by an oath, are the covenant in which christians stand.
Indeed we are informed that it was confirmed for this pur-
pose, that we christians might have strong consolation who
have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the hope set before us
in this covenant.

We have now, my friends, come to the clcse of our second:
position, which you remember was, “ that the Jewish society
before Christ, and the Christian society after Christ, are
one and the same church under different dispensations.”
This we have proved by showing that they had

1. The same theology, :

2. The same inspired names,

3. The same everlasting and immutable covenant. The
two societies agreeing in the grand essentials requisite to
the constitution of an ecclesiastical association, we may
safely infer that they constitute but one church, one visible
body of Christ. This position being proved, we now pro-
ceed to the third, viz.: That Jewish circumcision before
Chyrist, and christian. baplism after Christ, are one and the
same seal, though in d@ﬁreﬂl Jorms.

In the illustration and proof of this position we shall first
attend to the nature and use of seals. ‘

A seal and a covenant bave been associated from the re-
motest antiquity. The ancient Hebrews wore their seals or
sigrets sometimes in rings upon their fingers, sometimes in
bracelets upon their arms. We are informed that Jezebel
wrote letters to the elders of Israel to condemn Naboth, and
sealed them with king Ahab’s seal (1 Kings xxi.8). Haman
also sealed the decree of king Ahasuerus against the Jews
with the king'sseal. But seals are yet of much greater anti-
quity than the times to which we have referred. Judah, the

.son of Jacob, left his seal, his bracelets, and his staff, as a
pledge with Tamar.
+ In civil contracts seals were used frony time immemorial.
Amongst the Jews they generally wrote two originals of
every important contract; one was kept open by him especi-
ally interested in the contract; the other was sealed up and
deposited in some public office. This was to prevent fraud.
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Jeremiah, the prophet, bought a field in his country of Ana-
thoth from Hananeel, he wrote the contract, called witnesses,
and sealed it up, and then put it into the hands of Baruch,
and said to him, “Take these evidences, this evidence of
the purchase, both which is sealed, and this evidence which
is open, and put them in an earthen vessel, that they may
continue many days.” Jer. xxxii. 10—14. There are
considerable varieties in the instruments with which a seal
is made and the devices engraven on them. Before the
time of William the conqueror, the makers of all deeds only
subscribed their names, adding the sign-of the cross, and a
great number of witnesses; but that monarch and the no-
bility adopted seals with their arms on them, and others
soon followed their example. The colour of the wax with
which William’s grants were sealed was usually green, to
signify that the act continued fresh for ever, and of force.
The seals of the Turks and Arabs have neither figure nor
image, but only an inscription. So the Persians, in their
rings wear agates, which generally serve for a seal, on which
is frequently engraved their name, and some verse from the
Koran.—(Hanway's Travels, vol. i. p. 317.)

A seal is sometimes the mark of property, sometimes a
confirmative mark in evidence of a contract, sometimes an
emblem of secresy, sometimes an emblem of security. It is
a mark of property ; thus (Rev. vii. 8.) the servants of God
are represented as sealed in their foreheads, marked as the
property of the Lord. It is a confirmative mark of a cove-
nant, in evidence of its eonfirmation ; thus Abraham received ..
the seal of circumcision. It is an emblem of secresy ; thus
the book of God’s decrees concerning the church is sealed
with seven seals. It is an emblem of security ; thus when
the devil was cast into the bottomless pit, he was shut up
and a seal set upon him. It is also used figuratively as
denoting mere attestation, in whatever way it is given.
Thus Jesus Christ is said to be sealed by God the Father,
i. e. authorized with sufficient evidence. Again, he that
believeth the record' that God hath given of his Son, sets
to his seal that God is true, i. e. avoucheth and attesteth the
truth or veracity of God. From this general view of a seal
and its use, we select that particular meaning and use which
accords with the connexion of ideas in which it is presented
unto us, as affixed to the covenant. Paul called circumci-
sion the seal of the righteousness of faith, which Abrahamn
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had whilst in uncivcumcision. Indeed the apostle calls cir-
cumcision both a sign and a seal ; and we know that it was
attached to a covenant which was never to be done away 3
to a covenant that embraced the covenant of grace. Cir-
cumcision was once a seal of this gracious ecclesiastic cove~
nant; and now that this seal is changed (not done away)
into baptism, it is also a sign and seal of the same things
which circumcision signified. But let us attend to the proof
of this position, that baptism came in the room of circum-
cisien ; and that baptism is equivalent to circumcision; let
us read Rom. iv. 1. “And he received the sign of circum-
cision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith which he had
yet being uncircumcised, that he might be the father of all
them that believe, though they be not circumcised, that
righteousness might be imputed to them also.” Now ob-
serve that circumcision as a foken of the covenant made with
Abraham, was both a sign and seal. As a sign it imported
the inward or spiritual circumcision of the heart, which is
equivalent to what is elsewhere called regeneration. Hence
the apostle says, circumecision, in its true design, is that of
the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter or external ob-
servance. As a seal, it was a confirmative mark, an appro-
batory token of the righteousness of faith, which is equivalent
to the covenant of grace, this righteousness being a part of
the design of that covenant. It signified to the world at large,
it imported to all that considered it, that all who had cheer-
fully submitted to it were thereby entitled to every favour
guaranteed in the covenant of which it was a seal; and in
a particalar manner that faith was reckoned to them for
righteousness. Now let me ask, is not baptism precisely of
the same import? It is both a sign and a seal. Itisa
- sign of the washing of regeneration or the circumcision of
the heart, or of the baptism of the Holy Ghost. Ttis a seal
to all who intelligibly submit to it that they are interested
in the covenant of grace, and that theirs is the righteousness
of faith. It is now demonstrated that when circumcision
was done away, baptism was substituted in its stead, from
the similarity of their import and design. It was attached
to the same covenant, and is now a sign and seal of the cove-
nant with Abraham.

Mr. CAMPBELL then replied :—m .
This is the third time I ask my opponent to refer defi-
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nitely to this ecclesiastical covenant, I hope he will not put
me to the trouble to ask for it again. As it occupies so im-
portant a place in his theory, he ought to tell you the chapter
or chapters, and verses where it may be found.

He still tells you .that the same inspired names are in
scripture applied to both societies, as one and the samne
church. That they are not only equally called the Lord’s
house, kingdom, vineyard, &c. but one and the same house,
vineyard, and kingdom, &c. Now he has frequently de-
clared that they are not in every respect the same, for they
are under different dispensations; and why so pertinaciously
insist upon the name when he bas given up the thing?
But I deny that they are called the same house, kingdom,
&e. in any passage of scripture. This we shall prove im-
mediately. The same names are applied to both in many
respects ; yet not all the same names. For the Jewish
society is no where called the body of Christ, the church of
Christ, a mew man, the temple of the Holy Ghost, the
g;l:lar and the support of the truth, the kingdom of heaven,

., &e.

Mr. Maccalla sometimes talks of the church militant and
the church triumphant ; now many of the same names are
applied to the “church triumphant” that are applied te
the ¢ church militant ;*’ as, for instance, “ kingdom of hea-
ven,” “ kingdom of God,” “ Mount Zijon,” “my Father’s
house,”’ or “ the house of God,” *“ Jerusalem,” &e., &c. Now
Mr. Maccalla might as convincingly argue that the “church
triumphant ” and the ** church militant” are one and the
same church, because they are called by the same inspired
names, as that for the same reason the Jewish and Christian
societies are one and the same ! ,

Here let it be observed, once for all, that the Jewish nation
stood once in a highly privileged relation to God, that he
reigned over them as his people above all other people.
This dignified state, this privileged relationship, (typical,
itis true, of another people) was called by many names, ex-
pressive of its advantages, such as “olive tree,” “kingdom of
God,” “house of Gad,” “holy nation,” “peculiar people,”
“congregation of the Lord,” &c. Now, in consequence of
theif unbelief, rebellion, and ingratitude, they were rejected,
as @ nation, from this dignified stale, this privileged relu-
tionship ; and thus, “the kingdom of God was taken from
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them ;” they were broken off from the good olive tree ; they
were excluded the kingdom of heaven, &c., and this dignified
state, this privileged relationship, was given to another
people, by ANOTHER COVENANT, that would bring forth
the fruits corresponding with this state. This interpreta-
tion will be confirmed immediately in our disproving the
second position of my opponent, and we know that it will
bear the ordeal of the keenest critic. ‘

Mr. Maccalla’s new covenant or testament is not new in
consequence of the first being made old, but in consequence
of its superior light! Marvellous light! It defies criticism !
We shall leave Mr. Maccalla in the quiet enjoyment of this
impregnable refuge!

Mr. Maccalla has now, at length, after so long a time, in-
formed us that he has proved his second position. We shall
have need of patience to hear nineteen more proved in a
similar manner. You will no doubt, my friends, be ex-
pecting that I should now think about redeeming my pledge.
I confess the time has come when it becomes my duty.
What was I to do? I think this was my promise : That
so soon as Mr. Maccalla had finished the second position, I
would show, that in proving it to be true, he was digging a
pit for his own interment; that if he proved it to be true,
he would therby confute himself.. He says he has proved
the Jewish and Christian societies to be one and the same
society or church. Well, to redeem our pledge, we shall
say he has proved it. This being admitted, we have only to
remark that the infant seed of Abraham were born members
of this Jewish church, and were to be circumcised because
THEY WERE MEMBERS of that church, not for admission
info it, for they were circumcised because they were born
within the covenant, as Dr. Mason and ‘my opponent say.
Well then, the infant seed of believers under the same cove-
“nant are born members of the church; consequently they
are not to be baptized for admission into it, for, as they said,
they are members of it as soon as born. 1f sp’ then, they
are not to be baptized at all, for one reason, worth a thousand,
viz.—that baptism was never designed for, nor commanded
to be administered to a member of the church. Excepta
man be horn of water he could not constitutionally enter
into it. But no one, recognized as a member of the christian
church, was baptized from the beginning of the New Testa~
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ment to the end of it.—We read of them being added to the
church when baptized, but not once of any being baptized
as members of the church. Mr. Maccalla then has confuted
himself, and in proving the *“ identity” of churches, covenants,
and seals, he has destroyed for ever the baptism of infants.
If he does not extricate himself from this pit into which he
has fallen, 1 shall certainly consider myself as having re-
deemed my pledge. ,

The identity of churches, covenants, and seals, is an absurd
identity, and ruinous to infant baptism. I proferred to save
Mr. Maccalla the labour of these two days by answering one
question, but his clemency would not, could not extend so
very far.

You will, however, no doubt consider, my friends, that
according to my promise’something more is due; for [ said
if Mr. Maccalla proved the identity of the two churches, he
was confuted on the plainest principles; and I also said if
he did not, he would be confuted on his own principles. "
Upon the supposition, then, of his having proved his second
position, we have seen he is theologically dead and buried.
Butnow I proceed to show that he has not proved the identity
of the two churches—consequently, on his own principles,
confuted. Here I request you to watch me closely, as this
8 a point of no little moment. Perhaps some of you think
that I ought to pay some attention first to his remarks on
#eals. No, my friends, let him first shew that baptism is
called a seal, and then we shall attend to that point also.
Till this is done, his remarks on seals and circumcision are
as inapplicable as the tales of other times.

My first argument for affirming that the Christian religion
and Christian church differ essentially from the Jewish, is
drawn from Daniel ii. 44, 45, “And in the days of these
kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom which sball
never be destroyed, and the kingdom shall not be left to other
people, and it shall break in pieces and consume all these
kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever. The great God has
made known to the king what shall come to pass hereafter.”
As delivered you an address on the rising prospects of this
kingdom, on the first day of this discussion, as preparative to

our present design, I shall not now be diffuse in my remarks.

n this prediction we shall simply observe, first, it was pro-
nounced in the time of the Babylonish captivity, five hundred
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years at least, before the consummation of the Jews’ religiom,
while the holy nation and peculiar kingdom of God in Israel
stood. Secondly, it referred to the times of the Roman
empire, to the Christian era. T will just ask Mr. Maccalla,
did not this prophecy relate to the Christian era? Thirdly,
it is declared in the prophecy, that, in the days of the kings
or emperors of Rome, the God of heaven shall seT vp &
kingdom. Now we know that in the days of Augustus Cesar,
the Messiah was born, (Luke ii. 1 ) and that he died under
the reign of Tiberius Cesar. At all events, it is expressly
declared that the God of heaven had shown what should
come to pase hereafter. This kingdom of God which he
would set up or constitute, under the reign of his Son, was
not to commence until the last days of the Jewish kingdom.
Now to constitute a kingdom, and to continue one already
in existence, are as different as the building of a new house
is from the repairing or keeping up of a house already built.
To set up a house or to set up a kingdom is essentially dif-
ferent from either reforming an old one, or continuing it
under new regulations. The conclusion then is plain and
inevitable. The kingdom of Christ is essentially different
from the nation of Israel, once the kingdom of God, as typ-
ical of this new kingdom. Confirmative of this is another
prophecy of Daniel, universally understood as referring to
the consummation of the Jewish state, (ix. 26, 27.) *“And
after threescore and two weeks shall the Messiah be cut off,
but not for himself: and the people of the prince that shall
come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary, and the end
thereof shall be with a flood, and unto the end of the war
desolations are determined. And he shall confirm the cov-
enant with many for one week, and in the midst of the week
he shall cause the sacrifice and the oblation to cease, and
with the abominable armies he shall make it desolate, even
until the consummation and that determined shall be poured
upon the desolate.” Here the desolation of Jerusalem, the
destruction of the temple, the dispersion of the nation, and
the consummation of their religion are as clearly spoken of,
as the metaphors of prophecy will permit. The removal of
the Jewish church, and the erection of the Christian, were
events plainly told.
Our second argument is deduced from a notorious fact,
that the four gospels, or new covenant, opens with the
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annunciation of the approximation of this new reign and
kingdom. John the Baptist, the Messiah, the twelve apos-
tles, the seventy disciples, to all Judea announced its
approach, saying, *reform, for the reign of heaven or of
the heavens approacheth.” This is proof positive that, at
this time, the new kingdom was not yet set up, and that
the old Jewish was yet standing. Deceitful and false were
the preachings and prayers of this era for this reign to come,
if it had already come ; if the Jewish kingdom were all that
was intended. All the Jews that expected the new kingdomn
to be a continuation of the old one, rejected the counsel of
God against themselves, and perished in, and through, their
mistake.

Our third reason, for asserting the essential difference
betwixt the two kingdoms, is drawn from a plain and deci-
sive declaration of the Saviour, (Luke xvi. 16.) ¢ The law
and the prophets preached until John: since that time the
kingdom of God is preached and every man presseth into
it.” Observe, the law and the prophets contained all the
old religion, and continued to teach the Jews until John
preached repentance and reformation. But since John
came, the new religion or kingdom of God is preached ;
something tlris, assuredly, different from the law and the
prophets ; else this saying was deceptious and pernicious.
And, take notice, that into this kingdom all that feared God
were pressing with ardour. They continued not in their
former church state, under the law and the prophets; but
were pressing into the new, or received the doctrine of it.

A fourth reason, for asserting this radical difference be-
tween the two religions and the two churches, is found in
the terms of admission into this new kingdom. John the
dipper, intimated this difference to some that applied for
the baptism of reformation, who were calculating something
on their relation to the old covenant, and Abraham with
whom it was made. ¢ Think not,” said he, “to say within
your hearts, we have Abraham to our father—No, na, this wil]
not do, repent, reform; the reign of God is approaching.”
The day of discrimination is come; the axe and the win-
nowing fan are coming. The dry trees and the chaff must
be consumed. Abraham’s name, relationship, and covenant
will protect you no longer, will entitle you to no privilege
under the coming reign. God is about, from the unlikeliest
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materials in the world, to raise up sons and daughters unto
Abraham., The days of federal holiness and birth-right
membership are about being numbered with the years before
the flgod. Repent, I say, for if you cannot stand upon ano-
ther basis than federal holiness and birth-right membership,
the axe is coming. You will be cut down and cast into
the fire. The Saviour also taught a dignitary of the Jewish
church that, although a member and doctor of divinity in
that church, unless he was born of water and of the Spirit,
into the new church or kingdom of Messiah he could not
enter. His membership in the Jewish church, and his fel-
lowship in the high ecclesiastical court of Israel, would not
avail any thing. No, no; Nicodemus, ye must be born
again; though sprung from Abraham, ye must be born again;
yes, and of water too, or into Messiah’s realm you will never
enter. Mr. Maccalla would tell you, you are in this king-
dom already ; a member of it, having the seal of the covenant
of Abraham; born of circumcision, which is just as good
as born of water. Mind him not Nicodemus, a greater
than ke saith, “ ye must be born of water and of the Spirit,
or into the new kingdom ye cannot come.”
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Mr. MaccALLA rejoins : — -

I think there is something like reasoning in my opponent'’s
last address, but is misapplied. I had, I think, very clearly
proved that the Jews are represented in Matt. viii. 11, 12,
as being members of the kingdom of heaven or evangelical
dispensation. The words are, “ I say unto you, that many
shall come from the east and from the west, and shall sit
down with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of
heaven. But the sons of the kingdom shall be cast out into
outer darkness: there shall be weeping and gnashing of
teeth.” In this passage you observe it is the earthly state
of the church that is spoken of, for one plain reason, that
none will be cast out of the kingdom of glory. The gentiles
are here represented as incorporated with the Jews, as sitting
down to table with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, in the king-
dom of heaven or gospel church. This one fact, then,
certainly exhibits the Jewish and Christian religion, and
churches as not essentially different, but as essentially the
same. We often say that the Presbyterian church in Britain,
and the Presbyterian church in America, are one and the
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‘same church, though they are under different governments,
and living in different states, yet this does not destroy the
identity of the Presbyterian church. The application is
easy and striking, :

But to retarn to circumcision, the seal of the ecclesiastic
covenant. I suppose, if in answer to the numerous demands
of my opponent respecting the place where this covenant
may be found, T should tell him that it is found in Genesis,
it would suffice to prevent the frequent repetition of such'a
question. .

In bis debate with Mr. Walker, p. 17. he says, that “ cir-
tumcision was to Abrabam what it never was nor could be
wany of his posterity.” And in page 18th, he says, “ that
it was only provisionally a seal to any of the seed of Abraham
when they received it.” Yet, in his appendix, p. 168, he
represents a seal as a confirmative mark, sign, or token,
which may be seen and adduced as an evidence in perpetuam
rei memoriam, by which the validity of the deed, record, or
transaction may be ascertained or evinced in all time coming,
for the security and satisfaction of all concerned, during the
stipulated continuance of the said deed or charter.” Now
you see at ome time circumcision is with him a fixed and
confirmative mark, a seal of some stipulated blessing, and at
another time it is only “ a provisional seal.” What are we
to expect from a writer, that with so little ceremony con-
tradicts himself; or from a reasoner so contradictory in his
conclusions. But do not both reason and Revelation autho-
rize us to receive circumcision as a permanent and deter-
minate mark or token; as much so as the marks we fix
upon our cattle as marks of property, which are significant
and certain evidences of the relation we bear to them, and
they to us.

But as T was proving when I last addressed you that bap-
tism came in the room of circumcision, and as I was demon-
strating the similarity of import and use in these seals of
one and the same covenant, I will, as further explanatory
and confirmatory of my remarks, read you an extract from
Dr. John Mason's work already referred to in this discus-
sion, pp. 85, 86. “ But,” says the doctor, “as this conclu-
sion may be thought too sirong for the general argument
preceding it, let us submit it to a more direct proof, by
inquiring into the scriptural account of both circumcision
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and baptism. And, first, let us see how this account stands

with regard to them separately.

following contrast :—
CIRCUMCISION

1. Was an initiatory rite, by
which the circumcised were owned
as of the covenanted seed, and of
the people of God.

2. Was a seal of the righteous-
ness of faith, Rom. iv. 1l. i.e.
of the justification of a sinner
through the righteousness of the
surety embraced by faith.

3. Was an emblem and a means
* of internal sanctity. The Lord
thy God will circumcise thine
heart, and the heart of thy seed,
to love the Lord thy God with all
thine heart, and with all thy soul,
that thou mayest live.—Deut. xxx.

1t will be seen in the

BAPTISM

1. Is an initiatory rite, by which
the baptized are numbered among
the disciples of Christ, and the
members of the church of God.

2. The person is baptized in the
name of Jesus Christ for the re-
mission of sins, (Acts ii. 38.) which
is through faith in his blood; so
that God is just and the justifier
of him that believeth in Jesus.

3. Is a sign and means of our
sanctification in virtue of our com-
munion with Christ.—Buried with
him by baptism into death ; that
like as Christ was raised up from
the dead by the glory of the Fa-
ther, even 80 we also should walk

in newness of life—Rom. vi, 4.
See also 1 Pet. ifi. 21.

The parallel is certainly striking: circumcision and bap-
tism do both put a mark upon their subjects, as belonging
to thut society which God hath set apart for himself. They
both signify and seal that wondrous change in the state of
& sinner, whereby, being justified by faith, he passes from
condemnation into acceptance with God ; which doctrines of
pardon and acceptance are exhibited in that society alone,
which, under the name of his church, God hath consecrated
to himself, and of which he hath appointed the circumcised
and baptized to be esteemed members. Both represent, and
are means of obtaining, that real purity which is effected by
the spirit of Christ; and is the characteristic of all those
inembers of his church who are justified by faith in his
blood. Such a coincidence cannot be casnal. It bespeaks
design. And seeing that circumcision and baptism do thus
substantially answer the same ends, and that the former has
ceased, the only sound conclusion is, that it has been suc-
ceeded by the latter. Change of dispensation was a sufficient
reason why the form of sealing the covenant dispensed
should also be changed ; and the points of difference between
baptism and circumcision, as covenant seals, are only such
as were demanded by the nature of the change: the former

6. See also ch. x. 16.




ON BAPTISM. 177

‘being much better adapted to a more extensive and spiritual
dispensation than the latter. And this is an additional con-
sideration to show that the one has been substituted in the
room of the other.”

This extract, which fully expresses our views on the simi-
larity existing between circumcision and baptism, points
out three notable coincidents between these two seals.

1. They are both initiatory rites, by which the subjects
are owned and acknowledged as belonging to the church.

2. They are both seals of the righteousness of faith.

3. They are both emblematical of sanctification, see Rom.
vi.4; 1 Pet. iii. 21.

Now, that an analogy so striking should exist between
two seals, one of which is done away, and the one not substi-
tuted in lieu of the other, would appear very strange indeed.
It is agreed by both Baptists and Pedobaptists, that circum-
cision is dome away: on this point there is no dispute.
Now as circumcision is done away, baptism has succeeded
in its place, or something else has succeeded, or nothing has
succeeded it. One of these cenclusions is inevitable. If
nothing has succeeded to circumcision, then the covenant,
although in force, to which circumcision was a seal, is left
with us without a seal ; there are no means of applying the
benefits of this covenant by a seal to those interested in it.
If nothing has suceeeded to circumcision, then a privilege
has been taken away from the church, for which she has
received no compensation. So that instead of an enlarge-
ment of privilege under the evangelical dispensation, there
is a diminution of privilege. If any ordinance has suc-
ceeded to circumcision, let us hear what it is. ‘Baptists have
never told us of any. Then it is not succeeded by any
ordinance other than baptism. The only conclusion then
tenable and obvious, is, that baptism has succeeded to cir-
cumcision, and this in fact is conceded by some Baptists,
See Booth’s Apology, p. 143, as quoted by Pond, p. 103.
“It is always urged by those Baptists who advocate close
communion, that unbaptized persons should be prohibited
the Lord’s table, because uncircumcised persons were pro-
Libited the passover.” If this argument has any force, it
implies the substitution of baptism in the place of circum-
cision. The Baptists, then, in their reasonings upon other
fubjects, are constrained to admit the principle for which
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we contend. We are very sure that the influence of system
often prevents many from saying as well as seeing the truth.
This may be unintentional. But when the favourite points
are out of view, then we may expect a fairer exhibition of truth.
Thus, in the present instance, though Booth was a violent
Baptist, he not having his darling topic in view, gives us a fair
opportunity of seeing how inconsistent his views were ; at one
time making baptism a substitute for circumcision, and at
another denying it.

In reply to which Mr. CaMPBELL spoke :-— ‘

Mr. Maccalla appears as reluctant to defend his favourite
position of the identity of the iwo churches as he was to
reply to me. When I have become his respondent, and
attacked those bulwarks he has fortified in his rear, reason
suggests that he ought to defend them, if defensible, from
demolition. But all the defence last made of the capital
position, is, a reference to the gentiles coming from the east
and west, and sitting down with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
in the kingdom of heaven ; while the sons of the kingdom
are cast out. By the “kingdom of heaven,” he would under-
stand the Christian church, and by “the kingdom,”” he un-
derstands the same. Now let us test the principle, by
reading the substitute for the principal. Many shall come
from the. east and from the west, and shall sit down in the
Christian church with .Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, but the
sons of the Christian church shall be cast out into outer
darkness! &c. The absurdity, I presume, is apparent to
all. The kingdom of heaven, and the kingdom, do not
refer to the same state. They do express the fill sense
of the explanation I have already given. The favourite
hypothesis of Mr. Maccalla, then, evidently fails in one
important respect, viz. in having no scripture proof. But
recollect, my friends, he has not made one struggle to get
out of the pit into which he has fallen. He is buried under
the ruins of one of his bulwarks. Better try to get out of the
present catastrophe than to add to the mass of materials
already too heavy to bear.

But the seal of the covenant is now his darling topic.
He argues the covenant (which we are now politely and
minutely informed is somewhere in Genesis !) is unchangea-
ble, but the seal has been changed. This is assuredly a-
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"rara avis in terris.”” A perpetual covenant with a tem-
porary seal !  An unchangeable covenant with a changeable
seal | This is a Pheenix covenant without a mate in all
the creation. It renews its existence by death! The bloody
seal s now changed into water. Can there be produced a
parallel in things temporal, spiritual, or eternal for such a
covenant! A covenant oral or written, perpetual and un-
changeable, having its seal at one time in the circumcision
of the flesh of a human being, at another time having its
seal in a few drops of water en the nose or eyebrows. Tran-
substantiation is plainer than this !

Must I review an argument, and by serious argumenta-
tion too, unlike to any thing in the universe? Let us have
one archetype ; we ask for only one of a covenant remaining
when the seal was taken away! Was not circumcision
significant of something; could it not be seen and examined
by every body; and what did it say? It said, “I am a

ew, of the seed of Abraham, entitled to every thing promised
ny father, when Gad told him to make this mark upon me.”
Deface this mark in the flesh, and sprinkle a few drops of
water upon the face, and then say, it is the same seal, signi-
ficant of the same thing: that is, this watery seal can be
seen on the flesh, examined by every body, and says, what ?
just what circumcision said, “I am a Jew, of the seed of
Abreham, entitled to every thing promised my father, when
God told him to make this mark upon me:” It surely lies,
if it tell such a tale.

A seal, Mr. Maccalla says, is a confirmative mark. Now
who ever thought that water left a confirmative mark on the
forchead of a child. But remember, my friends, I called
I;fxm my opponent to tell us where baptism is called a seal.

owhere, I say, in the Bible. To presume that baptism
is a seal, and to presume that it is substituted in the place
of circumcision, and that the seal is changed, is taking too
much liberty in an argument. One presumption might, in
some cases, be tolerated, but it is too presumptuous to de-
mand three, nay, to adopt them without any ceremony, and
place them as the basis of an argument.

1 deny that circumcision was ever changed into any thing ;
that baptism is a seal of any covenant in the legitimate use
of lJanguage ; and, consequently, that baptism came in the
room of circumcision. And I positively say that Mr. Mac-
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calla cannot produce one text in the Bible in proof of the
contrary. I say again, it is quite too presumptuous to
presume so far, as to take three suppositions as facts acknow-
ledged, and place them as the foundation of an important
part of the system.

But there is an analogy betwixt circumcision and baptism. -.
This is pleaded by the Pedobaptists. Suppose we should
grant them this analogy, what then ? There is an analogy
between Adam and Christ in many points; between Adam
and Noah ; between Hagar and the old covenant; between
Ishmael and the Jews ; between Jonah in the whale’s belly
and Christ in the grave; and a thousand other things in
scripture, and shall we say that the one came in the room of
the other, and is a substitute in its stead !

And after all that has been said of circumcision as a seal,
it is only called a seal once, and in relation to one circum-
stance in the life of one individual. It never was a seal to
one of Adam’s race, in the same sense, and for the same -

urpose, as it was to Abraham. Mark the apostle’s style:
Eie received the 816N of circumcision, this was its common
import to all the Jews—he received the sign, its common
name; to him in particular a seal; of what? of his interest
in the covenant ; no: this he had guaranteed by the veracity
of God. A seal of what ? of the righteousness of that faith ;
what faith ? of the faith which he should afterwards have ?
No, no: but the faith he had—when? SIXTEEN years
before this time ; when his faith was counted unto himn for
righteousness ; and TWENTY-FOUR years before this time he
believed the promise of God, and left his own country and
his father’s house, in the obedience of faith. The whole -
mystery desolves at the touch of common sense, when it is
simply known that Abraham received the.usual sign of cir-
cumcision, which to him was a pledge or mark of the divine
acceptance of his faith. We challenge Mr. Maccalla to the
fourth of the Romans: if he can prove any thing else from
it, by the most rigid criticism, we will give up to him the
whole argument. Do, Mr. Maccalla, meet me on this topic,
if you please. The terms are easy.

* But he found a contradiction in the debate at Mount
Pleasant—eagle-eyed and far-sighted critic! In this in-
stance, however, he has not looked through a proper medium.
He has been often alluding to that debate, and yet he has
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not found a flaw in it. He found the phraze, *“provisional
seal,” and this he could not reconcile with its being a con-
firmative mark. We shall help him to understand this
term previsional. If he had read the next sentence, p. 18,
‘the whole difficulty would have vanis?ed. It reads thus:
“Circumcision did not positively secufe to all the circum-
cised even this (that they should inherit Canaan), but only
provisionally, for many of them might die the day after they
were circumcised, and never inherit hny of its temporal
blessings; besides, many of them might live and break that
‘covenant, and therefore forfeit the enjoyment of its blessings:
and many of them did so. So that it was only provisionally
a seal to any of the children of Abrahath when they received
it.” This read, and like the ghosts of Ossian, Mr. Maccalla’s
discovered contradiction vanishes.

He gave you a quotation from Dr. John Mason. We
shail treat you to another. This unfolds the golden reason
for advocating infant baptism. O hew conclusive his reasons !
hear him plead the cause of a mixed church. To which
infant sprinkling mightily conduces ; ‘his words are, p. 156
—159, “The mixed charactem of the church contributes
directly to her prosperity. ' It does so,

By extending her resourcés,
By increasing her numbers,
By affording protection. '

First, The resources of the church, we mean her out-
ward resources, are extended by her present constitution.
These, in general, are pecuniary aid apd the aid of talents.

Tt is evident, that a,l’ those means by which the gospel is
sapported and propagated, are not furnished by real chris-
tians ; and equally evident that the whole supply is very
scanty. If you should deduct the part which comes from
the pockets of unconverted men, the balance would not pre-
serve Christianity from being starved out of the world.
Indeed from the wretched provision which is commonly
made for her maintenance, one might conclude, with little
offence agaiust charity, that the great majority of- professed
christians, are not unwilling to try how far this experiment
of starving may prove successful. That is their sin, and it
shall be their punishment. Let them think of it in those
moments when they recollect that they are as accountable
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for the use of their property, as for the use of their liberty ;3
and that there is to be a day of reckoning in which no rob-
bers shall appear to less advantage, or be treated with less
indulgence, than those, who, in this life, have “robbed God."”

But swnall as the encouragement is for any, who, by follow =
ing another honest calling, can procure a tolerable livelihood,
and lay up even a little for their families, to devote them ~
selves to the religious welfare of society, it would be much
smaller were none to be accounted christians here, who shall
not be accounted such hereafter. Go, with the power of
detecting hypocrisy ; cast out of the church all whose fellow-
ship is not “with the Father, and with the Son, Jesus Christ,”
and your next step must be to nail up the doors of -our
places of worship. We are in the habit of praying that the
Lord, who has declared that « the silver is his, and the gold
is his,” would influence the hearts of the opulent to bring
their offerings to his courts. We thank him, when,in a
manner somewhat uncommon, he hears our prayers, and
sends the bounty ; and yet we overlook the daily occurrence
of this very thing which is the object of our petitions and of
our gratitnde, He has incorporated the principle in the
frame of his visible church, and it operates with regular,
though silent efficacy. But if all who appear to be christians,
and are not, were excluded, the effect must be to diminish,
in a most distressing degree, the actual pecuniary resources
of the church. For men who are marked as enemies, will
never lend her the same aid as men who are supposed to be
friends. And thus the absolute purificution otP the church
upon earth would overthrow the plan which the wisdom of
God has devised, to cause his very foes to assess their own
purses in carrying on that dispensation of grace which, at
heart, they do not love; and which, if left to themselves,
they would resist with all their might.

gbserve first: The baptism of infants affords much more

revenue to the church than the baptism of believers. 1What
comes from “the pockets of those baptized infidels is what
keeps Christianity from being starved out of the world!”
What hireling priest would not contend for infant baptism
as for his “heart’s blood!” Indeed, all who do not contri-
bute liberally of their money to the infant sprinklers are
“robbers of God!” Poor as the revenues of these doctors
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are, it is affirmed by this doctor, it would be much poorer
were it not for infant baptism. Honest confession! Few
priests would be so honest as the doctor, to make so explicit
an avowel of the grand motives for urging infant baptism.
“The Lord,” he says, “hears the prayers of the church for
giving her silver and gold, and he sends it to the church by
the silent efficacy of infant baptism. And, indeed, “the
absolute purification of the church,” says he, (the rejection
of infant baptism, one great and principal means of), “would
overthrow the plan which the wisdom of God has devised,
{a grand part of which is to have infants sprinkled) to cause
his very foes (baptized infidels) to assess their own purses,
in carrying on that dispensation of grace (to the clergy)
which at heart they do not love, and which, if left to them-
selves, {without being honoured with a place in the church)
they would resist with all their might!” 8o, so, then ; this
modern scribe joins with the Jewish scribes, in telling the
Messiah, «“ Thon casteth out devils by Beelzebub the prince
of the devils.” Thou bringest under tribute those possessed
of an evil spirit, that by means of their agency thou mayest
cast the evil spirit out of others!! Infant sprinkling! what
a powerful engine thou art! Thou enrichest the priest, pre-
ventest Christianity from being starved out of the world,
and convertest the sons of ‘Belial into true sons of the church!
Mute be the tongue, and palsied the arm, that would not
nnite exertion in support of thee!

But Mr. Booth conceded that baptism came in room of
circumcision; Mr. Pond says so, and Mr. Maccalla agrees
with him. Sagacibus critics! Mr. Booth tells Pedobaptisis
that, on their principles, unbaptized persons cannot be ad-
mitted to the supper; for, on their hypothesis, uncircumcised
persons did not eat the passover. Thus I understand Mr.
Boot ; and sorely pressed for argument must that genius be,
who can extract from his words any thing else. But I came
not hither to defend Mr. Booth, T came to defend the truth.

Having now circumstantially noticed every item of Mr.
Maccalla’s last address, I proceed to offer another evidence
subversive of Mr. Maccalla’s doctrine of identity. It is
found in the Saviour’s address to Simon Peter, Matt. xvi. 18,
« Upon this rock,” said the Saviour, “ this truth concerning
me, which you, Simon, have confessed, I wiLL BUILD my
church, and the gates of hades will not prevail against it.”
This church, then, was not the Jewish, for that was buil¢
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long ago. The building of Christ’s church—Mmy church,
said he, is yet future—1 will build it, the foundation eerédl
be laid on this truth concerning me. This truth was fully
established in his death and resurrection; and then the
building commenced. To build a church, and to repair one,
are actions so different, that babes and sucklings can dis—
tinguish them. Mr. Maccalla’s theory is subverted upom
this evidence alone, if there were no other proof of its falsity .
Remember, my friends, that the Messiah came to build a
new church, and not to repair an old one.

Mr. MaccaLra then rose :—

I kuow not whether it will be expected or necessary for
me to reply to Mr. Campbell’s remarks upon the quotation
from Dr. Mason. You would think from the remarks that
have been made, that the Doctor’s sole object in defending
infant baptism was the love of money. What a contemptible
figure does the Doctor exhibit viewed through the light of
the preceding drubbing that my opponent has given him!
Who would appear in 510 defence of such a man! Orwho
would vindicate his sentiments on any topic! a man so much
under the influence of the love of mammon as to model the
church into what form would contribute most to the en-
riching of himself! ¥Yet, notwithstanding this terrible lam~
pooning, has the Doctor in the smallest degree overstepped
the bounds of truth? Has he said any thing more than
what is promised or foretold in the' New Testament? Is it
not there said that the earth helped the woman ? Now what
does this mean but that the children of this world do help
the churchof God ? By the earth, is commonly understood
the men of this world who are unregenerated. By the woman,
the church is meant. Now the former helped the latter—
how? but by contributivg to her resources, just as the
Doctor has said. Shall I foul my hands by replying to
such arguments ; no : enough of such trash.

I resume the argument in which I was engaged in my
last address, viz. that circumcision and baptism are seals of
the same covenant, and that the latter is substituted instead
of the former.

Mr. Campbell reviles the idea of a change of seals, but
amay not the form of any thing undergo a change while the
substance continues the same? Upon his principles the
forms of dispensation through which the covenant of grace
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has passed, must have changed the substance of it; for it is
evident it has passed through different forms. But as that
same Dr. Mason, whom you have heard so reviled, has very
ably removed this objection, we shall read you an extract
from the work already referred to, p. 78—81. « The sub-
stance of the ordinance, that which properly constituted the
seal, was the certification to the person sealed, of his interest
in God’s covemnant. The rite of circumcision was no more
than the form in which the seal was applied. These two
things must net berconfounded. For, on one hand, the rite
may be, and was, and is yet, performed without any sealing
whatever. ‘The sons of Ishmael were circumcised, but they
belonged not to the covenanted seed, and therefore circumci-
sion sealed nothing 4o them. The Jews are circumcised
still, but being cut off from the olive tree, being cast out of
the church of God, and suspended from the privileges of the
covenanted seed, their circumcision is nothing. On the
other hand, the seal had -been the same, although adminis-
tered by a different vite. The ampatation of a toe, the
perforation of an ear, the sprinkling of blood, or the anointing
with oil, would have answered the purpose as well as cir-
cumeision.  The essence of the seal lying not in the rite,
but in the divine sanction which is given by that rite to
cliims on God’s covenant. Now as it is self-evident that
this sanction may be conveyed under any form which he
shall please to preseribe, it is a gross error in reasoning to
conclude, that because the ancient form is laid aside, there-
fore the seal and all things certified by it are laid aside too.
It would be quite as accurate to infer, that because the form -
of church polity is altered, therefore the church no longer
exists. If it be objected, that “however distinguishable the
seal and the sealing rite be from each other in theory, they
are inseparable in fact; as the former cannot be applied to
us but through the medium of the latter; and therefore if
this be abolished, the other is to us as if it did not exist;” I
reply, that the objection concludes equally against the ex-
istence of a church upon earth ; for it must appear in some
visible form, or else, to ws, it is no church : and the argu-
ment is still good, that if the abolition of a particular form
of sealing God’s covenant involves the abolition of the seal
atself, then, the abolition of a particular form of his church
.Wwolves the abolition of the church itself. The objection
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assumes - the very point in debate, viz. that the seal of the
covenant, and a particular form of the sealing rite, are co-
existent, and perish together. Whereas, it is contended,
that the cessation of the latter does by no means imply the
cessation of the former; but that the seal may remain the
same, although the rite be changed, and may pass in its
full virtue and efficacy through successive forms of appli-
cation. In truth, it is a fundamental principle, that forms
of dispensation do not affect the substance of things dis-
pensed. Otherwise, the covenant of grace has been changed
often. But if five forms of dispensation have not touched
the substance of the covenant of grace, nor three forms of
dispensation the substance of the covenant with Abraham,
why should the disuse of & particular.mode of sealing this
latter draw after it the destruction of the seal itself? and of
all the relations and benefits sealed? The issue is, that
circumcision may be laid aside without infringing upon the
covenaut to which it was appended. It has been laid aside,
and the question is, What has been substituted in its place ?
As none of the J,mnies to this controversy pretend that it
has been succeeded by any other ordinance than baptism,
the only alternative is, either. that nothing at all has been
substituted for it, or else that the substitute is baptism.”
This clearly establishes the point we have in view, viz, “that
the rite of circumcision was no more than the form in which
the seal was applied ;' consequently, the rite may be changed,
the form of sealing altered, but the substance is the same.

1 come now to show that baptism is actually called the
Christian circumeision, Col. ii. 12, “ Ye are circumcised
wijth the circumcision made without hands, in putting off
the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of
Christ ; buried with him in baptism.”” Now the phrase,
the circumcision of Christ, is an hebraism, similar to the
Chrristian circumcision, which is in the next words defined
10 be baptism. The scope and import of the whole passage
is, Ye Colossians are all circumcised being baptized, for
baptism is the Christian circumcision. This important evi-
dence of the similarity of the import and design of circum-
cision and baptism is well argued by Dr. Mason, p. 89—92,
“ This is a very extensive proposition, made up of a number
‘of subordinate ones which it is necessary distinctly to weigh.
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Ist. Both circumcision and baptism are to be viewed as
signs of spiritual mercies. It is for this reason alone, that
they are or can be employed as terms to convey the idea of
such mercies.

2nd. Circumcision was a sign of regeneration and of com-
munion with Christ, as the: fountain of spiritual life. The
apostle is treating of a believer’s completeness in Christ—
of eircumcision in Christ. That his meaning might not be
mistaken, he explains himself of the inward grace, calling it
““the circumcision made without hands,” and to cut off all
misconception, he explains his explanation, declaring this
“circumcision without hands’’ to be the putting off the body
of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ.

3rd. Baptism, too, is a sign of regeneration, and of com-
munion with Christ, as the fountain of spiritual life.

In baptism, saith Paul, ye are ¢ buried with Christ,” ““ye
are risen with him,” through a divine faith, *the faith of
the operation of God.” Whereas ye were “dead in sins,
and . the uncircumcision of your flesh,” (uncircumcision
put for the state irregeneracy,) God hath guickened you
together with Christ.

Collect now the result. A believer's sanctification, in
virtue of union with Christ, Paul declares to be represented
by both'circumcision and baptism : for he expresses his doc-
trine by these terms indifferently; and annexes to them
both the same spiritual signification. He has, therefore,
identified the two ordinances: and thus, by demonstrating
that they have one and the same use and meaning, he has
exhibited to our view the very same seal of God's covenant
under the forms of circumcision and baptism respectively.
But as the same thing canuot subsist in different forms at
the same time: and as the first form, viz. circumcision, is
laid aside, it follows that the seal of God’s covenant is per-
petuated under the second form, viz. baptism: and that it
signifies and seals in a manner suited to the evangelical dis-
Ppensation, whatever was previously signified and sealed by
the rite of cireumcision.

If we again inspect the apostle’s proposition, we shall find
that he directs us to this conclusion, as well by the structure
of his phraseology, as by the force of his argument. For,
on the one hand, by the indiscriminate use of the terms
circumcision and baptism, he ap‘pem to assume, a8 an in-
disputable fact, the substitution ef the latter in place of the
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former ; nor is it easy to conceive why he should discourse
in this allusive manner, if the exchange were not perfectly
understood among christians : and, on the other hand, his
language is so framed as to assert that exchange. ¢ Cir-
cumcised—in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh,
by the circumcision of Christ; buried with him in bap-
tism.”” What can the apostle intend by the * circumcisiors:
of Christ? " Doubtless not the literal rite; for this would
destroy at once the whole of his reasoning on the article of
sanctification, in the same way as it is destroyed by those
who interpret the phrase, “ buried with him in baptism,”’ of
submersion of the body in the act of baptizing. The apostle
cannot so trifie. By the “circumcision of Christ,”” he
means that righteousness of faith, that mortification of sin,
that quickening influence, which flow from Christ, and were
signified by circumcision. But that same righteousness of
faith, and mortification of sin, and quickening influence, are
also signified by baptism. But circumcision and baptism
are external signs, which the apostle recognizes by specifying
the things signified. In bis transition from the one to the
other, that is, from circumcision to baptism, as signifying,
in their respective places, the very same blessings, he points
to the transition which the church of God has meade in fact,
from the use of the former to the use of the latter. « With
vegard to the things signified,”* saith he, “ there is no diffe-
rence. The circumcision of Christ, and burial with him in
baptism, are expressions of similar import; both declaring:
a believer’s communion with him in his covenant-mercies.
With regard to the outward sign, fellowship with Christ in
his death and resurrection, is vepresented in haptism as put-
ting off the body of  the sins of the flesh,” was formerly
represented in circumcision.” [If this be just, the inference
is plain. Baptism is the Christian circumcision ; the sign
of baptism is the Christian form of sealing God’s covenant,
and, as such, has taken the place of circumcision.

There are a numbey of objections to this doctrine we own,
but what doctrine is there to which there are not some ob-
jections. It has been objected to this doctrine, that if bap-
tism came in the room of circumcision, that, doubtless, it
would have been mentioned in the fifteenth chapter of the
Acts of Apostles, as the apostles were on that occasion speak-
ing on the subject of circumcision, and not particularly on
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the point necessarily requiring them to be explicit in in-
forming the people of the change of circumcision into bap-
tism, had this been the fact. But to argue from the silence
of scripture on any subject is not a eorreet way of reasoning.
There might have been many reasons for passing the matter
by in silence on that occasion. Besides the members of the
synod at Jerusalem, if not in the synod, they did elsewhere
express their views of this point. And as some of them
have called baptism the Christian circumcision, and have
explained its import as equivalent to that of circumcision,
the poiift is satisfactorily settled, although the synod of Je-
rusalem have passed it over in silence. And suppose we
could assign no reason for the silence of the synod of Jeru~
salem, it affords no evidence of these two ordinances being
different in their import and use, :

‘There are in the volume of redemptian, as well as in the
volume of nature, many inexplicable things. I suppose my
opponent will admit that there are even many words in the
Bible, the precise ideas attached to which he could net as-
certain. At least we are assured that some as wise as he
have confessed their inability. Can he explain to us satis-
factorily what is meant by Selah—Urim and Thummim—
Leviathan—the Unicorn. I know some conjecture may be
given, but can he determine with certainty their import
I think not. I think it would be as difficult for him to do
this, as to explain why large pumpkins grow on slender
vines, and small acorns on mighty oaks, and a thousand
other things as inexplicable.

- T would therefore conclude that there may be many things
eonnected with any lawful practice, which things we may
not be able to explain satisfactorily, yet such things should
form no real nor formidable objection to a practice otherwise
plain and commendable. Though there are many things in
the dark connected with the changing of ordinances, such
as the substitution of the sacrament of the supper in room
of the passover, the substitution of the sacrament of baptisin
in room of circumecision, the substitution of the first day of
the week in room of the seventh day, sabbath, yet we are
assured of the fact that such has been the change, and thas
by divine authority too. »

Mr. CaMPBELL then arose :
Mr. Macealla justifies Dr, Mason’s gvand reason for ad-
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vocating a mized church on the hypothesis that it is a ful-
Blment of ancient Prophecy, which saith, “ That the earth
Relped the woman.” This will not jusiify any attempt to
wmake the earth l;:)lf the woman. As correctly might Christi-
anity be established by civil law, and every citizen compelled
to support the church on this principle, that the earth was ta
help the woman, as to recommend the baptism of infants
for this purpose. But it is all a forced interpretation of a
plain prophetic oracle, for a pretext to justify an unwar-
rantable practice. It is generally understood by the ablest
interpreters of prophecy, to refer to the establishmentof such
forms of civil government as that of the United States; or
to such an improvement in monarchical governments as in
England; as would preclude persecution for conscience’
sake. In this way, indeed, the men of this world, philoso-
phers and statesmen, civilian and legislators, have shielded
the true professors of the Christian religion from the flood
+ of persecution which tyrannical governors, infuriated by
blinded, biggotted, blood thirsty priests, have issued forth
against the disciples of the primitive faith.

To what was it owing, my fellow citizens, that we bave &
constitution so favourable to the utmast liberty of conscience,
so. congenial to that spirit of inquiry which is essential to
our knowing and enjoying the true substantial bliss ; a con-
stitution the wonder and the admiration of the virtuous—the
fear and the dread of the tyrant and the oppressor in all na+
tions ; a constitution, the brightest ornament, the most illus-
trious feature of which is, that benign aspect which it bears—
that humane spirit which it breathes, that generous philan-
thro;b:z'which it expresses in these golden words—*.4il men
are born free,”—free to worship THE ALMIGHTY, ac-
cording to the dictates of their own consciences. I say, to
whom is this owing? To clergymen? No: to them we
are indebted for persecution. .1!0 religious zealots ? No.
To whom then? Under the Almighty to the spirit of scep-
ticism? Yes; He brings good out of evil. I am persuaded
that it was owing more to the scepticism that prevailed in
that most illustrious of all national conventions, that which
framed this Magna Charta of American liberty, than to any
cause. Had sectarian priests framed our constitution, do
you think that I, my friends, dare have stood here, as I do
this day, in opposition to the very principle which is the
basis of all religious establishments? No, iny friends, there
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would then have been a more summary way of settling such
controversies.

Buat to circumcision once more.—Mr. Maccalla has read
you another extract from Dr. Mason, in vindication of that
most singular of all principles; the changing of a seal while
the covenant remains unchanged. Why, in the name of
common sense, change the seal ? Circumcision is as suitable
yet as ever it was, if the covenant be the same. But how
does the Doctor explain this mystery? By telling us “that
the rite of circumcision was no more than the form in which
the seal was applied.”” What sophistry! What disregard
to common sense! What an insuvlt to the human under-
standing! The rife of circumcision. What was that? the
making of a mark in.the flesh. The rite was the form of
the seal! The making of the mark, was the mark of the
¢ confirmalive mark!!” When the varnish is washed off
this sophistry, such is its meaning—such is its naked defor-
mity. The rite of circumcision was circumcision itself,
according to every body’s view of rites. The form of cir-
cumcision was the form of the rite. Take away the form of
a mark or of a seal, and then show it to us. It is invisible.
Hence the.whole distinction is absurd. :

But Mr. Maccalla has proved that baptism is Christian
circumcision. From Col. ii. we shall read from the 8th to
the 12th verse. Now see the apostle’'s design. He firss
exhorts the Colossians to beware of such philosophy as thas
of Pedobaptism, i. e. after the tradition of men after the
rudiments of the world. He asserts that these believing
gentiles were COMPLETE in Christ, without either pagan or
Jewish appendages. This completeness he particularizes
in certain instances. Ye gentiles have no need of the Jewish
circumcision. Why ? Because ye have received a more
excellent circumcision. What was that? baptism? Nos
but a circumcision made without hands, viz. * the putling
off of the body of the sins of the flesh.” So the apostle
explains it. This is similar to Paul’s argument, Rom. vi. 6.
«Qur old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin
might be destroyed.” The circumcision made without hands
is, then, the putting off the whole body of the sins of the
flesh. And this circuncision Christ is said in the first
clause of the eleventh verse to have performed: « By whom
also you kave bem‘circumcised."——(Macknjghl.) . The last
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clause terms it the circumcision of Christ, because performed
by him, and because it is the only circuncision required by
him. But the apostle adds to this eireumeision their bap-
tism or burial. Not only the putting off of the sins of the
flesh, but also their death and burial as respeets sin, exhi-
bited in baptism, is presented as another proof of their com-
pleteness in Christ. 8o that instead of making baptism
Christian circumcision, the apostle makes the putting off of
the body of the sins of the flesh the Christian circumcision.
And this is the circumcision performed by no hands; it is
a circumcision by the power of Christ. Let Mr. Maccalla
meet us ou this passage, as we have proposed to meet him
on many others: we will rest the whole controversy on this
point. If he establishes his views by a fair criticism on this
passage, although it would not affect the main topies of dis-
cussion, yet we would cheerfully say that he had gained the
victory. We are prepared to enter much farther into the
invesugation of it.

My opponent was ingeniously preparing the way of- his
retreat from the difficulties he saw coming upon his substi~
tute for circumeision, by informing ws that many inexpli-
cable difficulties being attached to any opinion, must not
constitute an objeetion to it. This he enforced by asking
us some very bard questions. Upon this prineiple he pro-
ceeds; we must admit that there was an animal called le-
viathan; another ealled the unicorn; but it is presumed
that we cannot answer every question that he could propose
relative to these animals. Just so, he maintains that bap-
tism was substituted for circumeision, but it is presumed
many questions may be asked, relative to this substitution,
which he cannot answer. But his not being able to. answer
such questions must net be considered an objection to his
doctrine ; no more than our not being able to tell why large
pumpkins grow on slender vines, and small acorns on mighty
oaks, disproves the fact.*

Notwithstanding this ingenious fortress, prudently erec-
ted by Mr. Macecalla, we must propose a few difficulties
attached to his theory, whiech we do net suppose entitled
to that exemption from solution, with which those difficulties

* A philosopher said that evening, that he could have removed the
difficulty about the pumpkins and acorns on this principle: that if
pumpkins grew on oak trees, the falling of them wounld kill the hogs..
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he has introduced might, perhaps, in some cases, be in-
dulged. They are the following:

1. Circumcision was administered to males only: its
substitute then should be confined to males only.

. 2. Circumcision required not fas¢h in its subjects. Bap-
tism therefore ought not to require faith in its subject.

3. Circumcision was administered according to law on
the eighth day. Its substitute then should be administered
oi the eighth day.

4. Circumcision was administered by parents, not by
priests ex officio. Baptism, its substitute, ought likewise
toﬁ be administered by parents, not by priests or clergy, ex
officio.

6. Circumcision was a mark made upon, not the face of
the subject. Baptism, its substitute, ought not to be per-
formed on the face.

6. Circumcision was not a duty binding upon the child,
but upon the parents; it was an act of the parent, the sub-
ject was' passive. Baptism, therefore, is not a duty of the
subject, but of the parent: it is the parent’s act, the subject
is passive.

7. Circumcision was administered to all a man’s slaves,
all born in his house and bought with his money. Baptism,
therefore, ought to be administered to all the slaves of a
householder, as well as to his own seed.

8. Circumcision required no piety in the parent to entitle
his child to this ordinance; neither faith nor piety were
ever required of a parent to eftitle his child to circumcision.
Piety or faith ought not then to be demanded as necessary
in parents to the baptism of their children.

9. Circumcision imported that its subject was entitled to
all the promises made to Abraham concerning -his natural
seed. Baptism, its substitute, therefore, imports that its
subject is entitled to a share in all the temporal hlessings
Promised to the seed of Abraham.

10. Circumcision was a token or sign in the flesh of the
covenant made in the seventeenth chapter of Genesis; bap-
tism is, therefore, a token, or sign in the flesh, of the covenant
made with Abraham in the seventeenth chapter of Genesis.

11. Circumcision was not to be performed in the name
of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Baptism, its substitute,
18, therefore, not to be performed in these names.
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12. Circumcision was identified with the law of Moses,
(John vii. 23.) and shared the same fate. Baptism is, there-
. fore, identified with the law of Moses, and must share the
same fate. :

13. Circumcision has come to such a crisis, that whoso
ever is circumncised, Christ shall profit him nothing ; there=
fore baptism, its substitute, will also come, or has now come,
to such a crisis, that whosoever is baptized, Christ shall
profit him nothing.

14. Circumcision did not exempt one of the Jews from
baptism, when they believed in Christ; therefore its sub-
stitute, baptism, ought not to exempt a believer from being
baptized again and again.*

Here are a few differences between circumcision and
baptism which it will be as hard to remove, on satisfactory

rinciples, as to account for the prodigies mentioned by

r. Maccalla. We do hope, however, that he will try to
explain to us how baptism eame in the room of circumecision,
and yet so different from it. But this doctrine of substitu-
tion is carried very far by Mr. Maccalla. The Lord’s supper
and the first day are substituted for Jewish ordinances.
What is the substitute for the feast of tabernacles, the pen-
tecost, the altars of Israel, the tythes, the high priest, the
ordinary priests, the Levites!! &c. &c. Christ is the chris-
tian’s passover, the apostle says, Christ’s circumcision is the
{;utting off of the sins of the flesh, and Christ is himself the

eliever's rest. But these topics belong not to this discussion.

[The day being far advanded the discussion here closed.
Adjourned till to-morrow at ten o’clock. ]

[Saturday morning, fourth day of the discussion, met at
eleven o'clock, A. I\% Bishop Warder commenced with
prayer.]

Mr. Maccarra then began:

The subject on which we last addressed you was that of
the seals of the covenant. Circumecision was once a seal of
the Abrahamic covenant. This seal has given place to bap-
tism. This we have proved, first, from three important
points of resemblance. lst. Circumcision and baptism, at

* Allof these differences betwixt circumcision were not pronounced
in one speech, but it was thought most conducive to brevity to place
them altogether, :
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its first institntion, were ordinances in which the subjects
Were recognized as members of the church. 2nd. Circum-
cision and baptism, at its first institution, were both seals of
the righteousness of faith. 3rd. Circumcision and baptism,
at its first institution, were both emblematical of sanctifica-
tion. The former was an emblem of the circumcision of the
heart, which is equivalent to sanctification; and the latter
18an emblem of the washing of regeneration, or renewal of .
the Holy Ghost. In the second place we have shown from
the New Testament that baptism 1s called christian circum-
cision, .

To this it has been objected that there are many points
in which baptism and circumcision differ. The Baptists
differ from one another in many respects, especially in their
forms of worship, and yet they consider themselves as one
and the same people ; a few, or a good many differences are,
by them, considered as not interfering with their being the
successors of those Baptists that have preceded them. These
differences they can easily overlook, as matters of no mo-
ment, when the question is about themselves: but when it
comes to any point concerning the Pedobaptists, every little
difference in churches, covenants, and seals, is magnified
into an essential difference. Then, what would have been
reckoned a matter unworthy of notice, becomes of infinite
importance : what could have been easily surmounted, then
becomes an impassible mountain. So in the present case;
because the seals differ in some unimportant points, they
say they cannot be the same. My opponent would represent
that because there may be a difference in the time of admin-
istering the two seals, this difference must destroy the
validity of the ordinance when-administered. 1 do not think
s0; a few days or weeks of difference, in point of time, in
the administration of an ordinance, cannot destroy the
validity of it. If this were the case, then the circumcision
of those Jews in Joshua's time, who had so many years
neglected this observance, would have been invalid. But
we find that their circumcision was as valid as if it had been
administered when eight days old. Fidus and Cyprian
held, as well as myself, that baptisin came in the room of
circumecision, yet they considered it net necessary toits vali-
dity, that it should be always administered on the eighth day.

The whole of those points of difference which Mr. Camp-
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bell mentioned yesterday evening T do not remember, and
;you all see I do not take notes as my opponent does. But,
indeed, I do not wish to remember them all; as they are
so trifling and unimportant I do not wish to incumber my
memory with matters of so small significance. Nor do I

think it necessary to enter into such minutizz. I maintain -

the grand principle, that baptism came in the room of cir-
cumcision. The extension of this seal to females does not
impair its validity. Besides, the New Testament furnishes
us with precedents of female baptism. We are there in-
formed that women as well as men were baptized. And as
to another difference he mentioned about the administrators,
it is of no material consequence in the main argument.
The advantages arising from an ordinance does not depend
upon those trifling differences. It rests upon the grand fact
that the one came in the room of the other. Tn the Old
Testament the males enjoyed many advantages over the
females. This difference has been set aside, in a good
degree, under the New. The Jews used to say, and the
modern Jews yet say, and thank God for it, that the men
are more highly favoured than the women. Yes; in their
prayers they thank God that they were not born women.

Seeing there is no weight in those differences which Mr.
Campbell has mentioned, I proceed to notice a new evidence
in favour of my sentiments on this subject. Philip. iii. 3.
“ Beware of the concision; for we (christians) are the true
circumcision, which worship God in the spirit, rejoice in
Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the flesh.” The
concision were those Jews that placed an unlawful emphasis
upon circumcision in the flesh. In cautioning the christians
against their arguments in favour of the circumcision of the
flesh, the apostle informed them that they were the TRUE
circumcision. Those baptized christians at Philippi were
now accounted for the ecircumncision, having received the
substitute, baptism. The old rite was vacated, and they whe
still adhered to it were concision, but those who were bap-
tized were “ the true circumecision.” So that Abraham is
no longer the father of the old circumecision only, but he is
the father of the true circumcision also.

If Mr. Campbell will deny that the circumcision made
without hands, afterwards called the circumcision of Christ,
or the christian circumcision, is baptism, it is of little con<

1
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sequence for me to try to maintain any point with him. If
the plain testimony of the apostle Paul, who immediatel
explains this circumcision of Christ, as being buried witK
Christ in baptism; I repeat, if this plainest testimony is
denied, it is of little use to reason with him on the subject
of circumcision: or indeed on any other. Just hear the
apostle, my friends, and then judge whether I or my oppo-
nent contradict him, by the circumcision of Christ buried
with him ix baptism. By the christian circumcision ye are
baptized ; was ever there a testimony more explicit !

Mr. CaMPBELL then replied : — .

My opponent has not removed one objection to his sub-
stitute for circumcision. He would not burthen his memory
with such trifling matters! 8o let it be! If ever this dis-
cussion should meet the public eye, I am wofully mistaken,
if his whole course in this controversy will not appear in the
highest degree evasive. ssertion and evasion are the two
most prominent features in the polemical character of Mr.
Maccalla. His allusion to certain points of essential differ-
ence between circumcision and baptism, only show that he has
nothing, even plausible, to say of those unnoticed * trifling”
points : for if he had, he would have alluded to them, as
readily as to the two or three at which he glanced, with an
air of seeming indifference. With regard to the time of
administering, he has found the usual refuge in those Jews
that could not, without preferring sacrifice to mercy, be
cireumcised, while peregrinating the wilderness. A noble
refuge indeed, and sound logical conclusion! What was
once done in an extraordinary circumstance, becomes a pre-
cedent for ordinary practice.* Because David and his -as-
sociates once dared, in a case of extreme necessity, to eat
the loaves of the presence—the shew bread ; this must be
explained into a precedent for every person to do so with
impunity !!! Such is the logic of Mr. Maccalla. He
draws a general conclusion from one particular proposition !
This is not more marvellous than his accounting for the
extension of privilege to females under the New Testament.
In this instance he renounces the doctrine of substitution
and becomes a Baptist. He does not infer the right of

* A delay of circumcision, in the family of Moaes, was likely, on
one occasion, to prove & matter of serious consequence.
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females to baptism from circumcision, no, this he manfully
abdicates; and argues for it on New Testament grounds.
He s, in one sex, a Baptist in principle, another concession
respecting the male sex would make him a Baptist in both
sexes, in theory. Notice, then, my friends, that Mr. Mac~
calla only derives the half of the subjects of baptism from
the old covenant and circumcision ; the other half he takes
from the new covenant without circumeision ! !!

But let us again look back at his evasive course. He
asserts that both circumcision and baptism are seals of the
same covenant. I asked him to produce one testimony of
holy scripture, to show that baptism was ever called a seal
of any covenant. Did he attempt it? No. T then pledged
myself to rest the whole controversy, as far as I was con-
cerned in it, upon his proving from Rom. iv. 11, that cir-
cumcision was to any, or every Jew, what it was to Abraham.
Did he meet me on this topic? No. And yet he goes on
asserting these points as though he had proved every thing!
And, again, I gave him a similar challenge to discuss Col.
ii. 11, 12. Has he met me on that point-either? No, no.
In no one instance, from the commencergent of this discussion,
dare he encounter me on any definite terms—he does best at
a great distance. He keeps off at sea, fearing to be land
bound. But he asserted in his last address, that the circum-
cision made without hands was baptism.—Yes, and that the
circumgision of Christis equivalent to christian circumcision,
which he says is in the next verse called baptism. Now it
is an universal rule, that the correct definition of a word will
always make good sense, when substiguted in lieu of the term
defined. This will not be denied. Let us then say, with
Mr. Maccalla, that ““the circumcision made without hands,”
is properly defined baptism, and that the “circumcision of
Ckrist,” is also properly defined baptism. Then let us read
the verses with the definition, instead of the termns thus de-
fined,— In whom also ye are circumcised with baptism, in
gutting off the body of the sins of the flesh by baptism,

uried with him in baptism, in baptism also you are risen
with him !!” This is no tautology—this is making eve
thing of baptism with a witness! Such is Mr. Maccalla’s
explanation of this text. Let him exonerate himself from
it if he can.

Once more, on the subject of assertion. Mr. Maccalla
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has again and again asserted that circumcision wis a sign of
spiritual blessings—of the circumcision of the heart. Query,
Was circumcision a sign of the circumcision of the heart to
the whole Jewish nation that fell in the wilderness? Was
it the sign of the circumcision of the heart to one of Abraham's
descendents? No; not one. Do, Mr. Maccalla, stop and
prove this assertion if you can—that circumcision was a sign
of the circumcision of the heart. Do not assume every
thing, do not beg every question. - Have some respect to
your hearers, and to the repytation of your own intellect.

That circumcision had nothing to do, directly nor indi-
rectly with the salvation of the child, is evident from this
one fact, as well as from many other considerations; viz.
that i a child was about to die on the seventh day, or sixth
day, or on the second day of its life, the -parents would not
circumcise it. No, if it was about to die one hour before it
was eight days old, the Jews would not circumcise it. If
baptism came in the room of circumcision, why then do man:
stem so anxious Lo have their infants sprinkled before they
die!! This is a fifteenth contradiction of the doctfine of
substitution, in which the practice of the Pedobaptists differs
from their principles.

But here I would ask, for the sake of many halting between
two opinions, was there, since the beginning of the world,
any religious ordinance enjoined upon infants in order to
their salvation ? - Were parents ever commanded to perform
any rite, ceremony, or ordinance on, upon, or for, a child,
in order to its salvation? I boldly answer No. Twenty
hundred years and more passed without one syllable on
record of any such appointment for infants. This is confes«
ted on all hands. Was not the divine philanthropy tha
same during this long period of the world as it is now ?
Most assuredly it was, and is the same always. From Adam
to Abraham millions of children were born, and no seals of
the “covenant of grace” for them. Explain this on your
own principles, Mr. Maccalla. That circumcision had no
connexion with the salvation of them born after its institution,
is evident from one fact already mentioned ; viz. that it was
never to be administered until the eighth day; also from
many others, particularly that all the circumcised nation,
with the exception of a small remnant, weré often idolators,
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worshipped the golden calf| rebelled against God, renounced
the Messiah, crucified him, and yet continue in unbelief.

But to those parents who are concerned for the salvation
of their children we have a few things to observe,

1. Your parental affection for your children, great as it
may be, falls infinitely short of the tender sympathy of their
heavenly Father. They are Ais in a higher sense than they
are yours. The feeble representations that human langnage
is able to give of his tender compassion are borrowed from
the tenderness of parental and maternal feelings.

@ Such pity as a father hath unto his children dear,
Like pity shows the Lord to such as worship him in fear.”

“Can a woman forget her sucking babe? yea, she may forget, but
I, saith the Lord, cannot forget thee.”—JIsaiah.

They are in his hands, and “ shall not thé Judge of all the earth
do right?*

2. Remember that the Son of God took infants iuto his
arms, and blessed them, before Christian baptism was insti-
tuted.” Yes, he said, *their angels do always behold the
face of my Father which is in heaven.”

3. The sacrifice of Christ is sufficient for their salvation,
independent of any deed or thought on the part of man. In
the last place, here, consider that neither circumcision nor
its substitute, infant baptism, bas availed any thing to the
salvation of the subjects. There are none more graceless,
nor abandoned youths, than some of those baptized infidels
that in infancy received “this seal of the Abrahamic covenant.”
Be careful, christian parents, as soon as possible, to bring
up your childreh in the education and admonition of the
Lord. But do not think that you can facilitate their sal-
vation by sprinkling them with holy water, or by the sign of
the cross.

In disproving Mr. Maccalla’s second position we pro-
%essed so far yesterday as to adduce five evidences of its

sehood. The first was from the fact, that the consummation
and abolition of the Jews’ religion and church and the erection
of a new kingdom essentially distinct from the Jewish, was
foretold by Daniel the prophet. The second, from the fact,
that the New Testament opens with the annunciation of the
near approach of this new kingdom. The third, from the
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dact, that the time of the continuance of the #law and the
{;rophela," as containing and teaching the Jews’ religion, was

imited to the time of John the Baptist. The fourth, from
the fact, that the manner and ferms of admission into the new
kingdom were represented, by John the Baptist, and by the
Saviour, as essentially different from the manner and terms
of admission into the former; that members and officers of
the Jewish kingdom of God could not be, by virtue of their
membership in that kingdom, admitted into the kingdom of
Jesus Christ. The fifth, from the fact, that Jesus taught
that he was, in the future time, to build his church upon a
foundation different from that on which the Jewish common-
wealth was built. We now proceed to a sixth argument or
evidence of the erroneousness of Mr. Maccalla’s capital po-
sition ; which is,

That the kingdom of Christ was to be given to his disciples
exclusively—Luke xii. 32. ¢ Fear not, my litde flock, for
it has pleased your Father to give you the kingdom.” Here
the kingdom is represented as being given to Christ’s disciples
by the good pleasure of the Father. Numerous as the Jewish
nation was, and small as the number of his disciples was,
at this time, the new kingdom is promised to them, to the
exclusion of the whole nation. So it came to pass in the
commencement of this kingdom.—Acts ii.

A seventh evidence of the same fact is found in the decla-
ration of Messiah to his apostles. Matt. xix. 28. « Verily,”
said the King, “I say unto you, that at the renovation, when
the Son of man shall be seated on his glorious throne, ye, my
followers, sitting upon twelve thrones, shall judge the twelve
tribes of Israel."—Campbell's Translation. Observe here,
the erection of this new kingdom is called emphatically
THE RENOVATION! in the common translation THE
REGENERATION ; not the continuation of the Jewish
church. Again observe, the coronation and inauguration of
Messiah in heaven is to precede this renovation. In the
last place on this topic observe, that in the renovation,
when Messiah shall have been crowned Lord of all, the
apostles were to be under him, the only legislators and
rulers in the establishment of this new kingdom. They
were exclusively to judge, pronounce judgments and statutes,
laws and doctrine to the new kingdom. Their conduct on
the day of Pentecost, called the regeneration or renovation,

L
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is positive proof of the.accomplishment of this promise. The
subjects of this kingdom then continued steadfastly in the
APoSTLES doctrines, in the APOSTLES’ “koinonia’’ or fellow-
ship; in the APosTLES’ beaking of the loaf; and in the
APOSTLES' prayers. Every doctrine, precept, commandment,
or observance is now surnamed THE APOSTLES’. Assuredlv
they were now placed upon thrones; they now pronounced
statutes and judgments to the remnant of the twelve tribes of
Israel.

An eighth evidence of the essential difference of the Jewish
and Christian churches is deduced from the GooD CONFEs-
s10N the King of Israel made before Pontius Pilate, John
xviil. 36, “My kingdom is not of this world: if my king-
dom were of this world, my adherents would have fought, to
prevent me falling into the hands of the Jews; but my king-
dom is not hence.”” Had his kingdom been like the Jewish,
he informs the Roman governor, his adherents, like the ad-
herents of the ancient kings of Israel, (for, for some time
past the Jews had no king) would have fought, and ten
would have put a thousand to flight.

The ancient kingdom embraced all born into the world,
good and bad, as its subjects, consequently was of ¢his world,
“ but,” said the King of Israel to Pontius Pilate, it is only
every one that obeyeth my voice that will be a subject of my
kingdom.” How great the difference between a kingdom of
this world and one not of this world! The former was the
character of the Jewish, the latter the character of Christ's
kingdom.

Mr. Maccarra resumes his course :—

Mr. Campbell has laid no little stress upon those nume-
rous points of differences which he sees between our practice
of infant baptism, and our views of this ordinance, and that
rite which preceded it as a seal of God's gracious ecclesi-
astical covenant. He cannot admit that baptism came in
the room of circumcision, as its substitute, because of these
differences. His objection is predicated upon this general
mistake, that a substitute must be precisely the same as the
principal, or that for which it is substituted. Upon the
principle adopted in this objection, there can be no such
thing, in any department of men and things, as a substitute.
In the last war we had many men who served as substitutes.
Now, on this principle, there could not have been one sub-
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stitate. For had he been the officer to whon a substitute
presented himself, he would, on his way of objecting, have
refused him, as being higher, thicker, heavier, stronger,
wiser, younger, straighter, swifter, whiter, &c. than the
principal. He might have found a hundred differences that,
with him, would have been insurmountable. Thus, my
friends, you see that his objecton lies against the whole
principle of substitution, and would exclude, as far as carried
into effect, all substitutes from every department in which
they have hitherto been accepted.

I proceed to shew that the primitive fathers viewed bap-
tism as a substitute for circumcision, contrary to what Mr.
Campbell affirmed yesterday, that Calvin and Beza were
the first who taught that baptism came in the room of cir-
camcision.

{Mr. Maccalla read from Wall’s history of infant baptism
sundry extracts too long for insertion, but of those we shall
give a fair specimen. This may reasonably be expected, as
it does not affect our views nor our argument, though they
were ten times more numerous, and ten times more pointed. ]

Chrysostom, quoted by Dr. Wall, p. 96, says, ¢ Our cir~
cumcision, I mean the grace of baptism, gives cure without
pain, and procures to us a thousand benefits. And it has
no determinate time as the ancient circumcision had; but
one that is in the beginning of his age, or one that is in the
middle of it, or one that is in his old age, may receive this
circumcision made without hands.” Thus spoke Chry-
sostom within two hundred and seventy years of the apostolic
age. This eminent father there evidently agrees with the
views we have given of Col. ii. 11, 12, and indeed with our
whole views of this seal.

Basil,as quoted p. 83, saith “A Jew does not delay circum~
cision, because of the threatening that every soul that is not
circumcised the eighth day shall be cut off from his people,
and dost thou put off the circugcision made without hands,
which is performed in daptism, when thou hearest our Lord
himself say, « Verily, verily I say unto you, except one be born
of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of
God ?” Here you must observe a most striking resemblance
between the style of Basil and Chrysostom on the analogy
between the two seals. Basil was a cotemporary writer of
Chrysostom’s age.
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Austin saith, who was also a cotemporary with the two
preceding, «“ We may make an estimate how much baptism
avails infants, by the circumcision which God’s people
formerly received.”

Cyprian, who lived one hundred and twenty years nearer
the apostolic age, Dr. Wall's His. p. 39, says, “ Christ has
given us baptism, the spiritual circumcision.”

But Jusun Martyr, who wrote within about forty years of
the apostolic age, saith, p. 10, “ We have not received this
carnal circumecision, but the spiritual circumcision, and we
have received it by baptism. 1t is allowed to all persons to
receive it in the same way.”

I have produced these testimonies in evidence of the an-
tiquity of the views I have advanced on the subject of bap-
tism and circumcision, as seals of the covenant; or parti-
eularly in proof of the assertion that the primitive fathers
considered baptism as the circumcision made without hands,
and this, I conceive, is fully proved.

To conclude this topic 1 would only add, that the force of
this argument depends wholly upon the grand points of coin-
cidence already mentioned, not upon an exact agreement in
every minutiee. This we do not plead as necessary to a sub-
stitute. Nor is it pleaded by any, but by those who would
destroy the principle of substitution altogether. Remember,
my friends, that circumcision and baptism have been shewn
to be both initiatory seals, or marks of church membership ;
and that they equally have been seals of the righteousness
of faith, and also the sign and means of sanctification.

I proceed to my fourth position, viz. “that the adminis-
tration of this seal was once enjoined by divine authority.”
This will occupy but very little time.

A positive command for the administration of circumci-
sion we have in Gen. xvii. 10—14. “This is my covenant,
which ye shall keep, between me and you and thy seed after
thee; Every man-child among you shall be circumcised.
And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin ; and it
shall be a token of the covenant betwixt me and you. And
he that is eight days old shall be circumcised among you, .
every man-child in your generations, he that is born in the
house, or bought with money of any stranger, which is not
of thy seed. He that is born in thy house and he thatis
bought with thy money, must needs be circumcised : and




ON BAPTISM. 205

my covenant shall be in your flesh for an everlasting cove-
nant. And the uncircumcised man-child whose flesh of his
foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from
his people; he bath broken my covenant.” This ordinance
was once enjoined by divine authority. Infants were once
taken into the covenant and sealed. This seal was stamped
upon their flesh. The servants of God are now sealed in their
foreheads, as they are represented by John in the Revela-
tions. And what place could be more suitable for baptism ?
The partaffected in the administration, it is true, is of subor-
dinate importance, yet we see a peculiar suitableness in
selecting the forehead for the part to be sealed with the seal
of God. “No person who wishes, for any important purpose,
to exhibit a sign, thinks of putting the sign in a cellar.”
No: he puts it in the most conspicuous place.

I observe too many smiling countenances in this congre-
gation. 1 hope, my Pedobaptist friends, you will not imitate
that unbecoming levity so often apparent in the faces of
many present. While the Baptists are smiling I hope you
will be praying. Yes, my Pedobaptist friends, pray for me.
Pray for the cause of truth to triumph, and pray that when
our cause triumphs we may bear it with humility. That we
may give God the glory. . O think of the solemnity of this
occasion. I stand here in the defence of the whole Pedo-
" baptist world; in their defence from imputations the most false
and foul. Do then, I beseech you, pray that T may defend
it with wisdom and prudence, that it may manifestly triumph.

Having produced a divine command for the administra-
tion of this seal to infarits, I come now to my fifth position,
viz. “The administration of this seal to infants being once
enjoined by divine authority, was never prohibiled by the
same authority.

This is a point, to the consideration of which, the atten-
tion of the Baptists has been often called. JInfants, they are
sometimes constrained to admit, were once taken into the
church as members, and were once the subjects of an initia-
tory rite declarative of their membership, but when asked to
produce a warrant for their rejection, they have hitherto de-
clined producing any. This becomes their duty ; we having
proved that they were ouce taken into the church, it is fairly
presumed that they still retain the place which was divinely
given them, until it is taken away by the same authority
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that gave it. It lies then upon my opponent to produce
scriptural evidence that this command has been abrogated,
and this privilege taken away from them. If he do not, our
proposition is in fact proved. But if he produce such a com-
mand, we will confess that all our labour has been lost, for
we know that it will avail nothing to have proved that in-
fants were once taken into the church, and received the seal
by divine authority, if by the same authority they have been

cast out. If this is done, something will be done that has
never yet been done; if it be not done, our first point is
gained, it is fully established that we have yet a divine com-

mand for infant baptism.

Mr. CaMPBELL then replied :—

Before adverting to the last speech, I proceed, for the
sake of connexion, to finish, if possible, the induction of
particular evidences of the falsehood of Mr. Maccalla’s
second position. 1 have already submitted eight arguments
or evidences of the plainest character, all declarative of an
essential difference betweer the Jewish church and the
Christian kingdom. Mark it well, my friends, Mr. Mac-
calla has not replied to oue of them.

A ninth evidence, that the Christian kingdom and the
Jewish are essentially different, appears from the erection of
the first Christian congregation in the metropolis of the
Jewish nation, as detailed in Acts ii. Observe this congre-
gation was composed of Jews exclusively. The three thousand
converted that day, and the one hundred and twenty disci-

les already converted, then in the metropolis Jerusalem,

ad all been once members of the Jewish church, in * full
communion ” with Annas and Caiphas, with the scribes and
Pharisees; in short, with the whole Jewish church. But
now mark the difference. The three thousand Jews pierced
to the heart, with the evidences of their guilt, and with the
miraculous evidence before them of Messiah’s ascension and
coronation, are brought to repentance, are now born of the
Spirit and of water, and thus added to the one hundred and
twenty which hereafter are called the church. Repentance,
faith in the Messiah, and immersion or baptism into the
sacred name, were prerequisites, essential prerequisites, to
admission into this church. Circumcision, that famous seal,
“that sign of the circumcision of the heart,”” “ that seal of
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the righteousness of faith,” “ that initiatory rite, declarative
of church membership,” does not signify any thing to one
of its possessors, 1o admission into this kingdom. It will
not serve as a fassport across the threshold of this newly
erected kingdom.

‘We shall suppose that one of the members of the Jewish
church made application for admission into this church
formed in Jerusalem, we shall suppose that he was of the
sentiments of my opponent. He comes forward and pre-
sents his plea. “I am a son of Abraham, a child of the
covenant that God made with our fathers. I was circun-
cised the eighth day. 1T received the seal of the gracious
ecclesiastical covenant, a sign of the circumcision of the
heart, a seal of the righteousness of faith, a sign of sanctifi-
cation. I am a member of the church of God, of good
standing, touching the righteousness that is in the law I
am blameless. Now, as the covenant of the chureh is still
the same, unchangeable! as the seal is still the same, as
religion is still the same, and as God never had but one
charch, I pray for admission into this church, and I hope,
you apostles, and the whole church which are Jews, of the
stock of Abraham, will not reject me from your communion
of which I desire to be a participant.” Such would have
been Mr. Maccalla’s plea at that time, if a Jew, and pos-
sessed of his present sentiments. Now let us hear Peter.
“All this will not do. You must repent and be baptized
for the remission of your sins, in the name of the Lord Jesus;
otherwise, we cannot receive you,according to the command-
ment of our King.”’ He is rejected. And Mr. Maccalla’s
theory is cast out with him.

The practices of this church differ essentially from the
practices of the Jewish church. When baptized, they con-
tinued steadfastly, not in the laws and statutes of Israel, but
in the apostles’ doctrine ; not in the support of the priest-
hood, but in communicating to the necessities of saints,
called the fellowship; not in the Jewish festivals, but in
breaking the emblematical loaf; not in the devotion of the
priests, but in prayers taught them by the apostles; not in
praising God with timbrels, and psalteries, and the dance;
but praising God, viva voce, with songs of gratitude and

raise.

. A tenth evidence of the falsehood of Mr, Maccalla’s
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theory we bave, Eph. ii. 14, 15. “For he is our peace,
who hath made both (Jews and gentiles) one, and hath
broken down the middle wall of partition between us; having
abolished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of com-
mandments contained in ordinances; for to make in (under)
himself ONE NEW MAN, (one new church) so making peace
(between Jews and gentiles.”’) We are here positively told
that Jesus Christ erected under himself, one new ehurch ; so
all critics paraphrase it. Hear Macknight, “And hath
abolished by his death, in the flesh, the cause of the enmity
between the Jews and gentiles, even the commandments of
the law, concerning the ordinances of circumcision, sacri-
fices, meats, washings, and holy days; which being founded
in the mere pleasure of God, might be abolished when he
saw fit. These ordinances Jesus abolished, that he might
create Jews and gentiles under himself as head, into one new
man or church, animated by new principles, thus making
peace between them.” A mew church, then, and not the
old one new modified, was the grand result of the manifesta-
tion of God in the flesh. Essentially new, as Jews and
gentiles were now associated under essentially new principles.
Thus Mr. Maccalla’s theory is plainly subverted by the most
positive declarations of the Holy Scriptures.

An eleventh evidence in support of our views, and sub-
versive of those of my opponent, we have Heb. xii, 18—28.
Christian Jews (for such are addressed in this epistle) are
here said to have come to a state of things essentially dif-
ferent from that to which the chureh in the wilderness came.
Sundry points of difference are here stated by the apostle in
the state of Jews and christians. A tangible mount burning
with fire, blackness, darkness, tempest, sound of a trumpet,
and voice of words ; each of which was emblematical. These
were the characteristics of the Jewish state. The state to
which christians came, is characterised by sundry properties
also. Mount Zion or the city of the living God, viz. the
heavenly Jerusalemn, myriads of angels, general assembly
of the first born enrolled in heaven, God the judge of all,
spirits of just men perfected. Jesus the Mediator of the
New Testament, and the blood of sprinkling. Of these we
cannot now speak particularly. On the first reading an
essential difference in the two states appears. The exhorta~
tion predicated upon this representation in the 28th verse is
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sufficient for our present purpose, if nothing more had been
said. We christians having received a KINGDOM THAT
CANNOT BE MOVED, in this respect, essentially different
from the Jewish, which was moveable, and therefore was
removed, let us be grateful ; let us have ckarin, gratitude, by
which we may worship God acceptably.”

As we discover it will not be possible to finish this topic
at this time, we shall advert to my opponent’s last address.
“ Sophistry,” says one of the finest writers on rhetoric, “is
not to be used except where the most clear and convincing
arguments are to be opposed; in such cases it is useful,
when to attempt a rational refutation would only endanger
the whole cause.” This maxim Mr. Maccalla seems to have
learned. For, in finding the points of difference between
circamcision and baptism so numerous and so glaring, he
despaired of being able by a reference to them to reconcile
matters, he wisely then lets them alone; forgets them, and
introduces sophistry, not indeed the wost difficult to detect.
He introduces a military substitute instead of a theological
one. And this is not all, nor the worst of it; he draws his
conclusions from the personal differences between the sub-
stitute and his principal, and not from any difference in the
performance of the offices or duties which the substitute is
obliged to perform for his principal. Had we made objec-~
tions to baptism as a substitute for circumcision, because
the one was a watery rite and the other a bloody one, there
would have been something more specious in his sophistry.
But we objected to the substitate as differing from the prin-
cipal on the ground of its not performing the offices or
duties of the principal. If a military substitute performs
all the duties incumbent on the principal, he is completely a
substitute, although his person might differ in one hundred
respects from him. Now if baptism performed all the offices
and duties of circumcision, neither more nor less, we would
not object to it, as a substitute, because of its personal or
characteristic differences already mentioned under the idea
of blood and water. If Mr. Maccalla introduces this so-
phism of comparison not knowing it to be such, he deserves
our pity ; if otherwise, we will not say what he deserves.

The quotations read from Dr. Wall's history does not
disprove our assertion that Calvin and Beza were the first
who introduced baptism in the room of circumcision, in the
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sense contended for by Mr. Maccalla. That many of the
ancient writers spoke of baptism and circumcision with &
reference to each other, is one thing, and that they argned
that the one came in the room of the other, as its substitate,
as a seal of the same covenant; is another thing. And as to
the opinions of those gentlemen referred to, we shall, in a
proper place, attend to them. Their opinions are of no.
more authority than those of my opponent. Antiquity does.
not, like charity, cover a multitude of sins. And names as
sacred and more ancient than they, can be produced as pa-
tronizing the most unmeaning and idolatrous superstitions
of papacy. We shall only present one quotation from Fer-
ullian, A. D. 216, expressive of the vigorous growth of wild
opinions in less than two hundred years after the apostolic
age.—De Corona Militis cited by Du Pin, p. 92, vol. i. “ To
begin,” says he,  with baptism, when we are ready to enter
into the water, and even before we make our protestations
before the bishop, and in the church, that we renounce the
devil and all his pomps and ministers; afterwards we are
plunged in the water three times, and they make us answer
to some things which are not precisely set down in the gos-
pel ; after that they make us taste milk and honey, and we
bathe ourselves every day during the week. We receive the
sacrament of the eucharist instituted by Jesus Christ, when
we eat, and in the morning assemblies; and we do not re-
ceive it but from the hands of those that preside there. We
offer yearly oblations for the dead in honour of the martyrs.
We believe that it is not lawful to fast on Sundays, and to
pray to God kneeling. From Easter to Whitsuntide we
enjoy the same privilege. We take great care not to suffer
any part of the wine and consecrated bread to fall to the
ground. We often sign ourselves with the sign of the cross.
If you demand a law for these practices, taken from the
Scriptures, we cannot find one there, but we must answer—
that 'tis tradition that has established them, custom that has
authorised them, and faith [superstition] that has made them
to be observed.” Remember this testimony of this vene-
rable father, a great master in Israel, and then say, how
much is the opinion of any of this or after ages worth on
any religious subject not found in the Bible ?

We admit that circumcision was once enjoined upon the
Jews by divine authority, as proved by Mr. Maccalla in
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his fourth position. But we are very far from admitting
that infant baptism was once enjoined by divine authority.
Among all the coincidences Mr. Maccalla discovered between
baptism and circumcision, he did not notice this one, * be
etrcumcised for the remission of your sins.” Had he found
out this, he might have argued that both baptism and cir~
cumcision were intended for the remission of sins!!

Mr. Macealla’s address upon laughing is the best refu-
tation of his own scheme of sealing in the forechead. We
think there is as little evil in a smile, as there is of virtue in
a sigh, whether it be from Baptist or Pedobaptist.

Mr. Maccalla is travelling with much greater rapidity
to-day than usual, because, perhaps, his * matter " is not so
weighty. He asks for a divine command to cast infants out
of the church, upon the supposition of their having been
once members of it. He makes this demand with an air of
confidence of eur inability to furnish it, which would lead
you to think it is impessible. Our present opportunity for-
bids our making an experiment, but we shall try it in our
Bext.

Mr. Macearra then arose :—

The passage quoted from Eph. ii. 14, 15, was urged by
Pond as a proof of the identity of the two churches, and L
fully intended.to have brought it forward as such, but I
happened to overlook itin the proper place for its appearance.
I will only remark on it now, that the apostle here represents
the Jews, and the Gentiles when converted, as making but
one church. The 2wain denotes the Jews and the Gentiles
as now forming but one chureh, one visible professing people.
This certainly is more accordant with the apostle’s object,
than to show that the Jews were one ehurch, and the chris-
tians another ¢ essentially ” different from it.

Having now eome to the close of my first item of method,
which was to produce a divine command for infant baptism,
before introducing the seeond topic, I will bring together in
one view the different parts of this demonstration, that it may
appear with more clearness and force. In the first plaee,
then, I proved that the seed of Abraham was divinely con-
stituted a true visible church of God. Then I proved that
the Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society
afier Christ, constituted but one and the same church, I
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the next place, I proved that Jewish circumcision before
Christ, and Christian baptism after Christ, were both seals
of the same covenant, though in different forms. I them
proved that the administration of this seal to infants was
once enjoined by divine authority. And, in the last place,
that it was never set aside, or that there is no command to
cast out infants from the church. The conclusion, then, is,

that when Jesus Christ commanded his apostles to baptize

disciples, they understood infants to be included, and ac-
cordingly baptized them. Feor under all the preceding cir-

cumstances they must have understood the command to

baptize disciples as extending to such as were included in

the covenant, and formerly treated as members of the church;

in one word, to such as were divinely commanded to be bap-

tized. As my opponent has not produced a divine command

for casting out infants, we must consider our last proposition

as proved. Infants then are commanded to be baptized.

I now proceed to the second head of method proposed.
via. To show that there is PROBABLE evidence of Apostolic
practice of infant baptism.

The baptism of proselytes among the Jews was evidently
a practice of the greatest antiquity, and the baptism of John
appears to have been derived from this baptism. Indeed,
it appears to be nothing more than what every 'Jewish
prophet was expected to perform. Thus when John the
Baptist depied being that prophet, nor Elias, nor the Mes~
siah, he was asked, ‘ Why, then, baptizest thoun if so ? ”* &c.
The only wonder expressed by the Pharisees was, not at his
baptizing, but at his baptizing and at the same time de-
claring himself not to be a character such as they supposed
entitled to baptize. Our Lord’s reply to Nicodemus implies
that baptism was an ordinance of great antiquity, when he
told him of being born of water. Nicodemus not seeming
to understand him, he said, “ Art thou a master in Israel,
and knowest not these things?” If there had not been
some means by which he might have understood the phrase
“ born of waler,” in some well established custom, it would
have been no reproach to him to have been ignorant of it.

The baptism of proselytes is supposed, and with great

robability too, to have taken its rise from the baptism of the
§ews when passing through the Red Sea, to which Paul
refers, 1 Cor. x. 1, 2, ¢ Moreover, brethren, 1 would not that
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ye should be ignorant, how that all our fathers were under
the cloud, and all passed through the sea; and were all bap~
tized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”” Thus all
the Jews in after ages coneeived it necessary for those to be
baptized who renounced idolatry, seeing the whole nation
was thus baptized when renouncing the idolatry of the
Egyptians.. But as some moderns, such as the Socinian
Robinson, have denied this proselyte baptism, we shall pro-
duce a number of respectable testimonies in support of it.

We shall begin with CaLMET, who, in his dictionary,
under the article proselyte, says,  The Jews require three
things in a complete proselyte ; daptism, circumcision, and
sacrifice ; but for women, only baptism and sacrifice.”

Brown. After the Jews had circumcised their proselytes,
they washed them in water.

Wirsius. When a gentile became a preselyte of righ-
teousness, three ceremonies were used, viz. circumcision,
baptism, and sacrifice.

Reiskius. Jewish baptism is asolemn rite, institated
by God, in which proselytes of both sexes, in the presence
of three credible witnesses, are dipped in water, that being
legally cleansed and regenerated, they may enter on the
profession of a new religion.

PripEaux. The Jews, in our Saviour’s time, were very
sedulous to proselyte the Gentiles to their religion; and
when thus proselyted, they were initiated by baptism, sacri-
fice, and cireumcision. '

StackHOUSE., The custom of the Jews in all ages has
been to receive their heathen proselytes by baptism, as well
as by sacrifice and circumcision.

Dr. Wart. Whenever gentiles were proselyted to the
Jewish religion, they were initiated by cireumcision, the of-
fering of sacrifice, and baptism. They were all baptized,
males and females, adults and énfants. This was their con-
stant practice, from the time of Moses to that of our Saviour,
and from that period to the present day.

Dr. Apam Crarge. The apostles knew well that the
Jews not only circumcised the children of proselytes, but
also baptized them. The children and even infants of pro-
selytes were baptized among the Jews. They were in con-
sequence reputed clean, and partakers of the blessings of
the covenant.
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Maimonides, as quoted by Dr. Wall, « Isuri Big, c. 13
and 14. And so in all ages, when a heathen is willing to
enter into covenant, and gather himself under the wings of
the majesty of God, and take upon him the yoke of the law,
he must be circumcised, and daptized, and bring a sacrifice =
or, of a woman, she must be baptized, and bring a sacrifice.
As it is written, as you are, 30 shall tAe stranger be. How
are you ? by circumcision and baptism and bringing a sac-
rifice; so likewise the stranger or proselyte through all
generations, by circumcision and baptism and bringing a
sacrifice. And at this time, when there is no saerificing,
they must be circumcised and baptized, and when the temple
shall be built they are to bring the sacrifice. A stranger
that is circumcised and not baptized, or baptized and not
circumcised, is not a proselyte until he be both baptized and
circumcised. And he must be baptized in the presence of
three persons, &c.

Even as they circumcise and baptize strangers, so do they
circumcise and baptize servants who ave received from the
heathen, &c.

Again.—In all ages as often as & gentile will enter into
the covenant, and receive the yoke of the law upon him, it
was necessary that eircumcision and baptiem should be used
for him, besides sprinkling of the sacrifice, and if it were &
woman, baptism and sacrifice, according to Num. xv. 16, as
to you, so also to the proselyte.

Other extracts more lengthy, but to the same import,
were at this time read, the above are both a fair and full spe-
cimen.}

Mr. CAMPBEEE then addressed the pesple :—

When Mr. Maccalla shall have got throngh with his pro-
selyte baptism, we shall make a few remarks onit. But one
of the testimonies adduced against the identity of the two
churches has been noticed by Mr. Maccalla. His noticing
it, implies he would have neticed them all, if he had any
thing to notice against them. His noticing this one, only
suggests that the others are to him unanswerable. His
friend Pond, for whom he seems to have too much respect,
tells him that this passage in Eph. ii. 14, 15, proves the
identity of the two churches. This is another evidence thas
neither Mr. Pond nor Mr. Maccalla are the most sagacious
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critics, nor the ablest scriptureans. To have favonred the
theory of Messrs. Pond and Maccalla, the word fwain should
have denoted the Jewish church and the Christian church ;
and the one new man then would have had to mean a church
distinct from both!! To suppese that the twain denoted
the Jewish church and a Gentile chureh, and the one new
man the Christian church, makes the matter worse: for
where was this ancient Gentile church!! But the twaix
means simply Jewish people and Gentile people, and the
one new man denotes a new body, a new association, never
existing before. Mr. Pond ought not to be Mr. Maccalla’s
wmagnus Appello. )

Mr. Maccalla tells us what he bas proved. He has proved
that there was a divine command to circumcise children,
and this is his divine command to baptize children! Be
it known unto all men, that Mr. Maccalla in four days proved
that there was a command to circumcise infants! And this
circumcise he converts into the word baptize, by christening
it, or by some strange process too profound for any person of
ordinary sagacity to comprehend. We forbear to make any
remarks upon the morality of Mr. Maccalla’s saying, and
saying he “has proved,” he “has proved,” he ‘has proved,”
this and that %roposition. We shall leave you, my friends,
to judge what he has proved. We are willing to say he has
proved, first, that God commanded Jewish infants to be cir-
cumcised. But who denied it? And he has alsa proved
himself to be a singular disputant.

We proceed to adduce our last evidence, pro tempore, of
the essential difference between the Jewish and Christian
kingdoms And in the first place, we assert, that the con~
stitution of the Jewish kingdom, and that of the Christian,
are essentially different. Or, in other words, that the covenant
on which the Jews were erected into “a holy nation”-and “a
peculiar people,” are essentially different from that covenant
on which Jews and Gentiles are erected into the kingdom of
our Lord and King Jesus Christ. Now for the proof. When
Israel came out of Egypt under the guidance of Moses, they
were brought to mount Sinai in the deserts of Arabia.
Hitherto they formed no nation, no church. They could
not hitherto be a church, or an ecclesia, for they had never
been called out. And hitherto they wanted every thing that
Mr. Maccalla deemed essential to a chixch state. They had
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no oracles, no social ordinances, no officers, nothing essential
to a church. They were never called a church, until in the
wilderness. They were slaves and idolators in Egypt.

The preface to the constitution which erected them into
a church, or holy nation, we bave in these words: “ And
Moses went up unto God, and the Lord called unto him ous
of the mountain, saying, Thus shalt thou say to the house
of Jacob, and tell the children of Israel; Ye have seen what
T did unto the Egyptians, and how I bare you on eagles’
wings, and brought you unto myself. Now therefore, if ye
will obey my voice in deed, and keep my covenant, then ye
shall be a peculiar treasure unto me above all people: for
all the earth is mine: and ye shall be unto me a kingdom
of priests, and an holy nation. These are the words which
thou shalt speak unto the children of Israel.”—Ex. xix. 3, 6.
Thus we see their becoming a holy nation, a kingdom of
priests, dependent upon the answer they sent back by Mo-
ses to God. It depended upon an IF. Let us hear the
answer of the people, verses 7, 8, “ And Moses came and
called for the elders of the people, and laid before their faces
all these words which the Lor(r commanded him. And all
the people answered together, and said, AH that the Lord
hath spoken we will do. And Moses returned the words of
the people unto the Lord.” Thus the preliminaries were
settled.  Preparation is next made for proclaiming the
Magna Charta, the covenant or constitution, verses 9—11:
‘ And the Lord said unto Moses, Lo, I come unto thee in a
thick cloud, that the people may hear when I speak with
thee, and believe thee for ever. And Moses told the words
of the people unto the Lord. And the Lord said unto Moses,
Go unto the people, and sanetify them to-day and to-morrow,
and let them wash their clothes, and be ready against the
third day : for the third day the Lord will come down in the
sight of all the people upon mount Sinai.” Then for the
covenant. This the twentieth chapter details. It was written
on two tables of stone. This time and these circumstances
are ever afterwards referred to, as the commencemeut of their
ecclesiastical and national existence. Thus Jeremiah the
prophet, when speaking of the “nun aion,” and of the
“mellon aion” of the Jewish age and the Christian age,
saith, xxxi. 31—34, “ Behold, the days come, saith the
Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the house of
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Israel, and with the house of Judah: not according to the
eovenant that I made with their fathers in the day that I
took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of
Egypt; which my covenant they brake although I was an
husband unto them, saith the Lord: but this shall be the
covenant that I will make with the house of Israel; After
those days, saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward
parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be their God,
and they shall be my people. And they shall teach no more
every man his neighbour, and every man his brother, saying,
Know the Lord: for they shall all know me, from the least
of them unto the greatest of them, saith the Lord : for I will
forgive their iniquity, and will remember their sin no more.”
The prophet Ezekiel also refers to the same transactions,
and promises the union of Jews and Gentiles under a covenant
positively declared to be not the Sinaitic. Ez. xvi. 60, 61.
« Nevertheless I will remember my covenant with thee in
the days of thy youth, and I will establish unto thee an
everlasting covenant. Then thou shalt remember thy ways,
and be ashamed, when thou shalt receive thy sisters, thine
elder and thy younger: and I will give them unto thee for
daughters, but not by thy covenant.” NOT BY THY
COVENANT. Mark it well.

Now let us hear Paul, Heb. viii. 7—13, « For if that first.
covenant had been faultless, then should no place have been
sought for the second. For finding fault with them, he saith,
Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, when I will make a
new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of
Judah : not according to the covenant that I made with their
fathers in the day when I took them by the hand to lead
them out of the land of Egypt, because they continued not
in my covenant, and I regarded them not, saith the Lord.
For this is the covenant that I will make with the house of
Israel after those days, saith the Lord; I will put my laws
into their mind, and write them in their hearts: and I will
be to them a God, and they shall .be to me a people: and
they shall not teach every man his neighbour, and every
man his brother, saying, Know the Lord ; for all shall know
me, from the least to the greatest. For I will be merciful to
their unrighteousness, and their sins and their iniquities will
T remember no more. In that he saith, A new covenant, he
hath made the first old. Now that which decayeth and waxeth
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old is ready to vanish away.” Thus a new covenant distinet,
essentially distinct, from the old, is declared to be the cove-
pant under which the Christian church exists. That Israel,
as a church national, existed under, and was constituted by
the Sinaitic covenant, has been shewn to be afact irrefragible ;
and that the spiritual seed of Abraham, whether Jews or
Gentiles, is constituted by, and exists as a church under
another covenant, is as plain and as unanswerable.

We now come to a paragraph in Paul’s Epistle to the
Galatians of great momentum in this controversy. We de-
ferred our remarks on it until now. This being the proper
place for its consideration, we shall bestow upon it a little
attention: we shall first read the paragraph. Gal. iv. 21—31.
‘ Tell me, ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear
the law? For it is written, that Abraham had two sons,
the one by a bondmaid, the other by a freewoman. But
he who was of the bondwoman was born after the flesh; but
he of the freewoman was by promise. Which things are an
allegory : for these are the two covenants; the one from the
mount Sinai, which gendereth to bendage, which is Agar.
For this Agar is mount Sinai in Arabia and answereth to
Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage with her children.
But Jerusalem which is above is free, which is the mother
of us all. For it is written, Rejoice, thou barren that bearest
not; break forth and cry, thou that travailest not: for the
desolate hath many more children than she which hath an
husband. Now we, brethren, as Isaac was, are the children
of promise. But as then he that was born after the flesh
persecuted him that was born after the Spirit, even so it is
now. Nevertheless what saith the scripture? Cast out the
bondwoman and her son; for the son of the bondwoman
shall not be heir with the son of the freewoman. So then,
})rethren, we are not children of the bondwoman, but of the

ree.”’

On this observe 1st. that the law and the covenant at Sinai
are considered one and the same. Being under the law, verse
21, and being under the covenant in the allegory, are con-
sidered by the apostle as the same circumstance.

2nd. Abraham’s two wives, Hagar and Sarah, represented
the two covenants, the old and the new,  for these are the
two covenants.”

3rd. Ishmael and Isaac resemble the people under the two
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covenants. Ishmael, the son of the bondmaid, was born a
slave; for a slave gendereth or bringeth forth slaves, not
freemen. So did the old Testament or covenant, compared
to Hagar, which is one of the names, of mount Sinai in
Arabia; and she, to wit. Hagar resembles the then present
Jerusalem or Jewish church, which was in bondage under
the law, or old covenant. Isaac, the son of the freewoman,
resembled the people under the new covenant, which is called
the Jerusalem above, because proclaimed from heaven, by
him who is in heaven; not from mount Sinai in Arabis, on
the earth.

4. As Ishmael was brought forth in the natural or ordi-
nary means, he fitly denotes the natural descendants or fleshly
seed of Abraham, who lived under the old covenant, and
constituted the Jewish “ visible” church; the members of
which were such by natural birth. Again, as Jsaac was
brought forth by supernatural means, by faith in God's
promise, when the bodies of his parents were, as to his pro-
duction, as good as dead, by the supernatural agency of
Divine power, he fitly denotes the members of the Christian
church, which are such not by natural generation, as the
Jewish or Pedobaptist members are, but by being born as
Isaac was, by faith in God's promise, or by supernatural
means.

6. As the children of the deserted woman, Sarah, whose
husband deserted her and associated with Hagar, are declared
to be more numerous than the children of Hagar, who pos-
sessed the husband of the deseried Sarah, so the apostle
argues that the spiritual seed or children of Abraham by faith,
born like Isaac, would be more numerous than his natural
or literal descendants.

6. That as Ishmael, the child of the flesh, persecuted,
by railing and reviling, Isaac, the child of promise, so the
Jews, the natural descendants of Abraham, and those who
plead for church membership on the same ground of natural
birth, tAen, and since, and mow persecute, sometimes by
railing and reviling, and in time ‘g::; by sword and fagot,
those who have been born of the oman or the children
of faith, the sons of the new covenant.

7. But what saith the Scripture ? Aye, this is the ques-
tion: what did Sarah say? Mark it well, my friends. Mark
it well, ye Pedobaptists! O it is un oracle you should never
forget! What did Sarah say, as the scripture records ?
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«CAST OUT,” tremendous words! CAST OUT ¢tke bond-
woman, the old covenant compared to Hagar. Disannul it,
vacate it, lay it aside, rejectit. Isthatall? No,no. CAST
OUT the son of Hagar also, the people of the old covenant.
Yes, remewmber the allegory, as the spirit of inspiration has
called and represented it. Ishmael denotes all that are
merely the children of the flesh. CasT oUT THE BOND-
MAID AND HER SON ISEMAEL. For whatreason? Because
it is decreed of heaven, it is declared by God, that the son
of the bondwoman, the people of the old covenant, shall not
be members under the new covenant, shall not be heirs of
the inheritance with the son of the freewoman, the people
who are the sons of Jerusalem which is above, the mother
of all believers.

Mr. Maccalla has exultingly demanded a divine command
for casting out the natural seed of believers out of the church,
or for debarring them from the privileges of the spiritual
seed, as inheritors with them of the privileges of members
of a church state. Assuredly here is a divine command
prohibitory of the admission of the fleshly seed into the so-
ciety of the children of promise. Whence was Ishmael, the
figurative representative of the natural seed of believers, cast
out? Out of the house of Abraham ; out of a participation
of the inheritance of Sarah’s son Isaac. He was once a
member of that house, once a partaker with Isaac in the
blessings of Abraham’s house. But now he must be cast
out for ever. And that merely for a type or figure of the
casting off of the old covenant, and the casting out of the
natural seed from a church or family state. If ever there
was an explicit oracle most certainly this is one. If ever
there was an express divine command, circumstanced and
restricted by adjuncts which forbid misapplication, here it is.
And were it not for that vail of prejudice and tradition upon
the hearts and eyes of Pedobaptists in reading both the Old
Testament and the New, we should not have been asked for
such a command as Mr. Maccalla has demanded. We have
given it. And we hope Mr. Maccalla will try to refute it,
or explain it away, if he will not obey it, that we may have
an opportuni‘% of exhibiting and enforcing it to greater
advantage. We believe it is not in the power of any Pedo-
baptist to set aside its force, or to explain it away, on any
fair or reasonable ground. I request my opponent to try it.
T will rest the whole weight of the controversy. upon the
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coryectness of the statement I have made, upon the exposition
of the allegory I have given.

The last item in this paragraph we shall notice is this
glorious truth, last verse, “ So then, brethren, we are not
children of the bondmaid, but of the freewoman.” Conse-
quently heirs with Isaac. Heirs with Christ of an inheritance
incorruptible and unfading. We believers are all children
of promise, sons and daughters of the Jerusalem which is
above, not of her in bondage with her children. Rejoice
christians, the children of the promise are counted for the
seed. Jerusalem above is the city of our nativity, and that
Canaan, where the tree of life immortal blooms, is our in-
heritance. ‘

Mr. Maccarvra resumed his former subject :—

I have, my friends, presented you with a few historical
evidences of great respectability demonstrative of the great
antiquity of baptism amongst the Jews. The writers referred
to clearly shew that the Jews were wont from time imme-
morial to receive proselytes to their religion by thsree cere-
monies, circumcision, baptism, and sacrifice. Tt is highly
probable that John the Baptist derived his baptism from this
Jewish custom. We, in this opinion, concur with the judg-
ment of the most learned writers, ancient and modern.

I will now furnish a few evidences shewing that infan¢
proselytes, as well as adult proselytes, were baptized ; i. e.
the infants of proselytes together with their parents were
baptized. “Gemara Babylon (ad lit. cherith, c. 2.) The
proselytes entered not into covenant, but by circumcision,
baptism, and sprinkling of blood.

And (ad lit. Jabinoth, c. 4.) He is no proselyte, except
he be baptized and circumcised ; and if he be not baptized,
he remains a gentile.

The Talmud Tract. Repudii, speaking of Jethro, Moses’
father-in-law, says he was made a proselyte by circumcision,
and immersion in water. This baptism differed from the
diverse baptisms which St. Paul says were customary among
the Jews, for these were often repeated, but this was not
given but once to one person. It was called, as Doctor
Lightfoot shews, baptism for proselytism, as distinguished
from baptism for uncleanness. .

It remains now to be inquired, whether not only adult
but infant proselytes were baptized by the Jews. Gemara
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Babylon (Chebeboth, c. 11.) If with a proselyte, his
and his daughters be made proselytes, that which is done by
their father, redounds to their good. The Jerusalem Misna
says—If a girl born of heathen parents be made proselyte
after she is three years and a day old, then she is not to
have certain privileges there mentioned. And the Misna of !
Babylon says, that if she be made a proselyte before that
age, she shall be entitled to the said privileges. Both agreé-
ing in this, that a child however young, might, according to
their custom, be made a proselyte. And the Gemara says,
they are wont to baplize such a proselyte in infancy, upon
the profession of the house of judgment, for this is for bis

good. In the Gloss, it is also stated, that if the father of
the child be present, the child is baptized at his request;
but if net, on the profession of the court. They are wont

to baptize, says the Gloss, because none is made a ‘Proselyte

without circumcision and baptism upon the profession of
the house of judgment. That is, three men have the care

of his baptism, according to the law of the baptism of pro-

selytes, who do thus become to him a father, and he is by

them made & proselyte.”

Maimonides also, in the same chapter already quoted,
says, a proselyte that is under age, they are wont to baptize
upon the knowledge of the house of judgment, for this is
for his good.

Talmud. Babylon. Mass. Javamoth. Jab. xlvii,—
When a proselyte is received, then he must be circumcised,
and when heis healed, then they baptize him in the presence
of two wise men, saying, Behold, he is an Tsraelite in all
things, and if it be a woman, the women lead her to the
waters.

Again—the Israelites do not enter into covenant, but by
those three things; by circumcision, by daptism, and by a
peace-offering, and the proselytes likewise. And the same
continues to be the practice of the modern Jews. For Leo
Modena, in his history of them, speaking of the admission
of proselytes, says—part v. c. 2, They take and circumcise
him, and as soon as he is well, he is to wash himself all over
in water; and this is to be done in the presence of three

Rabbins.”* :

We know that some learned men have denied, that pro-

* The above extracts we have copied verbatim from John P. Camp-
bell’'s Sermon on Baptism, pp. 41, 42, because the condensed view of
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. selyte baptism existed at all among the Jews, until some

centuries after the Christian era: such as Dr. Gill, Dr.
:.Owen, and Dr. Lardner. We shall let the arguments of
| Dr. Gill against it pass for what they are worth. As for the
! others, they only argue against it from the silence of some
Jewish writers upon the subject. And because some writers
have said nothing about it, this is no proof that what others
bave said about it is false. And again, what avails the
weight of three or four names, opposing the testimony of
such a host of learned and pious antiquarians and divines!
The conclusion from the preceding testimonies and consi-
derations is, that it is Aighly probable that John's baptism,
and afterwards Christian baptism, was derived from the
Jewish baptisms existing for ages amongst the Jews. The
institation of baptism by Christ was no more than approvisg
of an established usage, and that, perhaps, too, of divine
anthority, and recommending a continuance of this practice
in the work of proselytism, or of converting the nations to
Christianity.

Mr. CaMPBELL thus replied :

As my opponent has not ventured to attack my remarks
on Gal. iv. nor dared to refer to the divine command so
often called for, for the exclusion of the natural seed of
believers from the Christian church, while destitute of faith,
we may certainly conclude that our argument from that por-
tion of scripture, is, as far as in him lies, unassailable, and
therefore, we may proceed forthwith to his probable evidence .
in favour of the apostolic practice of infant baptism, dednced
from Jewish proselyte baptism.

Our objections to his “ probable evidence” in favour of
his bypothesis are the following :

1. This proselyte baptism, if it existed before the Christian
era, is itself a Auman tradition. Neither Moses nor any
divine prophet ever recorded one word about it. Mr. Mac-
calla has not even hinted that it had any divine authority.
If it did exist among the Jews, before the Christian era, it
existed amongst them as infant baptism exists amongst us,
i.e. upon the authority of Rabbins, and not upon any divine
the evidence in favour of the hypothesis, given above, is, in minfature,
the purport and authorities produced by Mr. Maccalla. Of this work

of Mr. J. P. Campbell, Mr. Maccalla boasted as an unanswered and
unanswerable performance.
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warrant, expressed or implied. And however congenial. it
may be with the Pedobaptist system to maintain one tradi-
tion by another, or to found one human institute upon
another human institute, it is altogether repugnant to the
spirit and views of the cause which we have espoused. No
probabilities will satisfy our consciences in any item of the
Christian institution. We can only regard explicit or ex-
press divine authority. : :

2. This proselyte baptism when pleaded as the foundation
of John’s baptism, flatly subverts the argument of Christ

inst those who rejected the baptism of John. Those who
rejected John'’s baptism rejected the counsel of God against
themselves, not merely the counsel of men, or a traditionary
{roselyte baptism, such as Mr. Maccalla and his Pedobaptist
0st wonld make it. The Saviour taught that John's bap-
tism was from heaven, not from men. It was viewed by
his disciples as the counsel of God. If Mr. Maccalla had
been amongst those Jews whom the Messiah interrogated as
to the origin of John’s baptism, whether it was from heaven
or from men ; had he been superior to the fear of man, he
would have said, not from heaven, but from the proselyte
baptism of the Jews. Sucb at least are his views of this
baptism now. We object, then, to Mr. Maccalla’s views of
John’s baptism, because he originates it from earth, and not
from heaven, because his view of it and that of the Saviour
essentially differ.

3. The Pedobaptist writers are themselves the chief, if
not the sole polemics, who plead the high antiquity of pro-
selyte baptism ; and even of themselves some of the most
learned, as Drs. Owen, Larduer, Benson, Jennings, oppose
the existence of any such practice, till long after the Christian
era. [Here were read extracts from Dr. Gill in proof of the
comparatively modern origin of proselyte baptism, too long
for insertion.] The Mishna, say some of the most learned
antiquarians, written 150 years afier the destruction of the
temple at Jerusalem, makes no mention of ‘proselyte bap-
tism. In the Jerusalem Talmud, written one century after
the Mishna, and in the Babylonish Talmud, written A. D.
500, mention is made of immersion for ceremonial purposes,
but their authority is not of sufficient antiquity to affect the
question. And here it is worthy to be noted, that these
Jewish immersious for ceremonial purposes had ne adwi-
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nistrators, for the subject was himself the agent, or adminis-
trator. Hence those ceremonial purifications are unworthy
of comparison with the Christian institution of baptism.
It appears to me much more probable that the proselyte
washings or immersions were borrowed from John the Bap-
tists, or derived from his baptism, than that John borrowed
from the Jews an ordinance which, very probably, did not
exist among them till after his decease. But it matlers not
0 us though proselyte baptism came out of Egypt, or from
the Red Sea, it was a human institution first and last.

4. Our fourth objection to proselyte baptism as the
origin of Christian baptism, is, that if Christian baptism was
derived from it, then we should all be obliged to become
Quakers ; for it is notorious that so soon as a proselyte and
his children were once baptized, and thus added to the
Jewish church, their descendants through all generations were
not to be baptized. Baptism ceased for ever, gs a proselyting
institution. My opponent’s system ends here. If it begins
with, or from, proselyte immersion, it ends with it. Cone
sequently, on this hypothesis, baptisia was but a temporary
institution, and none of the descendants of the Presbyterians,
born after the proselytism of their parents, should be baptized.

But this is not the only incongruity in Mr. Maccalla’s
scheme for the Jews, (he has read to us from Pedobaptist au-
thorities,) made proselytes by circumcision and baptism too:
first circumcising, then requiring bapdsm. Assuredly, then,
they did not, like Mr. Maccalla, consider circumcision and
baptism of similar import, as the same seals!! &c. One
part of Mr. Maccalla's theory defeats another by its « vis
tnertie.” Christian baptism one while came in the room
of circumcision. Now it is derived from Jewish proselyte
immersion, which was so little akin to circumcision as to be
married to it in'making a proselyte!!! Mr. Maccalla too
ought to use god-fathers on the principles of proselyte immer-
sion, as he has read to us from Dr. Wall. The fatherless child
baptized as Maimonides says, at the request of his mother—
“ but the court professed for him.” When Mr. Maccalla
shall have obviated these difficulties, gnd removed these ob-

jections to his scheme and that of the learned *host” of”

Pedobaptists who preach up proselyte baptism, we shall
propose others. Until then these will suffice.
Having now replied to every thing advanced by Mr. Mac-

je
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calla from the commencement of this discussion, bearing
directly or indirectly against our views, and having also ad-
vauced sundry arguments both as respects the subject and
action of baptism, which he has not so ‘much as ventured to
impugn, I think I am entitled to say, that I am not only as
respondent got up with him, but in the proof of the propo-
sitions which I was pledged to prove, I have got considerably
ahead of him in the natural stages of this debate. I now
proceed to enforce the criticisms presented yesterday on the
import of the term baptizo, by showing that eminent Pedo-
baptists themselves have conceded that for which we have
already contended, viz. that the primary and natural meaning
of baptisma is immersion, and of bapto and baptizo, I im-
merse or dip. As we have not carried hither the original
works to which we refer, we shall read extracts from them,
from our Strictures on Dr. Ralston’s Review, pp. 256, 257.
If Mr. Maccalla calls in question the correctness of those
extracts, we are prepared to defend them. )

We shall begin with Calvin. ¢ The very word baptize,
signifies to dip; and it is certain that the rite of dipping
was observed of the ancient church.” So speaks John Cal-
vin, Just. lib. 4. chap. 15. sec. 19. Let us next hear Martin
Luther: his words are, ¢« Baptism is a Greek word, and may
be translated a dipping, when we dip something into water,
that it may be covered with water ; and though it be for the
most part almost altogether abolished, for neither do they
dip the whole children but only sprinkle them with a little
water ; they ought, nevertheless, to be wholly dipped, and
presently drawn out again, for that the etymology of the
word seems to require. I would have those that are fo be
baptized to be wholly dipped into the water, as the word im-
ports, and the mystery doth signify.”—Tom. 1, fol. 71, and

“tom. 2, fol. 19. Let us next hear Dr. Owen, “ For the
original and natural signification of baptizo, it signifies to
dip,4o plunge, to dye, to wash, to cleanse. That no Aonest
man who understands the Greek tongue can. deny the word
to signify, to dip.”—Posthumous works, p. 581.

Dr. Hammond says, “ Baptismos signifies an immersion
or washing the whole body.”” — Annot. John xiii. 10.

Bishop Taylor: “If you attend to the proper signification
of the word baptism, it signifies plunging into water, or dip-
ping with washing.”—Rule of conscience 3d, c. 4.
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Chambers says,  The word baptism is formed from the
Girreek baptizo of bapto, I dip or plunge. That in the pri-
mitive times this ceremony was performed by immersion, as
itis to this day in the oriental churches, according to the
original signification of the word.”—Quoted by Junius,

. 81. .

Casaubon says, ‘ The manner of baptizing was to plunge
or dip into the water, as even the word baptizo itself plainly
enough shows.”—On Matt. iii. 6.

Zanchius : “ It signifies properly to plunge, dip. So the
ancient church used to dip those that were baptized.”—Vol.
2. p. 217.

}%eza on Matt. iii. 11, says, “ The word baptizo signifies
to dye by dipping or washing, and differs from the word
dunai, signifying to drown, or go down to the bottom as a
stone.”

Joseph Mede, on Titus iii. 2, saith, “ There was no such
thing as sprinkling or rantism used in baptism in the apostles’
days, nor many ages after them.”

Dr. Macknight every where in his critical notes affirms
the same. '

Mr. MaccaLLA arose :—

My opponent has got far a-head of me, I confess. We
travel slowly, but I hope we travel on safe ground, and will
safely arrive at our destined point in due time. I am,m
friends, pledged to prove us clear of those charges whic
Mr. Campbell has preferred against us, I am sorry to ob-
serve some of you langhing when you should be praying.
Do, my Pedobaptist friends, pray for the victory of truth,
and fall not in with those jubilees of laughter, which, I am
sorry to say, are too much countenanced by Mr. Campbell's
manner of handling this serious subject.

When I come forward to the mode of baptism I will
show you how many lies there are in those quotations fead
by Mr. Campbell. Mr. Campbell says that the baptism of
John was from heaven. I suppose he will say that Christian
baptism was from heaven also. But did not Jesus Christ
institute a baptism similar to John’s in some respects ? and
do not many Baptists say that John's baptism and Christian
baptism are the same ?  If so, then it will not be considered
by the Baptists that Christian baptism was not from heaven,

M 2
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because borrowed from John. Nor can they, on their owd
principles, condemn us for saying that John's baptism was
from heaven, thongh borrowed from the proselyte baptism
of the Jews, which, indeed, probably was of divine origin at
first, since they argue the same way themselves.

But you know that I only said that the argument deduced
from proselyte baptism was ‘probable evidence of apostolic
practice of infant baptism, for if John’s baptism was bor-
rowed in part from Jewish proselyte baptism, and if Chris-
tian baptism was taken in part from John’s baptism, and if
the Jews baptized the infants of proselytes, as we have seen
they did, then it follows that it is highly prebable that the
apostles baptized infants. But we go on to shew that we
have not only probable, but positive evidence of apostolic
practice of infant baptism. .

If, indeed, we do not produce positive evidence of the
apostles baptizing infants, we will give up our cause. In
producing this sort of evidence, we shall have only to advert
to the families baptized by the apostles ; of whioh there are
four on record. Previous to taking into consideration the
particulars recorded concerning those families, we shall first
show that the word oikos, translated house, necessarily im-
plies infants as a part of the family. ‘To do this, T shail
read you, from Rice's Pamphleteer, page 36, an extract
shewing that in the Septuagint of the Old Testament, and
also in the Greek of the New, as well as in the writings of
Aristotle and Plato, there are two words translated house
and household, viz. otkos and oikia, but of very different
meaning ; the former denoting literally the house in which
the master lived; and the latter, the house in which the ser-
vants lived ;. the former metaphorically signifying a man'’s
children; the latter, his household of servants. So that
when we read of an oikos, a house baptized, we know there
were infauts in it, and when oikia is said to be baptized, we
know that it was a fawily .of servants.

[We are sorry that we cannot give the extracts read from
Ricein full. Mr. Maccalla read, perbaps at two intervals,
three quarters of an hour from this work in support of the
above position. We searched every book-store in Pittsburgh
* for this work, but could not get a copy of it. But we can give
a condensed view of the extracts, taken from Dr. Samuel
Ralston, who made out this argument against me in his
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¢Brief Review,”” pp. 19, 20. He had Rice before him, and
made as judicious a use of it as Mr. Maccalla. Indeed more
so, for without the obscene expositions of Mr. Rice, read by
Mr. Maccalla, he has given us the cream of the argument.
It will also be unnecessary to state that I presented Mr. Ral-
ston’s Review at the same time, and replied to Messrs. Rice
and Ralston at the same time. As for Mr. Maccalla, he had
not “‘a word of his own” in this criticism. It was all borrowed.
But inasmuch as he and Mr. Ralston adopted Rice’s and
‘Calmet’s criticism, we shall give it in Mr. Ralston’s words,
and reply to them all at once. A part of it appears in the
present speech, and the remainder in the next, as Mr.
Maccalla occupied two speeches with this criticism. Mr.
Maccalla read also from Campbell’s Preliminary Disserta-
tions the rules for finding out the meaning of doubtful
words. Diss. 4. Rule 1st. Consult the context in what
manner the word is introduced. Second : Consider whether
the term be one of the writer’s peculiarities. Third: Con-
sult parallel passages. In the fourth place, consult all the
places where the word occurs. On these rules Dr. Camp-
bell expatiates, and Mr. Maccalla proposed them with a
reference to the investigation of oikos and oikia, and then
read from Rice to the ?o]lowing effect, as Mr. Ralston gives
it. p. 19.—A. CaMPBELL.]

- *1 would therefore observe that the Greek words oikos
and oikia, which literally signify a house or dwelling-place,
are used metaphorically both in the Septuagint of the Old,
and in the Greek New Testament to denote the inhabitants,
with this difference, that oikia signifies a man's household
or servants, but oikos is confined to the children separate
from the parents, examples of which shall be adduced in the
proper place. There may be an instance where these words
are used interchangeably, perhaps through the carelessness of
transcribers, but every person who will take the trouble of
examining the matter, will find that the distinction is accu-
rately observed, particularly in the New Testament.

The reason why oikos is used to denote the children of
the owner of a househeld seems to be this :—That as a house
or dwelling-place is built up by degrees, and by successive
acts, so a man’s family is built up by degrees, by children
born to him in snccession. In this sense it is used re-
peatedly in 2 Sam, vii, 26—~29. “And now, O Lord God,
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the word which thou hast spoken concerning his house [oikou]
establish it for ever, and do as thou hast said. And let the
house [oikos] of thy servant David be established before
thee. For thou, O Lord of hosts, God of Israel, hast re-
vealed thyself to thy servant, saying, I will build thee an
house, [oikon.] Therefore let it please thee to bless the
house [oikon] of thy servant.” The apostle Peter, speaking
of believers as the children, and more immediate family of
God here below, uses the word in the same sense, and
assigns the same reason respecting the use and propriety of
the metaphor. “Ye also as lively stones are bualt up a
spiritual house (oikos) to offer up spiritual saerifices ac-
ceptable to God through Jesus Christ.”” 1 Epistle, ii. 1.

That the word house is used in the Old Testament to
designate children separate from their parent or parents, is
evident not only from the foregoing, but the following ex-
amples :—*Then went king David in, and sat before the
Lord, and he said, Who am I, O Lord God, and what
is my house [oikos] that thou hast brought me hitherto ?"
2 Sam. vii. 18. “And thus saith the Lord, Behold I will
raise up evil against thee [ David] out of thine own house”
[oikou] 2 Sam. xiii. 11. The same phraseology is used
in the New Testament. Hence then we read of Cornelius
and his Aouse, of Lydia and her house, of the jailer and his
house, and of Stephanas and his house, in all of which oikos
and not oikia is used. It is true indeed, that the English
trauslators have sometimes rendered both words kouse, and
sometimes kousekold : but, as I have already observed, the
distinction is generally observed with accuracy; and cer-
tainly it would have been better to have uniformly rendered
oikos house, and oikia household, as they have done in
Phil. iv. 22, «All the saints salute you, chiefly those that
are of Cesar’s household,” [oikias] and every one knows
that it must have been Ceesar’s servants, and not his children
that are meant in that passage.”’

Mr. CAMPBELL arose :— :

I will, my friends, as I have been reading you some tes-
timonies in support of the meaning of the terms bapto and
baptizo, just read you an extract from the Rt. Rev. John
Milner. You will find it in my Strictures on Mr. Ralston’s
Review, p. 279. His words are, p. 316, “Indeed Pro.
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testants are forced to have recourse fo the tradition of the
church for determining a greater number of points which
are left doubtful in the sacred text; particularly with respect
unto the two sacraments which they acknowledge. From
the doctrine and practice of the church alone, they learn
that though Christ our pattern was baptized in a river, and
the Ethiopian eunuch was led by Philip info the water, fox
the same purpose the application of it by infusion or asper-
sion is valid; and that though Christ said, he that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved, infants are susceptible of the
benefits of baptism who are incapable of making an act of
faith.” Ofien we have called infant sprinkling a tradition
of popery, and here a high Roman dignitary acknowledges
it. Yea, and tells the bishop of St. David’s, that from his
church alone, Protestants received it!

I am glad my opponent is now about to furnish us with
posilive evidence of apostolic practice of infant baptisu.
That he has now come to the New Testament, and assumed
a tone that indicates something like coming to the point.
He will give up his cause if he cannot give a positive evi-
dence of infant baptism.*

- His remarks upon your levity appear to me as ill-deserved
as his exhortations to groans, and sighs, and Pharisaic faces
are incongenial with Christianity.

If Mr. Maccalla subjects himself to your smiles, and pro-
vokes your risibility, I cannot see why he should blame you ;
nor do I see any propriety in his exhorting you to assume
a sanctified appearance, and a prayerful countenance, while
he manages this discussion in this singular way. We know
there is a canting tone and a sorrowful countenance much
practiced by those who are most ignorant of the genius of
Christianity. We do not plead the cause of levity nor of
laughter, but we know that there was nothing more ob-
noxious to the reproof of Him, who was most certainly the
most devout, than the whining, sorrowful tone, and the
sanctified exterior of those devotees, once called Pharisees,
but which is now greatly extolled by many who inveigh
against Pharisaism. A cheerful countenance and a pure

* Mr, Maccalla in his next speech denied his having said that he
would rest any thing upon his proving this point, or that he would

ive up his cause upon his not proving of any one point; but when
asked what he did say, he made no reply.
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conscience are necessarily allied, but & good conscience and
sighs, aud groans, and a dejected prolonged face, are very
incompatible and irreconcilable. We know that there are
sorrowful occurrences which may call for tears and sighs,
even from the pure in heart, but we cannot conceive of any
thing of that nature in the present circumstances of this
congregation. But of this enough.

Myr. Maccalla has adopted the criticism of Rice and Taylor
on the words oikos and oikia ; and is to give us positive evi-
dence of infant baptism from the import of these words.
Mr. Ralston, who has written, what he calls a *“ Brief Review”
of the debate at Mount Pleasant, has adopted the same, and
mightily boasts of the importance of the criticism. Mr.
Maccalla tells us it is founded on the decisions of Aristotle
and Plato, and lays the greatest stress upon it. Now we
have not read Rice’s Pamphleteer, but we have read some of
the writings of Aristotle and Plato in the original, and we
have read Dr. Samuel Ralston’s “ condensed view ”’ of the
criticism, and we boldly pronounce that it is a “refuge of
lies.” And we will go a little farther yet, and affirm, that
not only is the criticism erroneous, but that assertions are
made in the “ condensed view” referred to, that are down-
right falsehoods. Mark it well, my friends. We have said
falsehoods. Whether intentional or not, is not my duty to
say. But if I do not prove to the satisfaction of every one
who understapds English, and especially to any one who
knows only the Greek alphabet, all that I have now affirmed
concerning this criticism and those assertions, I will say
that I know neither English nor Greek. But this we will
not attempt until Mr. Maccalla gives us the whole of it.

In the meantime we shall request your attention to the
households baptized, or ¢ family baptisms,” as some call
them, mentioned in the New Testament. Of these there
are bat four. Of three of these we have positive proof that
all baptized were professed disciples; capable of kearing,
believing, and obeying the word. The only family that
admits of the least hesitation with respect to the members
of it, is that of Lydia; and if there had not been another
family baptized in the narrative than this one, or if there
had been the same want of particularity in describing, inci-
dentally or explicitly, the baptism of the others, it would be
utterly impossible for any man living to furnish a positive
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€vidence of infant baptism from Secripture testimony. We
have indeed already shown that the apostles baptized none
but professed disciples, by facts and arguments that Mr.
Maccalla dared not to impugn ; and therefore might be ex-
cused from noticing this ten thousand times refuted notion
of infants having been baptized in those four families. But
that the fullest satisfaction may be afforded to all interested,
we will again condescend to visit the families alluded to.

With respect to Lydia’s family, of the circumstances of
which there is the least said, and therefore the more room
for conjecture, as we see in all the references to it by the
Pedobaptists, we will just mention that six things must be
proved, before it can be proved from it, that we have positive
evidence of apostolic practice of infant baptism.

1. That Lydia ever had a husband,

2. That she had a husband lately,

3. That she ever had children,

4. That she had brought her children with her from
Thyatira to Philippi, a journey of two hundred miles, mostly
by sea,

y5. That her children were then infants, and

6. That they were actually baptized. “
All this must be done before Mr. Maccalla’s positive evi-
dence can be adduced. Now let me ask, Can Mr. Maccalla
prove ANY ONE of these circumstances? 1 positively an-
swer No; not one. Where then is his positive evidence to
be obtained from Lydia's house! Indeed there is not pro-
bable evidence, much less positive evidence of infant baptism
in this family. .

While mentioning probable evidence, it may not be ont
of place to remark, that the highest degree of probable evi-
dence falls something short of positive evidence. We may,
perbaps, be mistaken, but we cannot think that probable
evidence in its highest possible degree can produce certainty
in the human mind. We are aware that the laws of our
country authorise the infliction of the penalty of death upon
presumptive evidence of a certain churacter. How just this
procedure may be, lies not in my way to say. But we shall
suppose a case, in which we will give every advantage to
presumption or probable evidence, and yet we shall see that

. absolute certainty is not the result. Suppose, for instance,

M5
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that the ship Albion, in company with a convoy, a thousand
miles frora land, was boarded on the morning of, say .the
20th of June, 1820, and it was found that only two persons,
A and B, were alive on board the said ship. That the day
being calm, and the sea tranquil, three other ships were
within a few furlongs of the ship Albion all day, and saw
00 person on board the ship during the day. Suppose that
it was known to all the ships’ crews in the convoy, that A and
B, the only surviving sailors en board the ship Albion, were
in a state of hostility to each other; that A had actually
threatened to kill B, and on boarding the ship Albien at
sundown on the 20th of June, it was found that B was ae-
tually killed by a sword which was found stained with blood
in the said ship. The conclusion would be with many, that
A had actually killed B, from all the circumstantial evidence
‘which the case afforded. But an ingenious lawyer appears
in defence of A, and admits all the circumstances above
stated to have existed, and that it is highly probable that
A killed B; at the same time, however, he contends that
it is by no means certain that B fell by the hands of A, for
he might have fallen into a fit of insanity and killed himself
for some reasons unknown to any. The possibility of such
an event precludes absolute certainty in any rational mind.
Many cases we know have occurred wherein the severeist pe-
nalties have been awarded on circumstantial evidence, and
it afterwards appeared that the sufferer was innocent. If
the case which we have supposed does not afford positive
evidence, what shall we say of Mr. Maccalla’s deducing
positive evidence in a case wherein there is not a single
circumstance stated, which renders it even probable that an
infant was in the family! Had we been positively informed
that the commission under -which the apostles acted, antho-
rized them to baptize infants, and had we been expressly
informed, in ten or a dozen instances, that they had baptized
infants, even then it would not be probable from all on re-
cord, that there was an infant in Lydia's house. But how
much more improbable is it, when both the commission, and
the apostles’practice, in all cases preclude the idea of an in-
fant ever having been baptized! But just let us look at the
circumstances of Lydia’s family, and consider what is most
probable in the case. First, She shows herself to be the
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sole proprietor of her house, and precludes the idea of having
a husband in these words, Acts xvi, 15, «“ Come into my
house, and tarry with me.” Second, That she was an un-
married woman is probable from the manner of giving the
invitation ; which, indeed, is the most singular invitation on
record,  If ye have judged me faithful to the Lord, come
into my honse.” It is equivalent to saying, If you have
formed a good opinion of my being under subjection to
Christ, you will not impeach my modesty, or suppose me
actuated by any other motive than the love of my Master,
in inviting you to sojourn with a woman. Third, That she
was an unmarried woman at this time, is further evident from
her manner of life. She was a travelling merchant, and far
from her own city. Fourth, It is also probable that the
brethren mentioned in the 4th verse, were members of het
family, servants or relatives in her employ. Mr. Ralston,
“indeed, to evade the force of this consideration, supposes
that the brethren in this house were Timothy and Luke, and
that after Paul and Silas were released from prison, they
went to comfort and cousole them before their departure.
But this is absurd, for Paul and Silas did not leave Timothy
nor Luke behind them in Philippi: they accompanied Paul
and Silas, as we learn xvii. 16, and x. 13. So that the per-
sons mentioned verse 4th, were most probably the members
of Lydia’s house that with her were baptized.

Thus, from a fair and full consideration of all the cirenm-
stances of Lydia's house, there is not the least probability
that there was an infant in it. But if even it had been pro-
bable that infants belonged to Lydia’s house, we are abso-
lutely certified from other portions of the divine testimony
that theye were not baptized. But all these remarks are
perfectly gratuitous; for it behooves my opponent to prove
positively that there were infants in this family, and secondly
that they were baptized. We are under no necessity, ac-

~cording to the logic and rules of Pedobaptists, to prove that
there was not an infant baptized; bLut they are bound, by
their own rules, to prove positively that there was. So Dr.
Mason says, “The proof lies upon the affirmer.” Mr.
Maccalla affirms that there were infants baptized in Lydia's
house : let him prove it then. But it is impossible. Ergo,
Mr. Maccalla affirms that which he cannot prove, But we -
must hear Mr, Maccalla on oikos and oikia,
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Mr. MaccArLLA proceeds: —

Well, my friends, we shall have to accomplish our object
by our sighs and groans, and leave those to sinile who please.
1 have never heard so much of the great Mr. Campbell,
although I have heard a great deal of him, as I have now
heard From himself. His prodigious knowledge of Greek !
It was presumptuous indeed for any person of ordinary at-
tainments to dare to contend with this great man. -Aristotle
and Plato are his playthings; and as for Rice, Ralston, and
myself, we are Wor puny creatures in his hand—he will tear
us to pieces. Well, well, we think Dr. Rice was at least as
good and as honest a critic as he. We shall let you hear a
little wore of his criticism, p. 40th. You will see, my
friends, that in establishing the meaning of oikos and oikia,
I shall overthrow all my opponent’s reasoning on the house
of Lydia. As soon as it becomes manifest to you that oikos
means a family of children, all his probabilities will dissolve.

Mr. Ralston’s condensed view of this argument proceeds
thus: * Having thus shewn that the word honse is used in
both the Old and the New Testament to denote children
separate from their parents, I would now observe that -t is
used to denote little children, as a part of a house or family.
Thus in Num. xvi. 27, it is said that Dathan and Abiram
came out, and stood in the door of their tents, and their
wives, and their sons, and their little children.” Verse 32,
““ And it came to pass that the earth oPened her mouth, and
swallowed them up and their Aouses,” [oikous]—swallowed
up their little children as part of their houses, as well as
their wives, their sons, and themselves. And not omly is
this the case, but that it is also used to signify infants exclu-
sively, is apparent from the following examples. According
to a law of the Mosaic dispensation, if a married man died
childless, then his unmarried brother, and if he had no un-
married brother, then the next of kin was required to marry
his widow ; and if he refused, ¢ then shall his brother's wife
loose his shoe from off his foot, and spit in his face, and
say, So shall it be done to that man who will not build up
his brother’s house,” [oikon.]—Deut. xxv. 9. But how
was his brother’s house to be built up? By the surviving
brother marrying his deceased brother's widow, and by ia-
Jants born to him by her, but which were to be esteemed
the children of the deceased brother. The marriage of Ruth
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to Boaz was in consequence of this Jaw: and we are accord-
ingly told, that when he bad espoused her, all the people
that were in the gate, and the elders, said we are witnesses.
““The Lord make the woman that is to come iuto thine
house, or dwelling-place, like Rachel, and like Leah, which
two did build up the house [oikon] of Tsrael. And let thy
heuse be like the house [oikos] of Phares which Tamar
bare unto Judah of the seed which the Lord will give thee
of this young woman.”—Ruth iv. 12. I would again ask,
how was the house of Israel duilt up by Rachel and by
Leah ? Certainly by the infants brought forth by them from
time to time. And how was the house of Boaz to become
like the house of Phares, but by infants to be born to him
by Rauth, and which are styled “the seed of this young
woman ?”  Many other examples of the word house being
used to denote little children, and infants exclusively, might
be adduced, but I shall mention only another in Psalm exiii.
9. ¢ He maketh the barren woman to keep house [oiko],
and to be the joyful mother of children.” " 1ln this passage,
every reader will see that the barren woman’s heart was to
be made glad by infants to be given to her by the Lord, and
who were to constitute what is called her “Aouse,” or family.
Now to apply the metaphorical use of the word /ouse,
nat only as an argument for, but rather as a proof of infant
baptism, we read in the New Testament of the baptism
of Lydia and of her house, of the jailer and of his kouse,
and of Stephanas and of his kouse, or household, as it is
translated. The question now is, what did the inspired
penmen mean by the word “ kouse,” in the record they have
left us of these and of other family baptisms ? They were
well acquainted with the meaning of the term in the Old
Testament, as sometimes signifying children separate from
their parents, and little children, and infants exclusively.
The Jews to whom they wrote had the same understanding
of the word ; and if it is necessary, it can be proved that the
Grecks attached the same idea to it, when used metapho-
rically. When the Jews then read that Lydia and her house
[o0ikos] ; the jailer and his house [oikos]; and the house
[vikos] of Stephanas were baptized, what would they, or
what could they understand by the word in those several
passages? Would they not attach the same idea which they
had been accustomed to affix to it in the Old Testament,
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namely, & man’s or woman's children by\immediate descent
or adoption, infants included ?  If, according to the Baptist
system, infants are not to be baptized,}then the inspired
penmen have used a word calculated to deceive both Jews
and Greeks; but this is not to be admitted. I cannot con-
ceive of any possible way of evading the argument, but by
alleging that they used it in a new and limited sense, as
embracing only children arrived to maturity, to the exclusion
of infants. But where is the proof of this? An instance
or two, if such can be found, of their using it in this sense
cannot overturn the argument; for to overturn it, it must be
proved that they always used it in that sense. Bat this I
fearlessly affirm cannot be done; and therefore it follows
incontrovertibly that they attached the same idea to it as
had been affixed by their sacred writers for upwards of two
thousand years.

But that the soundness and force of this argument may
be still more apparent, I would observe farther, that although
there are other Greek words, as pais, paidion, paidarian ;
brephos, brephullion; nepios, nepion; and teknon and tekna,
and which are frequently used in the Septuagint, and in the
Greek Testament, to designate little children and infants;
yet none of them are used by the writers of the New Tes-
tament in the account they have given us of family baptisms.
The reason, doubtless, was, that these-words are rather in-
determinate in their meaning, and are sometimes employed
to denote persons approaching, or arrived to maturity, as
well as little children and infants. Thus in Gen. xxxvii.
30, Joseph is styled “a child [paidarion] when sixteen
years of age ; and Benjamin “a little one ” [paidion] when
upwards of thirty. It was therefore with an evident design
that they used a word so fixed and determinate in its meaning
by a prescription of two thousand years, that those who read
it would not be mistaken, but immediately understand by it,
a man’s or woman’s family, infants included. .

I have extracted and condensed the foregving argnment
from a pamphlet by a Mr, Taylor, the editor of Calmet’s
Dictionary. It would seem that Mr. Campbell has either
seen that pamphlet, or extracts from it also in Dr. Ely’s
Quarterly Review, or in the first number of the Pamphleteer,
edited at Richmond by Dr. Rice: and as the only possible
way of evading the force of this argument, he roundly affirms.
in pp. 72, 73, 1st edit. that the baptized families mentioned
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in the 16th chap. of the Acts of the Apostles, and elsewhere,
were all adults, and haptized on their own profession of faith.

On Monday we will call your attention, my friends, to
the application of this criticism on oikos to the households
that were baptized by the apostles. From what you have
already heard, it must appear evident that there were infants
baptized by the apostles, as the term translated house neces-
sarily implies that infants constituted a part of those houses.
Other considerations confirm us in the propriety of this cri-
ticism to which we will call your attention on Monday.

[So stood the controversy at the end of the fourth day.—
Adjourned to meet on Monday morning at ten o’clock. ]

Monday morning met at eleven o’clock.

[There was a pretty general recapitulation of all the ar-
guments adduced during the last week, which is omitted for
the sake of brevity; and as the last grand recapitulation
which closed the debate will be minutely given, it is thought
unnecessary in writing, however useful it might be in speak-
ing, to make a recapitulation on the commencement of every
day, or of every new topic. The recapitulations of Mr. Camp-
bell and Mr. Maccalla will be omitted, and proceed to state
their second argument for émmersion as the only baptism.]

Mr. CAMPBELL arose :—

My friends and brethren, the singular course pursued by
Mr. Maccalla obliges me to introduce the different arguments
in proof of the pesitions I am pledged to prove at considerable
intervals ; but, if after your attention has been engaged upon
a variety of topics, tending, no doubt, to the same grand
issue, but not so forcibly as if in one grand phalanx, under
proper heads, they presented themselves to your view; if, I
say, in this detached way, they appear to carry conviction of
the truth to your understandings, it is easy to conceive how.
much more clear and forcible the impression, if they came
forward -in succession.

My second argument in proof of the proposition that
immersion is the only baptism, is drawn from the design of
baptism. Either baptism has a design or it has not. It has
a design, Pedobaptists themselves say, and we need not push
the proof farther. Now the design of baptism and the action
are analagous, Pedobaptists themselves being judges. But
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whether they say so or not, the Scriptures teach us that there
is a meaning in the action of baptism. Hence the figurative
use of the term baptism. Thus, said the Messiah long after
his literal baptism, I have a baptism to be baptized with,
and how am I straitened till it be accomplished.” This,
indeed, the learned and candid Pedobaptist, Dr. George
Campbell, translates, “ I have an immersion to undergo,”
not a sprinkling. The action then has a meaning, and that
meaning is as definite as the emblematical import of the
element of wafer, about which there is no controversy. Paul,
like our Saviour, uses the term baptism as a word of fixed
figurative meaning, 1 Cor. xv. * What shall they do which
are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not.”” It is also
true that the learned and candid Pedobaptist, Dr. James
Macknight, translates and explains this baptism as an im-
mersion. * What shall they do who are immersed in suf-
ferings for the hope of a resurrection of the dead, if the dead
rise not.” The reason of this figurative use of the term
baptism is easily accounted for, on the principles offered in
our first argument; but on no other. We there shewed that
immersion was the primary idea attached to the term baptisma
by the people that spake and wrote Greek, consequently, it
was as natural for them to use the word baptisma in relation
to sufferings or to any thing that was analagous, as it is for
us to say such a person is overwhelmed with or in grief: he
was immersed in calamities; he is immersed in debt, &c.
Now as there is a figurative use of the term baptism this
figurative use is founded upon a plain analogy existing
between a literal immersion in water, and the circumstances
of the person or thing said to be baptized in a figurative
sense. This only prepares the way for introducing the design
of baplism as far-as fespects the action. We have, in the
illustration and proof of the design and import of this ordi-
nance, while proving our first position, shown that washing
away of sins was the doctrinal import of the ordinance, viewed
in relation to the subject of it. As the forgiveness of sins
springs from the death of the Saviour, as ¢ he was delivered
for, our ces and raised again for our justification,” so.it
we :‘{ﬂt; in the divine wisdom and goodness, that the action
whith he has commanded to be observed, in order to the
Jformal remission of sins, should have such an analogy to
the grand events which conspired together in procuring par~

=
&
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don and acceptance as to fix upon the mind of the subject,
and to exhibit to all observers, the grand means of obtaining
this remission and acceptance, viz. the death, burial, and
Tesurrection of Christ. Hence the apostle, in his epistles,
declares that disciples are buried in baptism, and also raised
in the likeness of Christ’s death and .resurrection. Baptism
is therefore analogous to a burial and resurrection, as far as
respects the action, and in consequence of this analogy the
subject is said to have died by sin, to have been buried with
Christ, and to have risen with him. Macknight, the Pedo-
baptist translator and commentator, so correctly represents
the emblematical import of the action of baptism, that we
will express our views in his words. Introduction to-Rom.
vi. he has these words, “ In baptisin the baptized person is
buried under the water as one put to death with Christ on
account of sin, that he may be strongly impressed with a
sense of the malignity of sin, and excited to hate it as the
greatest of evils. Moreover, in the same rite, the baptized
person, being raised up out of the walter, afier being washed,
he is thereby taught that he shall be raised from the dead
with Christ, by the power, of the Father, to live with him
for ever in heaven, provided he is prepared for that life by
true holiness. Farther, believers are laid under the strongest
obligations to holiness by baptism, because it represents their
old man, their old corrupt nature, as crucified with Christ,
to teach them that their body, which sinclaimed as its pro~
perty being put to death, was no longer to serve sin as its
slave.”* On the third verse, chap. vi. he observes, “Baptism
* That baptisma literally signifies immersion, and that its literal
import is the meaning that it must have in relation to the ordinance,
is supported by a very singular and convincing evidence. All
learned Baptists, and amongst these doubtless there are some honest
men, declare it,and deny its signifying sprinkling or powring. In
the second place, hundreds of the most learned Pedobaptists say the
same. In the third place, almost all ecclesiastical historians declare
that immersion was the primitive practice. And what is opposed to
all this evidence? Only the cavils of a few modern Pedobaptists,
who have written on set purpose of proving their own practice to be
right. And of these some have so much honesty and modesty as to
avow that it most frequently signifies immersion. But not one has
been able to furnish one inst of its ily signifying sprink-
ling or pouring. Nor, indeed, can any man produce one such
instance. The force of such concurring testimony on any subject
is, we would think, irresistible, and were it not for prejudice, and
bigotry, and interest, it would be in every instance triumphant; In
many instances it is 80 in spite of opposition,
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is an emblematical representation of our union with Christ
as members of his body, and of the malignity of sin in
bringing death upon Christ and upon all mankind, and of
the efficacy of Christ's death in procuring for all a resurrection
from the dead.” On verse 5, he observes, “our baptism, called
in the precedent clause a planting together in the likeness
of his dealh, being both a memorial of Christ’s death and
resurrection, and a prefiguration of our own, it teaches us we
ghall die indeed through the malignity of sin, as Christ died ;
but through the merit of his death, and the efficacy of his
power as Saviour, we shall at the Jast day be raised from the
dead as he was, to live with him, and with God eternally.”’
On Col. ii. 12, he observes, “Christ’s disciples are fitly said
to be buried with Christ in baptism ; and in baptism to be
raised with him.” Such are the ideas which the action of
baptism (sophistically called the mode) suggests. It is an
emblematical burial and resurrection. So all the ancients
interpreted it. But Paul’s authority satisfies the conscience
of a disciple of Christ, though all opposed.

The design of baptism requires that the action should
bear a resemblance to a burial and resurrection. Bug
sprinkling bears no such resemblance, therefore sprinkling
is not baptism. Bread and wine are not more sunitable em-
blems of Christ’s body and blood, used in the ordinance of
the supper, than baptism, in its primitive administration, is
of the burial and resurrection of Christ, and of our burial
and resurrection with- him by faith, and also of our literal
burial and resurrection unto eternal life.

The answer of a good conscience arising from baptism,
. pot only impliés that the subject of baptism should be a

believer, but also has reference to the action of baptism,

This answer of a good conscience arises from a ‘knowledge

of forgiveness and acgeptance through the death and resur-

rection of Christ presented to our view in the action of

baptism, as the apostle Peter represents it, when declaring

that baptism is the antitype of the deluge, or of the salvation
_ of Noah by water. 1 Pet. iii. 20, 21.%

Mr. MAC&ALLA arose :—
My friends, when we adduced probable evidence of apos-
tolic practice of infant.baptism, from the history of proselyte

* As we always prefer, when it is practicable, to refute the glosses
of Pedobaptists by Pedobaptists themselves, we shall transcriby
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baptism, as practised among the Jews, it was not as Mr.
Campbell has hinted, that we should fix our practice of this
rite upon the principles of proselyte baptism. No, we have
other and better ground for our practice than this. We have
now positive evidence of apostolic practice of infant baptism ;
and there is no occasion for our founding our practice upon
probable evidence when we have positive evidence to support
it. Alexander the Great rode on horseback without stirrups,
because that stirrups were not then invented, nor for many
centuries afterwards ; but this is no reason why modern kings
and conquerors should ride without stirrups, now that stir-
rups are invented. Just so we have no occasion for founding
our practice upon proselyte Jewish baptism, when we have
better ground.

We have produced substantial criticism to show that the

Macknight’s notes on this passage. It thus reads: “ The water of
baptism is here called the antitype to the water of the flood, because
the flood was a type or emblem of baptism, in the three following
particulars. 1st. As by building the ark and by entering into it,
Noah showed a strong faith in the promise of God, concerning his
Ppreservation by the very water which was to destroy the antediluvians for
their sins; so by giving ourselves to be buried in the water of baptism,
we show a like faith in God's promise, that though we die and are
buried, he will save us from death, the punishment of sin, by raising
us from the dead at the last day. 2nd. As the preserving of Noah
alive, during the nine months he was in the flood, is an emblem
of the preservation of the souls of believers, while in the state of
the dead ; so, the preserving believers alive, while buried in the water
of baptism, is a prefiguration of the same event. 3rd. As the water
of the deluge destroyed the wicked antediluvians, but preserved Noah,
by bearing up the ark in which he was shut up, till the waters were
assuaged and he went out of it to live again on the earth; so baptism
may be said to destroy thé wicked, and to save the righteous, as it
prefigures both these events: the death of the sinner it prefigures by
the burying of the baptized person in the water; and the salvation
of the righteous, by raising the baptized person out of the water to
live a new life,” These things considered, may not our Lord’s words
to Nicodemus, except a man ge barn again of water, be an allusion to
the history of the deluge, and a confirmation of its typical meaning ?
For Noah’s coming forth from the water to live again on the earth,
after having been full nine months in the water, might fitly be called
his being born of water. Consequently, as baptism is the antitype, ox
thing signified by the deluge, a person’s coming out of the water of
baptism, may have been called by our Lord, his being boin again of
water.

This is a solid refutation of Mr. Ralston’s remarks, p, 95, on the
mode of baptism as deducible from 1 Pet. iii. 21, . :
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word oikos implies the existence of children in a family, in
contradistinction from their parents; and that oikia denotes
a household of servants, in contradistinction from the house
or family of the proprietor; and that, therefore, when an oikos
was baptized, we know certainly that children were baptized.
As therefore the bouses or families that were baptized are
called otkos and not oikia, we have positive evidence that
infants were baptized by the apostles.

In confirmation of this, we shall attend to the circumstances

of the houses baptized by the apostles. On the family of
Lydia we have heard much said, and much that ought not
to have been said, as about her not having a husband, her
not having children, and if she had, the improbability of her
having them at Philippi, so far from home, and that if she
had them with her, still there is want of proof that they were
baptized. But there is no weight in such conjectures. We
are told that herselfl and all her house were baptized, and we
have seen that otkos implies children. She might have been
a widow, or she might not, for any thing I know; but one
thing I know, she had a family, and that her family was

baptized. And upon the ground of conjecture, I do not

think it a fair conjecture to suppose that she was an unmarried

woman and a family of men and women with her. Who

yvere these men and women ? It is presumed they were her

servants and relations, But this is all conjecture, and rather

thau admit such conjectures I would prefer to rest upon the

meaning of the word translated house, and necessarily im-

plying children,

The jailer and his oikos were baptized. That there were
infants in this house is very evident, not only from the import
of the word which we have proved to be decisive, but from
the circumstances narrated by Luke, Acts xvi. " 1st. None
but the jailer was commanded to believe, which shows his
house was incapable of believing. Mr. Campbell knows
that the verb pisteuson is in the singular number, and ad-
dressed to the jailer only. 2nd. None but the jailer is said
to have believed. The participle is also singular pepieteukoos,
he having believed. This form of address, and this form of
narrative plainly teach us that none but the jailer was com-
manded to believe, and that none but he actually believed,
consequently. his children were baptized upon his faith. 3rd.
he was a young man and could not have adult children, for
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the Roman law prohibited old men from being jailers ; and
this also’appears from his activity, he sprang in, and moved
about with the agility of youth, and not as one bowed down
with the infirmities of old age. '
. Cornelius’ house was also baptized. It is admitted that
the Holy Ghost fell on the kinsmen and neighbours who
met in this family, but it by no means follows that the family
of Cornelius, his oikos believed. The message of the angel
who visited him presents him in the same relation to his
house as the jailer occupied. ““Send for Simon Peter, and
he will tell ¢kee, not thy children, words by which ¢thou and.
thy house will be saved.” His children, like those of the
jailer, were put under the means of salvation by baptism,
but it does not hence follow that they were actual believers.*
Of the other families baptized not many particulars are
given, but we see Yrom those considered that infants were a

* As we have promised animadversions on the Rev. Samuel Ral-
ston’s Reviewof the Debate at Mount Pleasant, and as the remarks of
Mr. Maccalla on the households baptized were kindred to those of
Mr. Ralston upon this topic, it will be an act of justice on all sides
to give the following extract from p. 23. ¢ That the real meaning of
the apostle may be seen in this passage, it may be necessary to ob-
serve that the word salvation, like many other words in the Scriptures,
i used by the sacred penmen in two or three different meanings or
weeptations.  Sometimes it is used to signify a deliverance from
temporal danger only. This is its meaning in Exod. xiv. 13, where
Moses speaking of that deliverance which Jehovah was about to
vouchsafe to the Israelites,in the destruction of their enemies, the
Egyptians, says to the former,  Stand still, and see the salvation of
the Lord which he will shew to you to-day.” ° As it respects spiritual
objects and interests, it is sometimes used to signify the ordinances of
the true religion. This, I apprehend, is its meaning in John iv. 22,
where Christ tells the woman of Samaria “ That salvation is of the

ews.” And it sometimes means that pardon of sin, sanctification
of heart, and eternal life, which is promised to all true believers in
Christ. This is its meaning in Rom. i. 16, where the apostle says,
“I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it is the power of God

unto salvation, to every one that believeth, to the Jew first and also
to the Greek.,” M .

That it is salvation in this full and unlimited sense that Mt. Camp-
bell intends in this proposition, will I expect be admitted : indeed no
other kind of salvation, nor any salvation less than this, would answer
his purpose, as he contends that a profession of this salvation is what
alone can entitle an adult to baptism. This salvation, as it regards
dults, is promised to believers only:  He that believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved, but be that believeth not shail be damned.”



246 A DEBATE

component part of those baptized. Besides many families
were baptized that are not recorded, for baptism of households
was a very common thing in the apostles’ time, as we learn
from 1 Cor. i. 16, where Paul says, I baptized the household
of Stephanas, but I do not know whether I baptized any
other, that is, any other households; which shews that the
baptism of households was so common a thinig that the apostle
Paul could not tell how many he had baptized at Corinth.

Now every tyro in the Greek language knows, that the verb « pis-
tenson,” delieve, in this verse, is in the singular number, and was ad-
dressed to the jailer only, and not to his house or family. As they
were all adults, according to Mr. Campbell’s inference, then Paul did
not preach this full salvation to them, unless he preached a salvation
that may be obtained without believing, or that the children” can be
saved by the faith of the parent. But as neither of these can be ad-
mitted, the question now is, what did he mean by the word “ saved”.
in that verse, as it had ‘reference to the jailer's family? The apostle
Peter answers the question in the 3rd chapter of his 1st Epistle, 23rd
verse, where he tells us that baptism is a figure, or rather an antitype
[“ antitupon™] of the deliverance of Noah and his house “ by water,”
and not surely by being immersed in it, (for that was the case with the

antediluvians) but by being borne up by it in the ark, the type of the
church—* the like figure whereunto baptism doth also now save us.”
Not that we are to understand the apoatle as teaching that baptism is

regeneration, or yet a seal of an interest in the salvation purchased

by Christ, to either adults or infants, until they bring forth *the

answer of a good conscience toward God,” as thé fruit of a living

faith in a risen Saviour; but as one of the means appointed by the

Head of the church, for interesting in that salvation, and for com-

municating those renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, without

which no one can behold his face in glory. That this is his meaning

is apparent from his advice to the Jews on the day of Pentecost.

¢ Be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the

remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost: for

the promise is to you and to your children, and to all who are afar

off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.” By thus bringing

Peter and Paul together, we learn what the latter meant by the word

saved, as it respected the jailer's family, in the verse now under con--
sideration. That by his believing on the Lord Jesus Christ,they wounld

be brought under baptism as a means of salvation, together with the

other means connected with it, and which we are afterwards told was

the case. Thus a due attention to the true import of the words “ be-

lieve ” and “saved,” in that verse, shews the fallaciousness of Mr.

Campbell's proposition, ¢ that Paul preached salvation in its full

extent to the jailer and his house; "’ and the inference deduced from

it, that they were adult believers, and baptized on their own professien

of faith, consequently falls to the ground.”
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~ Mr. CAMPBELL then arose t—

The time has fully come when it becomes my duty, from
a promise already given you, my friends, to prove that this
new discovery made on purpose to aid the falling canse of
infant baptism is a refuge of lies. I have said that it is a
refuge of lies. Many seek shelter in such refnges without
knowing them to be such; perhaps this was the case with
Mr. Ralston and my opponent. Be this as it may, we are
sure it is a refuge of lies, and that the alleged differences
between oikos and oikia is not only an erroneous criticism,
but that statements made concerning these terms are abso-
lntely false. Whether intentional or not, lies not in my
way to judge or to express. We are only concerned in
what is said, on the present occasion, and not in the motive
or design of the speaker or writer. I then positively assert,
that in the Bible, there is no more difference betwixt the
use and application of the words oikos and oikia than there
is between the words brothers and brethren. 1 suppose you
all know that the difference betwixt the words brothers and
brethren is only in the orthography or spelling of the words,
and that there is no difference in the sense. Now for the
proof. Paul says, 1 Cor.i. 16, “ I baptized the oikos of
Stephanas,” and in the same epistle, addressed to the same
church, in speaking of the same family, chap. xvi. 15, he
calls this family the oikia of Stephanas. ¢ Ye know,” says
he, “the household [ten oikian] of Stephanas, that it is the
first fruits of Achaia, and that they have addicted. themselves-
to the ministry of the saints.” Here the same family, by
the same writer, is called, in the same letter, both oikos and
oikia. Any person that knows the Greek alphabet can see -
that this is as I have said. Where now is the truth of Mr.
Ralston’s declaration, p. 19. ¢ Hence,” says he, “when we
read of Cornelius and his kouse, of Lydia and her kouse, of
the jailer and his house, and of Stephanas and his kouse, in
all of which oikos and not oikia is used.”” He says, not
oikia is used, but here I have shown that it is! This proves
the assertion false.

And that you may evidently see that it is erroneous, we
have only to observe that Mr. Ralston, and Mr. Rice, and
Mr. Maccalla say that oikia denotes servants, as the servants
of Cesar's household [okias] as Mr. Ralston quotes it; and
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then so to translate it whenever it occurs.®* Thus said Pani,
chap. i. [ baptized the infants [oikos] of Stephanas, and
chap. xvi. ye know the servants [oikia] of Stephanas that
they were the first fruits, &c. and thus make the apostle give
a representation of Stephanas as a father in one place, asa
slaveholder or master in another ; having servants, that were
not servauts but freemen, addicting themselves to the service
of the saints, when they were their master’s property, and
having no time at their own disposal. What contradictions
and inconsistencies appear in a bold advocate of this human
tradition {4 : :
But that oikos and oikia are applied in the Bible to the
self-same family, and to the self-same house, will appear
from a few references. 1 would only premise one remark,
viz. that the difference betwixt the fz'milies called oikos and
those called oikia is pleaded upon the allegation that otkos
literally denotes the dwelling-place of the master or father
of the house, and that oitkiz denotes the house, cabin, or
hut in which the servants or slaves lived. It is said that in
-their figurative application the same difference exists. As
oikos signifies the master’s dwelling-house, it figuratively
denotes his children: and as oikia denotes the servant’s
house, it figuratively denotes-the servants that lived in it.
The jailer’s house is called, Acts xvi.31, otkos; in verse 32
it is called oikia, and in verse 34, it is again called oikos.
Once here it appears evidently to refer to the family, ¢ Thou
shall be saved and thy house.” ¢ They spake the word of
the Lord to all that were in his house” f,oi;:ia]- This evi-
dently refers to the house literally considered. And verse 34,
““he lead them into his house,” [oikos] the place of abode.
Put whatever meaning we may fix to the word, it affects not

. * Messrs. Ralston and Maccalla will, it seems,.advocate the baptism
of a believer's servants and children on the profession of the master
of the house, for both agree that the h hold of Steph was
baptized on his profession, and Mr. Ralston explicitly declares, p. 26,
tl;]at the apostle Had, in chapter xvi. reference to.the servants of Ste-
phanas.

.+ Mr. Pond and Mr. Ralston are at variance here. Mr. Pond will
have it, that the children of Stephanas had, at the time of writing the
epistle, grown up to manhood, and had obtained grace to addict them-
sclves to the ministry of the saints. “ When,” says he,  the apostle
wrote this, they had been baptized-a number of years.” Messrs,
Ralston and Maccalla will make servants of Stephanas’ household!!

|
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the point for which we'contend ; for the fact still remains,
and it is. undeniable that the jailer’s house is called both an
oikes and an otkia. ‘ .. _ .

Mr. Maccalla, or rather Mr. Ralston, from whom the
criticism -is takén, aware that oikia is applied to “the
jailer’s house as well as otkos, will have it, contrary to ap-
‘ ce.of probability, used metaphorically, and says that
it means the jailer’s servants, to whom he spake the word of
the Lord. This is an evident assertion to suit the hypothesis.
But suppose we should admit it for the sake of argument,
then how does it stand ? Tt stands thus, he preached to the
servants, and baptized only the oikos, the infants!! The
oikia was not baptized, but the oikos was. Paul and Silas,
then, were more successful in disciplining the oikes than the
oikia,* Mr. Ralston's infants; they were more easily con-
verted than the servants! They spake the word of the

* During the discussion we referred indefinitely to many instances
of the application and use of oikos and oikia, expressly subversive of
the recent discovery. We shall, for the sake of giving sufficient data
%o explode this absurd criticiam, here register more circumstantially
and methodically a number of plain evidences or proofs of its false-
hood. We shall first show that oikos and oikia are used by the in-
wpired penmen of the New Testament as complete synonymies. The
Centurion’s house, whose faith was so famed, and whose servant the
Messiah cured, is by Luke,in chap. vi. 6, called oékia, and in verse
10th, it is called oikos. The same house is by Matthew called oikia,
chap. viii. 6. Jairus, the ruler of the Synagogue, whose danghter the
Messiah brought to life, had a house which Luke calls oikos, chap.
viil. 41; and in the same chapter, verse 51, he calls the same house
vikia. Mark calls the same house oskos, chap. v. 38, and Matt, calls
it oikia, chap. v. 23. In the parable concerning the house divided
against itself, which is recorded by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, it is
called oikia, Matt. xii. 25; oikie, Mark iii. 25, but it is called oikos
epi oikon, Luke xi. 17. In the parable concerning the house being
attacked by thieves, recorded by Matthew and Luke, Matthew calls it
oikia, chap. xxiv. 43, and Luke calls the same hopse oikes, chap. xii
39. The same house is called both oékos and cikia in the same verse,
Luke x. 5. Into whatever house (eikia) ye enter, say, Peace be to
this house (oikos). The Messiah calls his Father’s house both otkos
und oikia, Johin ii. 16; xiv. 2. The house of Martha and Mary is
called oikas, John xi. 20, and, in the same chapter, it is called oikia,
verse 31. These few instances selected from the four gospels only,
will show how much dependance ought to be placed on such critics,
the very foundation of whose criticisms is laid jn a falsehood, viz. that
oikos and oikia literally signify a house, but not the same kind of &
house. We have produced from the very portion of the Bible where
they aay this distinction i2 observed with the greatest accuracy, un-

N
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Lord to all the jailer's servants, but not to his wife nor
children if he had any! Partial preachers these. Assuredly
they were Pedobaptists ! !

equivocal evidences that both words are used to denote the same kind
of & house. Many instances more can be produced.

We shall expose the fallacy of this new discovery a little farther.
These sagacious doctors of divinity say, that oikia literally signifies
the servants’ house, and metaphorically signifies the servants them-
selves. Thus Dr. Ralston, “oikia signifies a man's household or
servants.” Let us test the correctness of this assertion, Matt. x. 12.
“Salute the house when ye enter it,” [otkia] i. e. salute the servants
only. Matt. x. 13, “If the house [_ozha] be worthy,” i. . the servants.
Matt. xii. 25, “]s.very house divided,” [oikia] i. e. servants divided
come to desolation. The Centurion, whose son Jesus healed, John
iv. 50, believed with all his house, [oikia ole] i. e. all his servants only
believed. Matt. iii. 57,%A prophet hath no honour in his own house,”
[oikia] i. e. among his slaves or servants. Joshua said, ‘“As for me
and my house [oikia] we will serve thé Lord,” i. e. myself and my
servants.  Receive him not into your house,” [oikia] i. e. into your
kitchen among your servants. “In every great house [oikia] thers
are vessels of gold and silver,” &c. i. e. in every great hut or cabin.
“In my Father’s house [oikia] are many mansions.” I forbear to
expose this criticism farther. Hundreds of instances similar to those
adduced can be given,

But we must not pass by the most important point, viz. tlmt ‘oikog
signifies sometimes children, and even infants, apart from their pa-
rents. And what of this, ye sagacious critics! The word family
in English, very often signifies the same thing! But does that
prove any thing favourable to your hypothesis! So long as the word
Jamily, which you say is the meaning of oikes, frequently denotes
all that live under one father, mother, master, or mistress, whether.
infants or adults, so long it remains to be determined, from. the cir-
cumstances of the case, who are the constituents or members of
the family ; and thus, after all your boasted discovery, you have to
confess yourselves to be just where you were: unable to prove thag
there ever was an infant in any house, oikia, or family that was
baptized. But you intend to carry some point by the discovery, and
we know of nothing you could propose, except to lead captive the
jgnorant and unwary admirers of the patented priesthood. For,
gentlemen, you must know that oikes and oikia are used interchange-
ably in all books, and by all Greek writers, if you know any thing of
Greek; and you must know, if you have read the Septuagint of the
Old Testament, that oikos hundreds of times is applied to denote
every kind of house or family. The very first time it occurs is Gen.
vii. 1, where Noah is commanded to take all his house into the ark,
oikos. Now we all know that Noah’s oikos was composed of three
otker oikoi, and that each of these otkos was composed of adults: four
oikoi composed [pas o oikos] all the house of Noah. The yonngelt
clnld or infant in this hquse oékos was about ninety eight years old.
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- " Buat Paul commanded only the jailer to believe, and he
only believed, because we find pisteuson and pepisteukoos in
the singular number.”” Admirable grammarians! Believe
thou, and thou shalt be saved and thy house upon thy faith.
Thyself by thy personal faith, and thy children by proxy,
or by some sort of federal representation. This is the result

This same oikos occurs fourteen times in the first chapter of Num-
bers, and includes, under twelve occurrences, 603,550 adults, from
twenty years and upwards. And so extremely far from truth and
correctness is this criticism, that we can furnish instances where
oikos signifies a man’s servants. Thus Gen. xvii 27, all the men of
Abraham’s house oi%os, of which there were three hundred and eighteen
servants born in his oikos were circumcised when Abraham’s eldest
son was thirteen years old. Observe, not otkia household, but oikos
house! But observe, God said of Abraham, he will order his children
{Awuhuioi], and his household oikos; yes, oikos, his servants, not oikia.
Joseph was placed over the house of Pharaoh [oikos], i. e. over all
his servants, noble and ignoble, Gen. xli. 40. Solomon gave Hiram
20,000 measures of wheat, and 20 measures of pure oil every year,
for the use, for the annual consumption of his oikos. Assuredly
Hiram must have had many infants to consume all this!! Again,
the whole house of Jacob is sometimes called oikos, and pun oikia,
Gen. i. 22; xlvi. 31, &c. &ec. :

To round off this bold period of learned criticism, Mr. Ralston
adds, “ It is true indeed, that the English translators have sometimes
rendered both words house, and sometimes household, but the distinc-
tion is generally observed with accuracy,” (mark this) and, adds he,
“certainly it would have been better to have uniformly rendered oikos
house, and oikia household, as they have done (omce) Phil. iv. 22.
Now, courteous reader, do not be startled when I tell you that it is a
fact that our translators, in the New Testament, have only once trans.
1ated oikia household, and oikos three times ; and that of forty-three
times household in the English Old Testament, forty-one times it ia
oikos in the Septuagint, and only ¢wice oikia!! When this is denied,
we shall give chapter and verse. So speaks the Pedobaptist, and so
speaks fact. Now judge ye.

Thus I have shewn that the whole of this criticism is a mere fabri-
cation of an overweening imagination, say the best of it. Were it
necessary I could fill from classical authority a respectable pamphlet
of refutations of this miserable refuge. But as the Old and New
Testament were only referred to in this point, I confined myself ex-
clusively to them. I have embodied in this note some of my remarks
in the speech under which it stands, and have added several instances
to those then introduced, and design it to stand here as a refatation
of Taylor’s, Rice’s, Ralston’s, and Maccalla’s new theory of positive
proof. I should except Mr. Ralston, for he only calls the argument
derived from the family baptisms  presumptive evidence” of apostolic
practice. ' Mr. Maccalla presumes a little farther, and calls it positive
proof ; we will call it positive proof of positive pres;mpﬁon.——A. C.

N
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of so great erudition! To elude the exposure of this false
criticism, Mr. Ralston will have two kinds of salvation
preached here, the one an eternal salvation, and the other
neither temporal nor eternal, but only the means of salvation.
Thus the apostle Paul is represented as speaking like pagan
priests, with double tongue or a double meaning. ¢ Believe
in the Lord, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house.”
These learned ‘Rabbins have found out that Paul had two
meanings for the word saved in this place, and thus cheated
the jailer by the ambiguity of a word. For Dr. Ralston and
my opponent, who agrees with him, will have Paul to mean,
¢ Believe in the Lord, O jailer, and thou shalt be saved with
an everlasting salvation, and thy house shall be put under
the means of salvation! But if we should condescend to
such puerile perversions, and seriously reply to such unpa-
ralleled misconstructions, we would say that a knowledge of
the first principles of any language, of the commonest of all
things in the praxis of school boys,—the supplying of ellipsis
would, should, or ought to cause to blush any adult who pre-
tends to understand grammar, and more especially any one
who pretends to know a little Greek, who would make such
a criticism. Let the ellipsis be supplied, and then it reads,
« Q jailer, you are concerned only for your own personal
safety, and therefore you ask nothing for your family or
your friends: you only ask, What shall I do to be saved.”
But we will tell you good tidings, not only in answer to the
question which you have proposed for yourself, « Believe in
the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved,” and not
only thyself, but in a similar way thy house. Briefly and
grammatically thus, “ Believe thou and thou shalt be saved,
and let thy house believe and they shall be saved ;” and ac-
cordingly the house was assembled, and they spake the word
to him, and to all that were in his house. And he rejoiced,
having believed in God, and all his house having likewise
believed, rejoiced with him; not as having escaped the earths
quake (as Mr. Ralston affirms), but as having found pardon
and acceptance in the Messiah. Nothing is more common
in Greek or Latin writers than such a style. The New
Testament abounds with it. . Thus John iv. 63.—The ruler
believed, and all his house [supply] believed. Acts xviii. 8.
Crispus the chief ruler of the synagogue believed, with all
his house; i. e. all his house believed with him. Acts xi.

\
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14, who will tell thee words by which thow shalt be saved
and thy house, i. e. and by which thy house shall be saved.
For the word saved is used in the same sense in relation to
the Centurion and his house, and not as Mr. Ralston asserts
that it signifies one thing when applied to the Centurion, and
another when applied to -his house. It is quite in the style
of the New Testament to answer a question in the number
in which it is proposed, and then to add to the reply other
intelligence connected therewith. Thus when the Jews on
the day of Pentecost asked in the plural number what they
should do, Peter answered their question first, in relation to
‘themselves, but immediately added information which they
did not demand. “ The promise is unto you,” might have
sufficed to-answer their query; but he adds, “and to your
children, and to all that are afar off; even to as many as
the Lord our God shall call.” Just so in the case of the
jailer, he inquires concerning himself, and he is answered
first as respects himself, then he is informed concerning his
house. I feel almost ashamed to attempt to refute, by se-
rious argument, such boyisms as appear in these criticisms.
I have corrected school boys for blunders less egregious. .
The positive proof of apostolic practice of infant baptism
remains to be produced. Indeed the probable evidence has
not yet been produced.

Mr. Maccarra ‘proceeds :—

So then Mr. Campbell has proved Mr. Rice’s criticism
and Mr. Ralston’s remarks upon it to be false. Who is
this Mr. Campbell, and who is Dr. Rice? I suppose you
know pretty well who the former is, and as to the latter I
will tell you. Dr. Rice is so respectable as a scholar and
as a christian that he was once elected to be president of
Princetown college, and declined accepting the honourable
appointment. Yet you would suppose him to bhe some
novice who was ignorant of the first principles of grammar,
from the unmerciful castigation he has just now received.
Notwithstanding all you have heard about his palpable
blunders, we will yet prefer him as a critic, to the great
Mr. Campbell. And as for father Ralston, for so I must
still call him, although so destitute of moral principle, while
Mr. Campbell has laboured to fasten down upon him false
mssertion, I think he has fixed upon my opponent’s book
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not only one, but sundry falsehoods. This you will see by
and by.

As {'or the household of Stephanas being called both otkos
and oikia; this is noticed by Dr. Rice,and I think by
Ralston, although the latter has once declared that oikos
and not oikia is always found where houses are said to be
baptized. p. 26, he says,  There is a difficulty not only
in the grammatical structure of that passage, but in the
directions .given by the apostle relative to that Aouse, that
has perplexed expositors and commentators. The difficulty,
however, as far as it respects the point in debate, vanishes in
a moment, when we consult the original text. When Paul
tells us, chap. i. 16, that he baptized the household of Ste-
phanas, as it is translated, the word used is ofkos; but in
the passages now under consideration it is oikia, which is a
proof that he had reference, not to the children, but to the
servants of Stephanas. Their being styled the first fruits
of Achaia, is a proof that they were converted to the Chris-
tian faith at the same time with their master, and this cir-
cumstance, together with the character for kindness given of
Stephanas himself, in the following verse, accounts for their
addicting themselves to the ministry or service of the saints ;
and hence it follows that the house of Stephanas alluded to
in 1 Cor. i. 16, is to be classed with the house of Cornelius, -
of Lydia, and of the jailer.” :

[ Mr. Maccalla read also from Dr. Rice to the same effect. ]
The whele difficulty on this passage, and also on the oikia
mentioned in relation to the jailer, vanishes upon the prin-
ciple here stated, viz. that the oikos only is said to have been
baptized upon the faith of the father.

But, my friends, I have not founded my argument for
apostolic practice of infant baptism simply upon this cri-
ticism. Nor do I, as Mr. Campbell has said, rest my whole
cause upon it. Neo; no more than wheu I use the words
father Ralston, do I mean to call any man father or master
on earth, and submit with deference to his opinions.. But
I will honour the aged men as fathers, and I will just rest
50 much of my cause upon the aforesaid criticism as it will
bear, 1 still contend that it is an important criticism, and
not to be relinquished. But I say that the circumstances
recorded concerning those baptized families furnish very.
decisive evidence that there were infants in them. And as
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we plainly see that the members of thoge families were bap-
tized upon the faith of the parents, we are thereby confirmed
that there were no adults among them ; for if there had been
adults, and they had believed, we should have been told of
it as minutely as we are of the faith of the jailer, the piety
of Cornelius, and the devotion of Lydia.

¢ But,” as Mr. Ralston says, p. 27, “after all, deep-rooted
prejudice may say that we are not told that there were any
little children or infants in those houses. In reply to this
I would ask the most prejudiced and prepossessed, if they
can possibly suppose that the inspired penman would use a
word that not only embraces little children as a part of a
family, but is used to denote infants exclusively; if he knew
that there  were no infants in those houses, or if he knew
that infants were not to be baptized. On the contrary, is
not his using such a word a proof that he knew that there
were infants in those houses: and of the houses of Lydia
and the jailer he had a personal knowledge, for, as we have
shewn, he was at Philippi when they were baptized.

*“ But besides this, I will state a plain case, which has in-
deed been stated by others, and which I think will decide
the question to every person who will be at the trouble of
making the experiment. We are told that Cornelius, Lydia,
the jailer, and Stephanas were themselves baptized, and their
families also. Now let a list of all the families in any given
district be taken. Let that list be presented to a person
entirely unacquainted with them; and let him select four
families promiscuously out of that list; and then let the
inquiry be made, whether there is, or is not, a little child or
infant in any of those families. I have no hesitation in
saying, that out of a hundred selections or trials, there would
be found a minor child or infant in some one of them, for one
selection where no such child would be found. Every person
versed . in the science of calculation will immediately see
that in the case now stated, there is not only a hundred,
but hundreds against one.”

Mr. Campbell thinks he has proved his point; I think I
have proved mine: we shall then leave you to judge betwixt
us and proceed to the mode of baptism.

In discussing .the mode or manner of administering bap-
tism, T will observe the following method. .

1. I will attend to.the words used in relation to this rite.
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2. I will advert to the cases of baptism recorded.

3. 1 will consider the spiritual allusions to this ordinance,
contained in the apostolic epistles. ,

1. As to the meaning of the words used in relation to this
ordinance, we shall first read from the Debate at Mount
Pleasant, p. 253, ¢ The Greek language was the most finished
Janguage ever spoken on earth ; the most copious, the most
definite, the most musical. . It was happily over-ruled in
infinite wisdom and goodness, that it should be the language
in which the gospel or New Testament should be written and
handed to the church. With respect to its copiousness-and
precision in regard to the use of water for cleansing, we
have to observe, that it had no less than four distinet verbs,
with their compounds, in common use. There is louo to
wash, in general, the summum genus; nipto, properly to
wash the hands; raino and rantizo, to sprinkle or asperse.
and bapto or baptizo to dip, plunge, or immerse. Now, as
in English, we never use ‘“to dip " to signify the same as
“ to sprinkle,” 0 never does raino in Greek signify bapto,
nor bapto raino.”” Now we shall admit the copiousness of
the Greek language without reserve, but at the same time
we contend that baptizo, the principle word of controversy,
whatever may have been its general or more common mean-
ing amongst the Greek profane writers, is, in the sacred
dialect, used to denote, not only one mode of applying water,

but different modes of using it; and in proof of this we
" shall produce the apostle Paul, who in his epistle to the
Hebrews, speaks of different kinds of baptism. His words
are diaphorois baptismois, chap. ix. 10, literally different
baptisms. Now as the important question before us, is, in
what sense the word baplisma and baptizo are used in scri
ture when applied to religious ordinances, we shall, 1 think,
do justice to the inquiry by examining what modes of ap-

lying water in religions usage the apostle calls baptisms.
fn ascertaining this we have only to refer to those applica-
tions of water alluded to by the apostle, Heb. ix. 10.

And first, the priests had their hands and feet washed
before they entered the tabernacle, or approached the altar,
Ex. xxx. 18—21, “ Thou shalt also make a laver of brass,
and his foot also of brass, to wash withal : and thou shalt
put it between the tabernacle of the congregation and the
‘altar, and thou shalt put water therein. For Aaron and his
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sons shall wash their hands and their feet thereat: when
they go into the tabernacle of the congregation, they shall
wash with water, that they die not; or when they come near
to the altar to minister, to burn offering made by fire unto
the Lord : so they shall wash their hands and their feet, that
they die not : and it shall be a statute for ever to them, even
to him and to his seed throughout their generations.” And
in chap. x1. 31,32, “ And Moses and Aaron and his sons
washed their hands and their feet thereat: when they went
into the tent of the congregation, and when they came near
xnto the altar, they washed as the Lord commanded Moses.”
This baptism of the priests was performed by aspersion.
For they were not to wash in but only at this laver. The
baptism of consecration was performed at the door of the
tabernacle before the people, and as the Jews stripped before
they immersed, it caunot be supposed that this baptism of
consecration could be performed in any other way than by
affusion or aspersion. Then there was no way of immersing
the priests at the door of the congregation, for the laver of
brass did not stand at the door of the congregation, but
between the door and the altar. And we are positively in-
formed that the Levites were consecrated by sprinkling, see
Num. viii. 6, 7, “ Thus, saith the Lord, shalt-thou do unto
them, to cleanse them : Sprinkle water of purifying upon
them.” Tt is therefore fairly inferred that Aaron and his
sons were thus consecrated.
.- In the next place, the ¢ diverse baptisms ” mentioned by
Paul include the numerous aspersions nnder the Levitical
Jaw; for of these he takes notice, Heb. ix. 13, 14, “ For if
the blood of bulls and-of goats, and the ashes of an heifer
sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the
flesh: how much more shall the blood of Christ, who through
the eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge
your conscience from dead works to serve the living God ? ”
In the third place, to the * diverse baptisms” amongst
the Jews we must add that kind of religious washing, which,
though not ordained of God, is yet by Mark, the evangelist,
called baptism. I allude to their washing their hands before
meals, Mark vii. 3, 4, “ For the Pharisees and all the Jews
except they wash their hands oft {nipsontai] eat not.” “And
when they come from the market, except they wash, or
Greek baptize, they eat not. And many other things there

NS
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be which they have received to hold, as the washings [bap-
tismous] baptisms of cups, and pots, and brasen vessels, and
tables.” Mark here informs us that the aniversal custom of
washing the hands before eating bad been derived from the
tradition of the elders, it was therefore a religious washing,
and is expressed by nipto and baptizo, both of which you
must perceive describe one and the same kind of washing.

Again, on one occasion we are told that the Pharisees
were astonished because that Jesus Christ had not first
washed, in the original baptized, before he sat down to eat.
He then reproved them for their own inconsistencies, saying,
““You Pharisees make clean the outside of the cup and
platter,” now as they found fault with Christ for not bap-
tizing before eating, he retorts upon them their baptizing
or cleansing [katharizo] the outside, and not purifying the
inside. He here uses baptizo and katharizo as synonymous,
and shews that both were performed not by dipping; for
had they dipped, the iuside as well as the outside would have
been cleansed. Here we may also observe that it was usual,
in ancient times, to wash or baptize hands by pouring water
upon them. Thus Elisha poured water upon the hands of
Elijah, 1 Kings iii. }1. From these premises we may
safely infer, that sprinkling or pouring is the scripturak
meaning of baptizo.

Mr. CAMPBELL again replied :—

The application of oikia to Stephanas’ oikos, it is acknow-
ledged by those critics, Messrs. Maccalla, Ralston, and
Taylor, to be a perplexing matter. Mr. Ralston would
make it vanish in a moment as respects the point in debate.
This indeed he does, by telling us that the oikos meant
Stephanas’ children,~infants I suppose; and that oikia
meant his servants! This is cutting the knot that he can-
not unloose. But even yet it is not cut; for if the oikia
meant the servants of Stephanas, how could they be praised
for addicting themselves to the service of the saints at their
master’s expense ! The knot cannot be unloosed, nor can
it be cut by such instraments: so. the critics may repose in
the noose.

But, after all, the last appeal of these eritics is to a con--
jectural case. As Mr. Ralston says; “ Let a list of all the
families in any given district be taken. Let that list be
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presented to a person entirely unacquainted with them, and
let him select four families promiscuously (how promis-
cnously!) out of that list, and then let the inquiry be made
whether there is, or is not a little child or infant in these
families. I have no hesitation in saying, that out of a
hundred selections or trials, there would be found a minor
child (under twenty-one, °tis always best in supposing to
take good latitude) or infant, for one selection where no
such child would be found.”* 8o it all comes to the calcu-
lation of chances. And thus ends the promised positive
proof. . :
But Mr. Maccalla rests, he says, not wholly upen the
import of the word translated house, for the positive evidence,
but upon the circumstances of the house meptioned. This
is positive evidence founded upon circumstantial evidence :
and who would have thought of deducing positive proof from
circumstantial evidence!! But yet the circumstances look
another way. For of Cornelius’ house or family it is said
the Holy Spirit fell on them all, and he and his house were
saved, for so the angel promised him. Of Lydia's house
we have minutely noticed the circumstanees. Of the jailer's
house, we learn that the word of the Lord was preached to
them all, and that they all rejoiced believing in God ; and
of Stephanas’ house, they were the first' fruits of Achaia,
and had addicted themselves to the ministry of the saints,
Strange, indeed, that any person would presume to insin-
uate the probability that an infant was baptized in any of
these families. And to infer that because we have not the
names, age, and history of every member of these houses,
infants must have been in them, is a worse inference than to
infer, that Crispus and his household were not baptized,

* 1 suppose he means he would find a hundred for one. As he
has expressed it, it means he would find one in a hundred that had
an infant, for one that had not. Although we should not fear such
an experiment, for in taking'my own immediate vicinity as a district
for experiment, I find about half the families destitute of infants, yet
this would be a very unfair case; for in all the labours, in all the
cities, provinces, and districts in the apostles’ labours on record, but
four families are found on the historic page—one at Cesaria, twa at
Philippi, and one at Corinth. But Mr. Ralston would only allow us
dbut one district for four families. Generous man! We give him the
history of 60 years, and Europe, Asia,and Africa, and he cannot find
one infant baptized.—A, C.



2060 A DEBATE

because we are only fold they believed. We have no account
that any other families were baptized by the apostles than
those mentioned; for Paul’s words, that he did not know
whether he had baptized any other at Corinth, means indi<
viduals ; as the Greek, Latin, and English New Testaments
declare. If the baptism of bouseholds upon the faith of
parents had been practised by the apostles as a general
‘practice, or rather as an universal practice, then, indeed,
instead of three thousand who gladly received the word on
the day of Pentecost having been baptized, six thousand
" at least would been baptized: for allowing that only one
" third of the number were heads of families, and that the
families only averaged three children, the number would
have been doybled, and so in every other case when multi-
tudes are said to have believed. But there is not the least
probable ground to suppose that it was an universal practice
to baptize the families of believers.

Thus.we have seen an end to infant baptism. My ap«
ponent has tried circumcision and the law, the Abrahamic
covenants; he has tried commands and precedents of the
Old and New Testament ; he has tried “ proselyte baptism,”
and “ household baptism.” He has travelled from Genesis
to Revelation: he has gone from Jernsalem to the uttermost
parts of the earth: he has examined the annals of the world
for fifteen hundred years, and has not found a syllable
about infant baptism. Ill fated cause. It deserves to be
abandoned for ever! Amen!

The modus operandi he has at length introduced. Mode
of baptism, curlous phrase! Mode of immersion is immer-
sion itself, and mode of sprinkling is sprinkling itself. Two
modes of immersion, and one of them sprinkling, is some-+
what dissonant, Sprivkling a mode of immersion, or immer-

sion a mode of sﬁtinkﬁng, is a new mode in logic!! But -

we must bow with deference to established modes, and it is
vulgar to call aetion, its proper name.

Mr. Maccalla commences his mode of baptism ingeni-
ously, instead of referring to any clear and definite medinm
of proof, instead of so much as adverting to my disquisition
on the import of the term daptisma, and baptizo ; instead of
referring to any authority or translation as a standard of ap-
peal ; instead of recurriug to any plain case in the New
Testament, he lays his foundation in one of the most vague
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applications of the term in the whole volumes of inspiration.
This is wisely done for one who wishes to speak vaguely,
and to involve a plain subject in obscurity. As the one
baptism is a very plain subject, and does not afford much
room for sophistry or ingenuity, it was good policy to go to
the doctrine of * diverse baptisms,” mentioned by Paul in
his epistle to the Hebrews. In the diaphorois baplismois
of the Jews, we may find something to quarrel about; and
Mr. Maccalla has laid the foundation for it. Of this it is
presumed you are not so good judges, and therefore we have
the more licence. But, my friends, we would take any
translation of the Scriptures, the worst that was ever made,
and confine ourselves to it alone, in the proof of this point.
I will take, before an English congregation, either the
present ‘translation, Campbell’s, Macknight's, Doddridge’s,
Thompson’s, Father Simon'’s, or the modern Roman Catholic
version, and from any ome, without foreign assistance, I
will pledge myself to prove that émmersion is the only
baptism. = Now, recollect, my friends, those translations
were all made by Pedobaptists. Were I a German I would
take Luther’s Bible; or were my hearers Frenchmen or
Romans, I would take the popular French or the Vulgate
version, and confine myself to any one of these alone; or I
would take the Greek before a proper tribunal, and from it
prove that tmmersion is the only baptism. Will my oppo+
nent then select any one and confine himself to it alone

But the whole marrow and pith of Mr. Maccalla’s argu-
ment is this, that among the Jews, sundry sprinklings were
practised, and that the apostle Panl called those sprinklings
baptisms, therefore sprinkling is baptism, and a legitimate
meaning of the term. We shall meet it in all its imaginary
strength. In the first grasp this argument loses half its
strength, for it is undeniably plain that various immersions
were practised by ‘the Jews, and the apostle Paul may have
referred to these. And Pedobaptists, the most learned,
amongst whom are Grotius, Whitby, and Macknight, inter-
pret this verse as exclusively referring to immersion. In
fact they translate it thus: “and diverse immersions and
ordinauces concerning the flesh, imposed until the time of
reformation.” Observe there are here three distinct classes
of injunctions: The Jews were to worship God by meats
and drinks. In the second place, by different immersions.
In the third place, by ordinances concerning the flesh,
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imposed until the Christian age. Now the * diverse immer-
sions” are stated in the- law of Moses, see Levit. xi. 32,
““ And upon whatsoever” a dead weazel, mouse, tortoise,
ferret, lizard, chamelion, snail, or mole ‘“ doth fall, it shall
be unclean ; whether any vessel of wood, or raiment, or skin;
or sack, whatsoever vessel it be wherein any work is done,
it must be PUT INTO WATER, and it shall be unclean until
the even ; so it shall be cleansed” by immersion. Here are
diverse immersions, and frequent occasion for them!! The
general rule for immersions in the law of Moses is found.
Num. xxxi. 23. «“ Every thing that may abide the fire ye
shall make it go through the fire, and it shall be clean; yet
it must be purified by the water of separation ; and JLL tha¢
abideth not the fire ye shall make go through THE WATER.”
8ee also on the subject of diverse immersions, Lev. xiv. 6—8.
Nuw. xix. 7—19. and xxxi. 21—23. Thus we see, that
admitting the references of -Mr. Maccalla to the lawto be
correct, in the instances he has specified, which are very
questionable, we have still abundant evidence, that indepen-
dent of these, there were diverse immersions commanded.
8o that his main argument has lost half its force in the first
attack. The Pedobaptist translators have destroyed the half
of what remains, by decidedly translating it diverse immer-
sions; and it all passes into thin air, when it is first noticed
that the apostle in the same chapter contradistinguishes the
diverse baptisms from the diverse sprinklings—far he drops
the word baptisma when he goes to speak of sprinkling,
which he does three times in the same chapter, v. 13, ran-
tizousa sprinkling; v. 11, errantise, he sprinkled ; v. 21,
errantise, he sprinkled. Now if baptisme meant sprinklings
in the 10th verse, why should he drop it in the three instances
where he speaks in the same chapter of sprinkling!! But
the fact is, in the same verse 10th, he contradistinguishes
the diverse immersions from the diverse sprinklings, by
calling the latter carnal commandments, or according to
Macknight, ‘“ ordinances concerning [purifying] the flesh.”
Where now is the strength of Mr. Maccalla’s argument ?
The ambiguity in the use of the word baptismas, for which
he pleads from this passage, is now shewn to be entirely a
conceit, and it is proved that the word here, as elsewhere,
signifies immersion.* . .

* The above investigation applies equally t6 Pond, John P. Camp-
bell, Mr, Ralston, and other Pedobaptists who have sought for refuge
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Mr. MaccaLLA again spoke:
... Mr. Campbell has told you that the carnal erdinances meant
sprinklings: this comes with a good grace from one who says
so mach about the plainness of scripture. This you will
evidently see is a mere retreat from the force of my remarks
on the different baptisms. He cannot, 1 fearlessly affirm,
produce one instance where sprinkling is called a carnal
commandment or-ordinance; and if he cannot, how much
is his assertion worth! Until this is done we shall consider
the diverse baptisms inclusive of sprinklings, and that bap-
tismos denotes sprinkling as well as dipping. .

But we do not found our argument for sprinkling on this
passage alone; we are able to prove that sub-mersion is not
essential to baptism, from various applications of the word’
baptizo : and recollect, if we can only produce one instance
of the application of this word where it necessarily signifies
any thing else than to dip or immerse, the point for which
we contend is gained.

That bapto, the word from which baptizo is derived, and
consequently of stronger import than its derivative, signifies
to wet, either by affusion or sprinkling, appears from the
application of it to the case of Nebuchadnezzar being wet
with dew. Thus the seventy use the word twice, Dan. iv.
83, * His body was wet [ebaphe] with the dew of heaven.”
The dews in eastern regions were very profuse, yet they fell
gently to the gronnd and wet the earth, and the things upon.
it, by a very gradual affusion, not by dipping; thus the
monarch’s body was baptized.

That the word baptizo must sometimes signify aspersions,
is proved from 1 Cor. x. 2. “Our [athers,” says Paul,
“ were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”
There was no immersion in the case, if we except the

in the diverse baptisms or immersions. Dr. Ralston, indeed, defeats.
himself, for he says, p. 94, that ¢ the baptisms prescribed by the Le-
vitical ritual are referred to,” and ¢ that although some of these wash-
ings required the immersion of the whole body, yet others of them
prescribed only the sprinkling of water on the persons to be washed,
whether priests or people.” Itis ded that some of them required.
immersion of the whole body ; now this, from a jealous advocate of
infant sprinkling,shows that the evidence is very strong for immersion.
in those Jewish baptisms, and we have proved that in none of them
called baptisms was sprinkling used. The sprinklings and baptisms
of the Jews are contradistinguished by the apostle,
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Egyptians who were overwhelmed in the depths of the sea
for the Israelites walked in the sea as on dry land; and
could only be sprinkled with the spray, that might, in the
moving of the waters, be dashed upon them. They are
however said to have been baptized on the occasion, and we
are sure it was not by immersion, but by either affusion or
sprinkling.*

It is altogether absurd to argue that because the primary

¢ As we have added some notes at the bottom of the page to enforce
our remarks, we shall add a few to aid Mr. Maccalla, from his friend
J. P. Campbell, of whose performance he boasted as unanswerable,
p- 65, In Rev. xix. 13, the Messiah is represented, after treading the
symbolical vintage, and being wet with the slaughter of his enemies,
as clothed in a vesture dipped in blood.” Isaiah sublimely describes
the same event. “I have trodden the wine press alone, and of the
people there was none with me; for I will tread them in mine anger,
and trample them in my fury, and their blood shall be sprinkled upon
my garments, and I will stain all my raiment.” Compare these pro.
phecies, and you will see that St. John has copied Isaiah, and that
both predictions relate to the same event in prophetic history, the
immense carnage of the anti-christian armies in the plain of Megiddo.
The circumstances thrown into the description make it manifest that
the passage in St. John, Bebammenon en haimate, should have been
rendered sprinkled or stained with blood ; since it is a palpable viola-
tion of every thing like truth or fact to suppose that the treader of the
wine press should have dipped himself or his garment in the blood of
the vintage.” Hear the same critic on Revelations again, p. 64, “the
sealing, therefore, of the servants of God in their forehead at this
Juncture, can imply no less than that many converts should be bap-
tized.” The same thing is implied in another prophecy of St. John.
“And I beheld, and, 1o, 2 Lamb stood on the mount Sion, and with
him one hundred and forty and four thousand, having his Father’s
name written in their foreheads.”—Rev. xiv. 1. Here the allusion
holds not only with respect to the seal or mark of God in ths
forehead, but to the very formula of Christian baptism, which is
performed in the name of God. What was the mark of the beast on
the foreheads of his votaries, but the sign of the cross and a corrupt
baptism? And this being set in contrast with God’s seal and wrilten
name in the foreheads of his true worshippers, nothing else can be
intended by the latter, but the true unadulterated baptism of Christ.
Thus definitely we see is the seal of baptism fixed by inspiration, and
even the mode itself intimated, because plunging peisois in water
cannot be so properly called the sealing of God in the forehead.”—
Ser. on baptism, published 1811, at Lexington, Kentucky. Dr. Ral-
ston, p. 100, “ Because the primary meaning of the word is washing
by immersion in some Greek writings, they have thence drawn the
conclusion that it should be so understood when denoting the initiating
ordinance into the church, without reflecting that it is not used in a
literal but figurative sense,”—A. C,
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sigmification of any- word may be so and so, that it never
signifies any thing else. To see the weakness and fallacy
any such attempt to decide the question before us, you
have only to remark its operation in a case precisely similar.
The words phago and-esthio, pino and pio, are used by the
New Testament writers to express the acts of eating and
drinking in the sacrament of the supper, and beside this,
supper amongst the ancients was the principal meal. Now
a stickler for the primitive meaning of the words and the
duty, as he apprehends, indicated by it, might say—* the
original and native signification of these words is to eat and
to drink as much as would be proper at a common temperate
meal, and they are so used in many passages of the New
Testament, as in Matt. vi. 31 ; xi. 19. ¢ Take no thought,
saying, What shall we eat, or, What shall we drink.” ¢ The
Son of man came eating and drinking.” Now as the sacred
writers employ these words to describe my acts at the table
of the Lord, lyconlend that I should eat as much bread and
drink as much wine in the holy supper, as I should do in
taking a common temperate meal. And I take the liberty
to say, that those persons who take a small bit of bread and
sip a little wine have not supped at all in remembrance of
Christ, and are guilty of insulting mockery in the celebra-
tion of that holy ordinance.” You would reject such an
argument as a pitiful conceit; yet who will affirm that it is
not just as as that of the Baptists in support of immer-
sion, with this difference, however, in its favour, that the
person contending for the more bread and the more wine can
produce many clear examples from the New Testament to
establish the primitive signification of the words .expressive
of such eating and drinking in the supper; which is what
the Baptists cannot do with respect to the primitive meaning
of baptizo. '

“ There is yet another method of determining the question,
as to the mode of baptism, greatly superior to that of rum-
maging lexicographers and grammarians; and that is by
attending to the manner in which the sacred writers use the
word baptizo, when they describe the baptism of fire and of
the Holy Ghost, which are as much facts as the baptism of
waler.

John had foretold that Christ should “ baptize with the
Holy Ghost and with fire;” and on the day of Pentecost the
prediction was gloriously fulfilled, Acts ii. The conceit of
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Mr. Booth that the words, *“it filled all the house,” neces-
sarily imply that the disciples were immersed, is worthy of
himself; and might for me take an endless repose in the
vaunting pages of that knight-errant of anabaptism, did I not
see it revived by others in our day. You say “they were
immersed,”—I ask, immersed in what? Every one must
answer, *‘a sound from heaven.” Be it so; the disciples
were immersed in sound, and so was the house and every
thing in it, as well as they. But this was not the baptism
predicted by John or narrated by Luke. The appearance of
lambent flame, the visible form assumed by the Holy Ghost,
which “sat upon each disciple, was the baptism of fire; the
invisible influence of the Spirit which was ““shed forth” upon,
and filled them all, was the baptism of the Holy Ghost :
but neither the one nor the other was the circumambient
sound that filled the house ; which was a mere circumstance,
1ot essential either to the prediction or the fact. -

Luminous forms like fire “appeared and sat upon each of
them.” This was a literal baptism, and baptism by affusion.
They were all filled with the Holy Ghost. This baptism,
though invisible, was real, and though as to the mode of its
application, perfectly inconceivable to us mortals, yet the
terms in which it is spoken of, are descriptive of affuston, not”
dipping. 1t is expressed here and elsewhere by the phrases
pouring out, shedding forth, falling upon, and coming upon ;
Acts x. 44, 46; xix. 6. It is therefore undeniable that all
these different expressions, pouring upon, falling upon, and
the like, are in the style of scripture, a true and proper
baptism in the mode of affusion.” : :

[We have given Mr. Maccalla’s argument here in the
words of his friend J. P. Campbell, from whom he seemed
to have taken it; at any rate it precisely expresses his sen-
timents as noted down. ] .

From the application of the word baptizo and baptismos
in the scriptures, you see, my fiiends, that it is not used to
signify submersion, but washing, in whatever manner per-
formed. Even a partial washing is sometimes spoken of, as
all that is necessary to a complete washing, « Thou shalt
never wash my feet,” said Peter to the Lord. “If I wash thee
not,” said the Lord to Peter, “thou hast no part with me."”
Peter exclaims, “ Lord ! not my feet only, but my bands and
my head.” Peter desired a complete washing, not a partial
washing. He supposed that in order to a complete washing
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he shoild be ail washed.” His Master corrected this error
by assuring him that a partial washing was all that was
necessary, “ he that is washed, needeth not, save to wash his
feet, but is clean every whit.” Hence we learn, that to wash
a small part of the person, as the face or feet, is, in a religious
sense, to wash the whole man. And this proves the error
of those grammarians who affirm that loue always signifies
to wash the whole body. It is applied once to the stripes
inflicted on the apostles, Acts xvi. 33, and once to the eyes,
Song v. 12. So that it does not necessarily signify the
washing of the whole person.

Mr. CaMPBELL rejoined :—

You remember, my friends, that I proposed to my oppo-
nent that I would agree to take up any translation of the
scriptures ever made, to which we could have access, and
that from it, without any foreign assistance, I would engage
to prove that immersion is the only baptism. But to this
he cannot agree. You will also remember that he has not
so much as yet adverted to my disquisition on the words in
controversy. He continues to introduce such passages as
from their figurative character will afford him some scope
for his talent of rendering plain things obscure.

Like Dr. Ralston, he argues that the word baptizo and
baptismos “ are not used in a literal but figurative sense »
in relation to baptism. So say the Socinians with respect
to the title of Messiah. It is the refuge of all errorists to
hide themselves in mystery, in allegory, in figurative repre-
sentations. In this way nothing is certain. Dr. Doddridge
says, “I am more and more convinced that the vulgar
[common] sense of the New Testament, that is, the sense in
which an hounest man of plain sense would take it, on his
first reading the original, or any good translation, is almost
every where the true and the general sense of the passage.
I choose to follow the plainest, and the most obvious and
common interpretation, which, indeed, I generally think the
best.”’— Notes on Matt. xviii. 17, and 2 Cor. viil. 1.

That every word of any note has both a figurative and a
literal meaning, I presume all grammarians, lexicographers,
and critics will confess. There are but two questions neces-
sary on this topic of debate; the one is, whether the word
baptismos is to.be taken literally or figuratively; the other
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is, if literally, what is its literal import. Messrs. Ralston,
J. Campbell, and my opponent, and many modern writers
on baptism, say it should be taken figuratively ; and there-
fore at once recur to Nebuchadnezzar’s baptism with dew,
the baptisin of the Holy Spirit, Israel’s baptism unto Moses
at the Red Sea, &. We argue that it is to be taken in its
most.common or literal import, and in this we agree with
the cohcurrent declarations of all critics of eminence, who
say with Blackstone, “that the words of a law are gemerally
40 be understood in their usual or most known signification,
not so much regarding the propriety of grammar, as their
general and popular use.”—Com. vol. 1. sect. 2. In this
we also agree with the dictates of common sense. For who
that was not under the tyranny of a blinded zeal, would ever
think that the word, the emphatic word, of a plain and obli-
gatory precept or institution, was not to be understood literally,
but figuratively! It is, however, on this absurd principle
that Pedobaptists defend their practice.

I come now to refute those false glosses which youn have
heard in the last speech. But first of the carnal ordinances,
or carnal commandments. I have been told that it is im-
Y:saible to show that this is to be understood of sprinkling.

tus try. Heb. vii. 16. The Jewish priests were made
after, or according to, the law of a carnal commandment, our
High Priest was not made after such a law. The consecra-
ting of a priest required, according to the law, sprinkling,
shaving, washing the clothes, and cleansing the flesh ; con-
sequently, the * ordinances concerning the flesh ” included
the sprinkling, and then its being distinguished from the
diverse baptisms confirms the matter still more. But on
this we lay but little stress, as it is plainly shown in chap.
ix., that the diverse baptisms and the diverse sprinklings
are diverse things. :

As for the Israelites being baptized unto Moses, although

. it was a figure only, we see the allusion so plain in the cloud
and in the sea that we cannot mistake. They walked on the
bottom of the Red Sea, the water stood like a wall on both
sides, and the cloud covered their heads. Recollect, my
friends, they were not baptized only in the sea, but in the
«cloud and gea taken together. The two, the cloud above,
and the water on each side, completely overwhelmed them.
"Mr. Maccalla will have them sprinkled here with the spray.
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He supposes tliere was & wind blowing at the time, and the
spray dashing upon them, so that they came out of the sea
dripping wet, completely rantized. This is all guessing to
sait the case. I do not think that a drop of the water fell
on them: no; they travelled as on dry land, and the mere
circumstance of their being surrounded with water and co-
vered with a cloud is called their baptism.

As to Nebuchadnezzar’s being baptized in the dew, it is
evident to all, that the word is here used figuratively. Even
the Pedobaptists must admit it on their own principle; for
they do not suppose that they should administer baptism in
the manner in which this impious monarch was- baptized.
The effect of the dew is here spoken of, the extent of his
wetting is compared to the effect of baptism. This is a very
ordinary figure of speech. He slept utmn the dewy grass,
and was so completely moistened, as though immersed in
water. He was in the dew, overwhelmed with it as a person
in a river.

. The same may be said of the baptism in the Holy Spirit,
of which the Jews on the day of Pentecost, and the Gentiles
in the house of Cornelius, were subjects. The word is used
figuratively.  This also the Pedobaptists must admit, for
they will not.say that the subjects of this baptism were
sprinkled, or poured, or immersed into the Holy Spirit.

ou have, however, heard that “ this was a literal baptism,
and baptism by affusion,”” and that it was * invisible ;> and
as to the mode of its application perfectly “ inconceivable to
us mortals.”” I ask then, in the name of common sense,
why bring it forward as an evidence of the mode, if « the
mode of its application is perfectly inconceivable!”” But
the imposing mistake in this reference is the alleging that
the pouring out, the coming upon, the shedding forth, and
the falling upon, is called the baptism. This is a petitio
principii, a begging of the question. Let this first be proved.
But it cannot. It is remarkable, in this instance, as in
many others, how easily we impose upon ourselves from our
fondness to maintain certain tenets. The descending, nor
the pouring out, nor the coming upon, is, what is, on any
occasion, called baptism, or the baptism of the Holy Spirit.
But their being put under its influence, and not its coming
upen them, is called baptism. Hence their being put under
the external emblems, the fiery tongues, and their being
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filled with its internal influence, is called their baptism i
fire and in the Holy Spirit. Their bodies were under the
“ lambent flame,” and their souls under the influence of the
Holy Spirit; thus they were figuratively baptized in the
fire, and in the Holy Spirit. :

Whatsoever is dyed is figuratively baptized, becanse dying
is an effect of immersion in certain cases. Bat how absurd
would it be to say that the fuller’s process of dying is neces-
sary to baptism, and that no person is properly baptized who
has not been treated as the fuller’s cloth; yet this is the very
sophism which the Pedebaptists impose upon themselves,
and those:who hearken to them, when explaining their mode
of baptism.

You have heard it represented as though the guantity of
water was the bone of contention, as though there was a
peculiar efficacy in the “more water” that is not in the * less
water.” And to expose “ the fallacy and weakness’’ of the
Baptist’s views on this principle, or rather the views which
Mr. Maccalla imputes to them, you are told of the import
of the words eating and drinking in common use, and the
difference of their import in the holy supper. This is all
an imposition on your understandings. For who does not
know that the action of eating and drinking is the same,
whatever be the quantity eaten or drank. And again, the
controversy is not a question about guantities, but about a
certain action; for, as Tertullian says, It is all one whether
we are washed in the sea, or in a pond ; in a fountain, or in
a river; in a standing or in a running water; nor is there
any difference between those that John immersed in the
Jordan, and those that Peter immersed in the Tiber.”” And
it is not a fact that the argument for eating more is the
same, or as good, as that of the Baptists for immersion.
They are essentially different ; for immersion is one action,
.and sprinkling is another ; but the act of eating is the same,
whether the quantity eaten be much or little.

As to the remarks offered upon ““ he that is washed needeth
not, save to wash his feet, but is clean every whit,” they are
of a piece with the preceding. They are an imposition on
credulity itself.* We have nothing to do at present with

* Thompson translates the verse thus: “ He who Aath bathed,

necdeth only to wash the feet, the rest of the body being clean.”
This does not favour the idea that the washing of the feet cleanses the
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the doctrinal import, but only with the literal import of this
passage ; and this, so far from countenancing the idea that
the washing of the feet cleanses the whole body, is predicated
upon the body having been washed. For when the whole
body has been bathed, the washing of the feet renders the
person entirely clean. _

As to the verb louo being used to signify a partial washing,
no instance can be given in the sacred dialect. John P.
Campbell said he had found one, in Song v. 12. but he was
too sanguine here. He writes it thus, p. 63. “his eyes
washed (leloumenoi) with milk and fitly set.” Now judge
of my surprise, when turning over to the Septuagint I find
no such thing. He makes leloumenoi to agree with oph-
thalmoi, but it is not in the verse.*

whole body. Father Simon, the French translator, of the vulgate,
and Webster's translation of Simon give it thus: “ He who hath been
washed, hath no need but to wash his feet, being entirely clean.” Dr.
Campbell translates it thus : « He who hath been bathed needeth only
to wash his feet, the rest of his body being clean.” Hammond and
Scott agree with the above, and so explain the passage. Dr. Campbell
supports his translation by unanswerable criticism. See his Notes on
John ix. 7 ; xiii, 10, So translate the honest Pedobaptists.

* I ghall write the whole verse as it stands in the Septuagint,—-
« Ophthalmoi autou hos peristerai epi pleremata hudaton, lelousmenai -
en galakti kathemenai epi pleromata.” Thompson translates it thus,
and we kmow his translation will not be caviled at, as mine would be:
“ His eyes are like doves by streams of water—milk-white doves sit-
ting by streams.” So that in fact lelousmenai does not apply to eyes
at all,—it does not agree with it in gender. He might as well have
applied kathemenas to eyes, and represented the eyes as sitting by the
streams of water!! Such monstrous errors and misrepresentations of
the Pedobaptist writers contributed much to making me a Baptist. I
have frequently complimented the talents of the late Mr. Campbell
of Kentucky, but as I esteem the truth more than any man, I must
say either his erudition or his candour failed him often when writing -
on infant baptism. . v

1 shall put two Pedobaptists against each other, of the same name
and kirk. Dr. George of Scotland, and J. P. of Kentucky. Mr.J.
P.p. 63, ¢ But it is enough to say, that the comment rests on a false
opinion of grammarians, which is, that the Greek word louo always
and necessarily signifies washing the whole body. The word is used,
Acts xvi. 33: ¢ He took them the same hour of the night and washed
their stripes.” Here the washing is confined to the part of the body
which had been wounded by scourging; for no person can believe
that the whole frame had been lacerated with whips.” His Presbyte-
rian brother, Dr. George, upon the same passage, saith, vol. iv. p. 450,
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‘We shall conclude our speech at this time, by stating our
third argument in proof that immersion is the only baptism.
This is drawn from the places were baptism was usually
administered, which were places of much water, rivers, and
baths. Now if sprinkling had been the primitive practice

¢ That the verb louein is commonly used in the manner mentioned,
see Acts ix, 37; Heb. x. 23; 2 Pet. ii. 22; Rev. i. 5. In all which,
whether the words be used literally or metaphorically, the complete
cleansing of the body or person is meant. There is only one passage
about which there can be any doubt. It is in Acts xvi. 33, where the
jailer, upon his conversion by Paul and Silas, prisoners committed to
his custody, is said in the English translation to have washed their
stripes. The verb is elousen. But let it be observed, that this is not
an accurate version of the Greek phrase elousen apo tor plegon, which,
in my opinion, implies bathing the whole body, for the sake both of
cleansing their wounds, and administering some relief to their persons.
The accusative to the active verb elousen is evidently ¢a somata un-
derstood. The fall expression is elouse ta somata awfon apo tor ple-

The same distinction between the words is well observed in the
Septuagint. The word wash in English, when used as a neuter verb,
without a regimen, is commonly, if not always, understood to relate
to the whole body. The word nipsai shows, on the contrary, that the
sacred author meant only a part.”

J. P. Campbell’s assertion that « bebammenon en haimati ”’ should
be translated sprinkled in blood, merits no reply. It is a mere asser-
tion contrary to all evidence, and to all critics worthy the name.
Thompson translates it, Rev. xix. 13, ¢ He was clothed with a mantle
dipped in blood.” The common translation is the same in substance.
Father Simon’s, “ He was clothed in a robe dipped in blood,” and so
all translators, but Mr. J. P. Campbell who wished to make it so. I
shall conclude this note by an extract from Dr. G. Campbell, on the
washing of hands, as a refutation of Mr. J. P. Campbell and the
modern Pedobaptists. Camp. Gos. sect. iv. p. 71, « For illustrating
this passage, let it be observed, 1st, That the two verbs rendered wash
in the common Testament are different in the original. The first is
wipsontai, properly translated wash; the second is, ‘“daptisontai”
which limits us to a particular mode of washing, for baptizo denotes
to plunge, to dip.” “ Baptisesthai,” says the excellent critic Wetstein,
with whom I concur (as also bishop Pearce), ¢ est manus aque im-
mergere, niptesthai manibus affundere.’” The former signifies to dip
the hands in water, the latter to sprinkle them with water. This is
more especially the import when the words are, as here, opposed to
each other, otherwise niptein, like the general word to wash in Eng-
lish, may be used for baptizein to dip,because the genus comprehends
the species ; but not conversely baptizein for niptein, the species for
the genus. By this interpretation, the words, which, as rendered in
the common version, are unmeaning, appear both significant and
emphatical ; and the contrast in the Greek is preserved in the trans.
lation,”—A. C,
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{a few quarts being sufficient for great numbers,) why speak
of Jordan, and of places of much water? why speak of going
@own ¢nto, and coming up from rivers and streams? Why
were baths built and supplied with water in the ancient
edifices where congregations met? Why shonld the bap-
tized have been described as buried in the water of baptism,
and as having arisen out of it, as out of the grave? &c. I
say.that these facts demonstrate the ancient practice as hav-
ing been immersion, and not sprinkling.

Mr. M4ACCALLA arose :

It is estimated that the population of Judea at the time
of John's baptizing, amounted to about 3,000,000. Of these
great numbers were baptized, and according to some Baptist
writers almost afl Judea were baptized by John. Now had
John immersed all these muititudes, it would have required
him to have spent eight hours every day in the water for
the space of three years. But we are told that he baptized
in Jordan, and that is thought by some to be positive proof
of immersion. Here it is evident that the whole matter
rests upon the word im, for if we should translate it af
instead of in, the positive proof vanishes. In the New
Testament alone the preposition en has no less than sixteen
meanings. This you will see by looking into Parkhurst’s
Lexicon. He defines it as follow: I. Governing a dative,
it signifies, 1. in, of place; 2. among; 3. with, together
with; 4. with, by; 6. by, denoting the agent; 6. by,
through; 7. for, an account of ; 8. of, concerning; 9.
to, unto; 10. towards; 11. nigh to; 12. into; 13.
consisting of ; 14. according to. 1I. With an infinitive
preceded by the neuter article fo, it retains its primary
signification of iz, but may be rendered whereas; 2. that,
because. These meanings Parkhurst well supports by quo-
tations and references to numerous portions of the New
Testament. Now in many places we have en translated in,
where it ought to have been translated either at or nigh to.
Take a few specimens from my friend J. P. Campbells
Remarks, or the great David Jones’ performance, p. 49.
John xix. 41, “ Now in the place where he was crucified
there was a garden.” In this text the common translation
of the words (en o topo) does not express the fact, whicli was

o
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that the garden was near to the place of crucifixion; it
should have been, ¢ Now nigh to the place,” &c.

Schleusner, a man no less famous for the herculean force
of his genius than for the extent of his erudition, expounds
the word as we do, thus, “ 7. nigh fo, at, near,” and refers to
the following very appropriate examples of the propriety of
such rendering. Matt. xxiv. 16. “ When ye therellc):re shall
see the abomination of desolation—stand (en fopo agio) in
the holy place; then let them that be in Judea flee to the
mountains.” This warning was given to instruct the chris-
tians to flee as soou as the first evident indications of danger
should occur in Jerusalem; of which one should be ¢ the
abomination of deselation standing near the holy place:”
for fact demonstrates that the abomination of desolation,
namely, the Roman army (Comp. Luke xxi. 20,21,) did
not stand in the holy place, but on the outside of the city,
when the christians were directed to make their escape.
Luke xiii. 4. The tower (en to Siloam) in Siloam fell ;"
the translation should have been the tower at Siloam, for
none will pretend that the tower stood in the pool of Siloam.
John x. 23. “Jesus walked (en fo Hiero) in the temple,
in Solomon’s porch ;"—the rendering should have been near
the temple, because every one knows Solomon’s porch was
not in the temple but near to it. These were Schleusner’s
examples. I will add a few others. John i. 28. ¢ These
things were done (en) in Bethabara beyond Jordan, where
John was baptizing.” Mr. Jones will not believe, I pre-
sume, that John baptized in the house or village called
Bethabara when Jordan was near it; all parties, therefore,
must conspire to translate it, “ These things were done at or
nigh to Bethabara,” &c. John x. 20. “ Who leaned on
Jesus’ bosom (en to deipno) at supper.” Heb. ix. 4. «“The
ark of the covenant overlaid roumf about with gold, (en ke)
wherein (it should be nigh o which) was the golden pot.”
1 Thess. ii. 19. ¢“Our Lord Jesus Christ [en] at¢ his
coming.” Heb. xii. 2. [en] “.4¢ the right hand of the
throne of God.”

Judges xviii. 12, * And they went up and pitched [ LXX.
en kariathiarim] in Kirjath-jearim in Judah; wherefore
they called the name of the place Mahannehdan unto this
day : behold it is behind Kirjath-jearim.” Here the cite
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of the encampment, which was behind Kirjath-jearim, was
nigh to,not init. 1 Kings, ii. 34, * He was buried [LXX.
en to oiko autou] in his own house in the wilderness.” The
grave was near fo, or at, not in the house. Josh. x. 10,
“And slew him with great slaughter [LXX. en Gabaon] at
Gibeon.”” Josh. iii. 8, (Comp. v. 13—15.) “When ye
are come fo the brink of the water ye shall stand still [LXX,
en to Jordane] in Jordan.” Here coming to the brink of
the waler is called standing en ¢{o Jordane (the very words
used in Matthew and Mark), and cannot mean any thing
else than at Jordan, or by the edge of its waters, This
example is decisive, and in conjunction with preceding ones,
settles the question as to the proper rendering of the passages
in dispute.

You now see, my friends, how little ground there is for
that vaunting confidence of the Baptists in the plainness and
certainty of immersion. I think you will agree with me
that it is by no means certain that John the Baptist or any
of the apostles ever immersed any person. As the whole
matter depends upon the import of the word baptizo and
baptisma, and the prepositions en, eis, ek, and apo, you will
no doubt, although this part of the subject is dry, and must
necessarily be so, patiently hear a few remarks on the pre-
position eis.  For you must know that eis is a word of great
importance in this controversy, as the Baptists say, it is the
word that takes them énfo the water. Parkhurst gives no
less than eighteen different meanings for this preposition :
“1st. In governing an accusative, 1; into, 2; to, into, 3;
among, 4; on, upon, 5; at, on, 6; fowards, with respect
to, 7; before, in the presence of, 8; for, on account of, 9 ;
of concerning, 10; against, 11; through or by, 12; in
order to, 13 ; of time, for, 14; it is used for en, in, at, 15;
Jor, as. 2nd. Withan infinitive verb and the neuter article
lo, it may be rendered 1, for, for to; 2, that, lo the end
that ; 3, so that.” That eis very often signifies at, near to,
towards, will appear from the following references, Camp-
bell's remarks, p. 51: Matt. ii. 21. “And went [eis]
towards the land of Israel.” viii. 18, “ Gave commandment
to depart [eis] to the other side. xiv. 22. ¢ Go before himn
[eis] unto the other shore.”” xxviii. 1. “As it began to
dawn [eis] towards the first day of the week.” See Matt.
xv.; 24. xxii. 4.5 xxiv. 14, ,

[ ]
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Other sacred writers use it in the same manner. Mark:
v. 1, “ Came over [eis] unto the other side.” Luke viii. 26,
“Arrived [eis] at the country of the Gadarenes.” xxiv. 50,
¢« He led them out as far as [¢is] fo Bethany.”’ John iv. 5,
“Then cometh he [eis] to a city.” Christ-had not yet
entered the city. v. 6—8. xi. 31, 32, 38, «“She fell down
[eis] at his feet. She goeth [eis] unto the grave. Jesus
cometh [eis] fo the grave.”” xxiv. 4—9. *Jesus steod
[eis] on (i. e. migh to), the shore. As soon as they were
come [eis] to land.” Acts xxvii. 14. “And so we went [eis]
toward Rome.” John xviii. 28, ¢ Then led they Jesus
[eis] unto the hall of judgment. They themselves went
not into the judgment hall.”

See also John xiii. 1.; Phil. iii. 11.; Eph. iv. 13.;
1 Pet. iv. 9.

The Septuagint also furnishes a great variety of such ex-
amples. Jud. iv. 13, “ From Harosheth of the Gentiles [eis]
¢o the river Kishon.” 2 Sam, v. 6, “And the king and his
men went [eis] fo Jerusalem,” that is in order te attack and
take it before they could enter into it. xii. 29, « David went
[eis} to Rabbah, and fought against it, and took it.” 1 Kings
i. 38, “ And caused Solomon to ride upon king David’s mule
and brought him [eis] f0 Gihon.”” No body will be weak
enough to think that Solomon on the occasion of his inau-
guration, and thus meunted, was put #nfo the spring Gihon.
Joshua iii. 18, “ To the feet of the priests, [ebaphesan eis
meros tou hadatos tou Jordanou] were dipped in the brim
of the water.” Here the feet of the priests were dipped. into
the brim of the water, and as yet appears from verse 13, the
soles of their feet only were wet with water. When it is
said, therefore, that their feet were dipped into the edge of
the water, it i3 plain we are te understand fromr the con-
nexion, the priests eame so close to- the water as that the.
soles alone were wet by the water oozing under them.”

Mr. CAMPBELL replied .
You must observe, my friends, the essential difference
betwixt the course pursued by me and that pursued by my
opponent; not only in reference to one part, but in re-
ference to the whole of this controversy. This difference is,
however, no where more conspicuons then in the present
instance. I have proposed to be guided in ascertaining the
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import of the original words- by the verdict of the transla-
tors of the common version, trammelled as they were by king
James’ authority. For although they were prohibited by the
king from translating bapfo and baptizo into English, when
they had reference to this ordinance ; yet in no one instance
did they translate these words by to pour, to pour owt, or to
sprinkle; nor ever did they in one instance, translate raino,
or rantizo by to dip, immerse, or plunge. Has Mr. Mac-
calla controverted liese facts? No. 1 also proposed to take
any modern translation whatever, and from it alone prove
that émmersion is the only baptism. Has Mr. Maccalla
acceded to this overture? No. 1 have also proposed to take
the common or literal meaning of the terms in dispute as
given by Greek lexicographers, and as used by Greek writers,
sacred and classical, and to abide by their decision. Has
Mr. Maccalla acceded to this proposal 7 No. Now what
is his course? It is simply this: First to adopt no standard
of appeal, to fix upon no definite terms. But it is, secondly,
to throw every thiug into uncertainty, by representing these
terms as ambiguous, by vague allusions to their figurative
use, and by one of the grossest sophiss, fallacia accidentis ;
as when we say a thing must be so, because it may acci-
dentally be so; I say this is his course of darkening, con-
founding, and perplexing the subject, and at the same time
the minds of the auditors. We have again and again shewn,
that in all institutes and ordinances, civil or religious, the
words are to be taken literally, or in their commonly received
sense ; and more especially in positive appointments.

Mr. Maccalla’s method of ascertaining the true meaning
of the terms in dispute, may be illustrated very clearly by
a very slight reference to the most common occurrences
in a figurative style. Cataline was called the kead of the
faction ; Ewmnmet the key-stone of the conspiracy; Tally-
rand the eye of France. Here the words Aead, key-stone,
and eye ave used figuratively. Suppose a thousand years
hence a controversy should arise about the meaning of these
terms. A scholar would say that kead literally denoted the
most important member of an animal ; but a sophist would,
on my opponent’s principle, say, by no means, for instances
can be produced, of great antiquity and respectability, which
shew that it signified a whole man; and then comes the
argument, the sophistical argument, Cataline was called a
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head, but Cataline was a man; therefore, the term kead
denoted a man. Just so, of the terms eyeand key-stone, &c.
A scholar affirms that the term melt signifies to liquify, to
dissolve, commonly by means of heat. No, says a sophist,
for 1 once read of a whole congregation melting into tears,
but they did not become liquid. Therefore the term to mel¢
cannot signify to convert into a liquid state, by means of
heat! A thousand instances might be adduced to expose the
sophistry of Mr. Maccalla’s criticisms. These suffice to
show how easily the sophistry may be detected.

His, and J. P. Campbell’s disquisitions upon the prepo-
sitions en, ets, ek, and apo, remind one of the Diversions of
Purley, by John Horne Tooke. Ewn, says Mr. Parkhurst, has
sixteen different meanings; yet he never gave at as one, as
these gentlemen would have it translated. Eis, says Mr.
Parkhurst, has eighteen different meanings. Now, says
Mr. Maccalla, it is in vain to determine, or to attempt to
determine, what en or what eis signifies in reference to bap-
tism. Mr. Maccalla does not, however, say, that nothing
can be determined, although he would at one time so repre-
sentit; for he has selected nigh to, near at, for a suitable
meaning for en ; and af, near to, towards, to, for eis. 1In
fact, they make them both signify the same thing. They
select the 9th, 10th, and 11th uses of en, and the 2nd, 6th,
and 6th meanings of eis, as suitable to their purpose; and
thus represent en and eis as both signifying nigh to, near,
at, to; but the most common, which is the firs¢ meaning,
given by lexicographers, none of these Pedobaptist critics
will admit as correct in relation to baptism. Now the
difference between them and us here is just this: we take
the first meaning, that is the most common meaning in all
cases as respects this ordinance; we take the first meaning
of baptizo, baptismos, eis, en, ek, apo. We uniformly take
the first or primary, which is the literal import of the terms
in dispute. But my opponents take the 6th meaning of
one, and the 11th meaning of another, just as it suits their
humour. .

But after all this parade of diversity of meaning ascribed
to those prepositions ; what, if all these ineanings were re-
ducible to one ? Or what, if it could be proved that the
first meaning is the only meaning, in the abstract principles
of language, that properly belongs to each of these preposi-
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tions ? Dr. Samuel Johnson gives twenty different mean-
ings for the English preposition from, and twenty-two “other
manners ” of using it; in all forty-two cases of from. These
the learned Dr. supports by more than seventy quotations.
Yet the celebrated Horne Tooke, vol. i. p. 282, explodes
the metaphysics of the Doctor, and shews that it was all
conceit, that from has just one meaning, and that is the
meaning which every body usually affixes to it.*

Mr. Maccalla has given us thirteen instances from J. P.
Campbell’s Review, where en signifies nigh to, at, or near.
In the conclusion of this exhibition of en, he presents, Josh.
iii. 8—18, on which he observes, “that coming to the brink
of the water is called standing in thé Jordan.” Now this
is not so expressed either in the Septuagint, the common
English, or in any other translation. Itis a bold conceit.
The Septuagint literally reads, “ Soon as you are come to a
part of the water of the Jordan, you shall halt in the Jordan.”
Here coming to the water, and halting, are two things, not
one and the same. Again, the 15th verse illustrates and
confirms this, Thompson’s Translation, “And soon as the
feet of the priests who were carrying the ark of the covenant
of the Lord were dipped into a part of the water of the Jor-
dan,” &c. They halted, and the waters stopped. T would
not have noticed this last criticism, only that you heard this
example given as a decisive one of the import of the phrase

* A certain Mr. Greenwood gives seventeen meanings to the Eng-
lish preposition for, and Dr. Johnson gives no less than forty-six
meanings to it, supported by upwards of two hundred instances of
actual usage. But the celebrated Horne Tooke demonstrates that it
has but one meaning, and that all the pretended meanings of Dr. S.
Johnson are resolvable into it. Just so of the sixteen meanings of
en, and of the eighteen of eis given by Mr. Parkhurst. Every mean-
ing ascribed to en can be resolved into in, and every one ascribed to
eis can be resolved to into. As Horne Tooke expresses himself, vol.
i. p. 324, concerning Lord Monboddo and his theory, so would we say
of Mr. Maccalla and his theory. His words are, “ But his Lordship
and his fautors will do well to contend stoutly and obstinately for
their doctrine of language, for they are menaced with a greater danger
than they will at first apprehend : for if they give up their doctrine of
language, they will not be able to make even a battle for their meta-
physics: the very term metaphysics being nonsense; and all the sys-
tems of it, and controversies concerning it, that are or have been in
the world, being founded on the grossest ignorance of words and of
the nature of speech.” For metaphysics, substitute infant sprinkling,
and Horne Tooke’s words are—how appropos !
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[en to Jordane.] For, in fact, these thirteen examples
being of a piece with the last, and standing upon assertion
only, prove nothing as respects the true import of the pre-
position en. Let us suppose, however, that it is proved to
signify generally, or literally near, nigh to, close by, and
then let us so translate it, and see what kind of theology we
shall obtain from seripture. We shall just open the firsg
verse of the Bible, for en was the first word written by Moses,
En arche, near, or nigh to the beginning, God created the
heavens and the earth. This is doubtless a new discovery.
We formerly thought it.was iz the beginning, but according
to these moderns it was some time after the beginning.
But let us try another instance or two, John i. 1, “ Near
the beginning was the Word. This Mr. Maccalla will lead
you to Socinianisin or Arianism. Rev. xxi. 8. * Mur-
derers, adulterers, fornicators, thieves, liars, infidels, sha]l
haye their part near to, or close by, not irf, the lake that
burneth with fire and brimstone.” What new doctrine is
this? Jonah was three days and three nights not in bug
nigh to the whale’s belly. Lazarus was not in the grave, bug
only nigh to it, when he was brought to life. Paul was not
let down the wall iz a basket, but only close by it. He was
not a day and a night in, but only near fo the deep. Noah
and his family were not saved #n the ark, but only close by,
or near {o, or at it. The Egyptians were not drowned
the Red Sea, but only close by, at, or near toit. These
and tep thousand new discoveries originate from this new
translation of en, made for the relief, and by the talents of,
infant sprinklers, ’

Mr. Maccalla gave us a similar specimen, from the same
fountain, of eis necessarily signifying fowards, to, at, or
unto. All interpreters give the primary and literal meaning
of eis by into, and it is declared by the most acute and phi-
losophical critics as being always capable of being resolved
into this primary meaning. Take a specimen from these
examples read by Mr. Maccalla. The first is from Matt.
ii. 21, “ And went [eis] towards,” Mr. Campbell says the
land of Israel ; but why not info the land of Israel? His
second example is from Matt. viii. 18, «“ Gave command-
ment to depart [eis] to,” says Mr. Campbell, but why not
into the other side, this is surely the meaning; the uncouth-
ness of the expression is no offence against propriety of
meaning. His third example, Matt, xiv. 22, “ Go before
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him [eis] unto,” but why not irfo the other shore. This is
most certainly the sense. And soon, in the other instances he
has given. Let us, however, say with Mr. Maccalla and his
coadjutors that at, near, {owards, or unto ought to be gene-
rally adopted (for this is the pith of the argument), and then
let us test the correctness of the sense. It.will, indeed, in-
troduce some new doctrines. Daniel was cast [eis] towards,
near to, or unto, but not info the lion's den. The mariners
cast Jonah [eis] towards, near to,unto, but not info the sea.
All the rivers run [eis] towards, rear to, unto, but not inlo,
the sea. The herd of swine ran down [eis] lowards, near
to, unto, or ¢o the sea, and were drowned, but did not run
trlo it. Jesus Christ and his apostles often went fowards,
near to, or urlfo, but never once [eis] info Jerusalem.
Peter, James, and John, &c. often went fowards, near fo,
unlo, but never tnfo a house. Paul went [eis] fowards,
near to, unto, but never info a ship. Millions have gone
[eis] towards, near to, urio, but never inlo the grave. The
wicked shall be cast (eis) towards, rear to, unto, but not into
hell. The righteous shall go mear to, towards, [eis] unto,
but not one info heaven. These, and ten thousand new
dectrines, opinions, and facts grow out of those Pedobaptist
criticisms.

Bat the fair and impartial way of examining this subject
is to take two or three chapters any where in the Greek, Old
or New Testament, and read them off, pausing at every
occurrence of these prepositions, and inquiring into their
necessary meaning. I invite Mr. Maccalla to do this. We
have got the original scriptures here, he may choose the chap-~
ters, and either he or I will read them.

Mr. Maccaira proceeds:— -

You need not think it strange, my friends, that there
should be so much diversity of opinions now existing about
baptism. Amongst the Baptists themselves there have been
many differences of opinion upon this subject. Some have
affirmed that John's baptism and Christian baptism are one
end the same. Others deny it. Some have immersed three
times, Others once. Some have plunged the candidate face
foremost, and others backwards into the water. Quakers
deny water baptism altogether, and contend for the baptism
of the Spirit as the only baptism.

ob
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Mauch has been said of the literal and figurative, the pri-
mary and secondary meaning of the words by the Baptists
in general, and my opponent in particular. This suits very
well on some occasions, but on other subjects we find the
Baptists will take any meaning, whether literal or figurative,
whether primary or secondary, that happens to suit their
schemes. )

My opponent leaps over those examples I have given of
en and eis necessarily signifying not in and info, with the
same agility that he leaps over the multitudes that John
baptized. It is true he gets over it in one way and Robinson
in another. The one in silence, and the other by denying it.

Robinson deserves some praise for his description of
Anon, for his candor in one instance, especially where it
takes 80 much from the argument of the Baptists drawn
from the places of “much waler ” where it was administered.
His description is in the following words, p. 27: ¢ Salim
was at least fifty miles north up the river Jordan from the
place where Sohn had began to baptize. AEnon, near it,
was either a natural spring, an artificial reservoir, or a
cavernous temple of the sun, prepared by the Canaanites,
the ancient idolatrous inhabitants of the land. The eastern
versions, that is, the Syriac, Ethiopic, Persic, and Arabic
of the gospel of John, as well as the Hebrew and Chaldean
Ain-yon, or Gnain-yon, suggest these opinions, and it is
difficult to say which is the precise meaning of the evan-
gelist’s word Anon, and it is not certain whether the plain
meaning be, John was baptizing at the Dove-spring near
8alim, or John was baptizing at the Sun-fourtain near
Salim.” From this departure from the Baptists, should we
not charge him with witchceraft?

But the fact of there being much water at Enon is very
dubious, to say the least of it, and therefore it is by no means
probable that John immersed them in a fountain. Maun-
drel’s description of the country, and his complaint of thirst,
and the difficulty of getting a drink in that vicinity, do not
much favour the idea of much water being there.

Tt would seem as if the Baptists laid great stress upon the
circumstance of persons being baptized at rivers, or where
much water is spoken of, as affording indubitable evidence of
immersion. Yet we sometimes baptize at rivers or streams,
and do not immerse, An instance of this kind occurred not
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long since in my own congregation. A disciple, not of the
strongest mind, was solicitous to be baptized at the river,
because of what he had read of river baptism in the scrip-
tures. T agreed to go with him to the river, and we both
went down to the water, and I baptized him, but not by
submersiom. A Baptist writer and critic hearing of this,
might suppose, from reading the narrative were it published,
that this was a proof of immersion, and that because we both
went down to the water, I doubtless immersed him.

Indeed a person may often go down into a river, and
come up from, or out of, a river, and never wet his foot.
How often have I and others in travelling gone down into a
river, and come up from it, without wetting a toe or a finger.
In describing our journies we do not mention every little
circumstance, but in general terms say, we went down into
such a place, a creek or a river, and came up from it, not
saying whether on foot or on horseback, whether we forded,
or were ferried across the stream; whether we were in the
the water, or only upon, or at it.

But the Baptists lay great stress upon the preposition apo,
and ek, as well as upon eis and en. Parkhurst gives fifieen
meanings for apo, and seven for ¢k. Apo signifies 1, from ;
2, from out of ; 3, from after; 4, from since; 5, from, for,
by reason of; 6, from, of ; 7, from, by, by means of; 8,
of, by; 9, through; 10, at, at the distance of; 11, of
time, at, on, at the distance of ; 12, of some, of ; 13, before,
in Zreunce of ; 14, of, belonging to; 15, redundant, apo
makrothen. Ek signifies 1, motion from a place out of ; 2,
out of, of, from; 3, from, or by; 4, of time, from ever
since; 5, of price, for; 6, of place; 7, in.

In so0 great a variety of meanings, you see, my friends, we
must always select such a one as suits the context, and as
my opponent insists 60 much upon the primary meaning of
all words in this controversy, we hope he will take the pri-
mary meaning of apo, and always translate it from, and not
out of, and then we shall see that it will not be so plain
that they came np out of the water, but in most instances it
will read, they came up from the water.

Of the import of daptizo, we may say with Mr. Ralston,
page 64, “that from the definitions o{ it given by Park.
hurst and Schleusner, confessedly the ablest lexicographers
of modern times, it fully appears that although it was used
frequently by Greek writers to denote immersion, yet it
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is never used in this sense in the New Testament; and

1 boldly affirm, that there is not a good Greek linguist
who has read, or who will read, Mr. J. P. Campbell’s book,

but will be fully convinced that this is the case. Nor is it
strange that the writers of the New Testament should affix
a meaning to it different from the Greek writers of the day.

The Greek writers, says Schleusner, nsed it not unfrequently,
though, not always, to denote washing by immersion; but
the writers of the New Testament use it in a figurative
sense, denoting the application of water to the body as a re-
ligious rite, and a divine ordinance appointed for the purpose
of initiating into the church, and for obtaining the remission

of sins, and the purifying influences of the Holy Spirit.

Hence, said Peter, on the day of Pentecost, ‘ Be baptized

every one of you for the remission of sins, and ye shall re-

ceive the gift of the Holy Ghost.’” It follows, then, that

unless other words and circumstances connected with baptism

determine the mode of applying water to the subject, the

word baptizo cannot.” And p. 56, «“ That nothing perfectly

decisive respecting the mode of adinistering baptism, can

be legitimately inferred from the word baptizo; mor from "
the prepositions connected with it. That although- that

word is used by Greek writers to signify ¢ to wash by im-

mersion,” yet they use it also to signify to wash by other

means: that although there have been, and are men distin-

guished for literature, who understand it in its first and_
literal sense when used to denote the mode of initiation into

the church; yet there have been, and are men of as great

critical acnmen and literary attainments, who contend, that

it is not used in the New Testament in its literal, but in 3

figurative sense } in consequence of which it has changed its

meaning from washing by immersion, to washing by pouring

water on the subject, in allusion to the pouring out of the

Spirit as a spirit of regeneration ; and every man of reading

knows, that the number of the latter far exceeds that of the

former. And certainly if a doctrine is to be established by

the meaning of the word that conveys it, it must be by the

meaning that the inspired penmen attach to it, and not that

of heathen writers. So far, then, as we have conducted our

review, there has nothing appeared to authorise Mr. Camp-

bell to assert so roundly as he has done, that baptism is to

be administered by immersion, and by immersion only.” -
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We now proceed to consider different cases of baptism, or
different baptisms where they could not have been performed
by immersion. Of John's baptism we have already spoken.
"We have seen it would have been impossible for him to have
baptized by immersion so many as are said to have been
baptized by him.* :

Of the three thousand baptized on the day of Pentecost,
wve would observe, “ that none but the twelve apostles had
authority at that time to adwinister the ordinance of baptism ;
and as all this happened in the space of seven or eight hours,
that there was not time for the twelve apostles to baptize
three thousand persons by immersion, though practicable
by affusion. To this it may be objected, that the seventy
disciples of whom we read in the gospel by St. John, were
no doubt present, and had a right to baptize as well as the
twelve apostles. Be it so: but where was the water for the
immersion of three thousand persons, many of whom must

* Mr. Ralston says, p. 57, “ Both Matthew and Mark tell us, ¢ that
Jerusalem, and all Judea, and the region round about Jordan went
out to John’s baptism, and were baptized of him.” What the exact
population of Judea was at that time, I will not precisely say. But
Josephus, their own historian, tells us, that seventy years afterwards,
1,350,000 of them were cut off in their wars with the Romans, as
many more led captive, besides those that escaped, which probably
amounted to more than one third of the whole population. We may
therefore say, that there were four or five millions of inhabitants in
Judea, in the days of John the Baptist. We will also suppose that -
only one million of them were baptized by him, although the words
of the evangelists intimate that the greatest number were. It is the
opinion of the best chronologists, that John did not exercise his mi-
nistry longer than eighteen months, and at farthest not longer than
two years. I would now ask any thinking persons if it was possible
for him to baptize one million, or near one million of persons, in that
space of time, by immersion. But it was practicable by affusion,
and upen the supposition that a number of them stood before him in
ranks, and that he poured the water upon them from his hand, or
from some suitable vessel.”

To this most absurd hypothesis of a wholesale baptism, or a baptism
of crowds in the mass, by means of some suitable squirt or vessel
which might extend to fifty or one hundred at one discharge, we know
not what to say. It appears to me an act of degradation to notice
sach puerilities. 1 had really thought that no man in the nineteenth
century could have demeaned himself so far as to introduce such &
miserable salvo. Did we ever hear of two, ten, or twenty persons
being baptized by one discharge of water!! Oh Pedobaptism, how
art thou fallen !! .
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even, according to this hypothesis, be immersed at the same
point of time? Some tell us in the brook Kidron; but this
brook was very small, and dry a considerable part of the
year. Others tell us, that they could have been baptized
in the Molten sea of the temple. But is it at all probable
that the chief priests, who had the oversight and command
of the temple, would suffer them to pollute it by adminis-
tering an ordinance of the abhorred Nazarene? Besides;
there is not the least intimation in the sacred history, that
they removed from the place where they had at first assem-
bled; and all could be done there, and without confusion,
and with a few quarts of water, if done by affusion. From
these few suggestions, and other circumstances that will na-
turally occur to the reader, he will draw his own inference,
whether these three thousand were baptized by immersion,
or by affusion, or pouring water on the head of the subject."

“The baptism of Saul of Tarsus, recorded in the 8th,
and of Cornelius and his friends, mentioned in the following
chapter of the Acts, were administered, the one in the city
of Damascus, and the other in Cornelius’ own house. Itis
merely said of Saul, that when Ananias laid his hands upon
‘him, ¢ there féll from his eyes as it had been scales, and he
received his sight forthwith, and arose and was baptized.”
It is also said of Comelius and his friends, that when the
Holy Ghost in his miraculous gift of tongues fell upon
them, Peter said, ¢ Can any man forbid water, that these
should not be baptized, who have received the Holy Ghost
as well as we? and he commanded them to be baptized in
the name of the Lord." I would here only remark, that what
is said of these baptisms, conveys the idea that they were
baptized in the places where they were.”

Of the baptism of the eunuch we Shall present our views
in the words of the acute and profound J. P. Campbell, p.
74, ““ And they went down botz tnlo the water, both Philip
and the eunuch.! And Philip immersed him you say. The
words assert no such matter, but only that they went into
the water. The dipping is mere conjecture. If the words
¢ went down ifito the water’ describe or imply the eunuch’s
immersion, they imply no less the immersion of Philip;
‘they went down both into the water, both Philip and
the eunuch.’ And he baptized him : here, if any where,
" we ought to find immersion, but we have already proved,
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that the word baptizo [to baptize] does not, when used to
describe a religious washing, signify to dip in a single in-
stance; and of course the expresssion ‘he baptized him’
does nof mean that Philip dipped him, but the reverse.
Again; ‘when they were come up out of the waler.’—Still
it is not said that the eunuch was plunged, while in the
water. You conjecture he was; and that is the most you
can do: so that after distinctly reviewing the whole circum-
stances, we see nothing but conjecture at last, and all those
potent proofs for dipping, of which we hear so much, leave
us just where they found us, without proof. The translation
1 shail now give of the passage (and I am fearless to say it
shall be literally exact) will obviate at once every thing like
dipping. “And as they went on their way, they came to some
water: and the eunuch said, Lo! here is water; what doth
hinder me to be baptized! And he ordered the carriage to
stop, and they both descended to the water, both Philip and
the eunuch, and he baptized him. And when they had as-
cended from the water,” &c. 1n this translation, which has
at least the merit of being exact, we see nothing that indi-
cates immersion, but much to countenance the opposite mode
of baptism. In a country generally remarkable for scarcity
of water, but most of all in the desert itself, Philip is joined
to this noble traveller; they pursued their journey, convers-
ing on divine subjects, till at length they reach some water.
The eunuch points to the water, saying, Behold the water !
What forbids my baptism? The prerequisites for baptism
being arranged, they both descend from the chariot to the
water ; baptism is given, and as soon as they had ascended
from the water, Philip is snatched instantly away to Azotus,
and the baptized eunuch joyfully addresses himself to his
journey. There is no notice taken of changing raiment;
no delays before or after baptizing: but this, like all the
primitive baptisms, is rapid, instantaneous, and performed
on the very scene of conversion. The circumstances go a
great way I conceive to evince that the mode in which Philip
administered baptism’ on this occasion, was affusion.”

Mr. CaMPBELL then arose:
I resume the subject of Greek prepositions. I invited
. my opponent to select two or three chapters, and examine
‘the import of the prepositions as they occur. This would
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have been candid and honest on his part, and would have
afforded us the same means of modern lexicographers for
fixing their certain import. On the principles of Harris,
the etymolygist, prepositions have no meaning but what
arises from the context; and on the principles of Harne
Tooke, the most acute and profound etymologist, they have
but one meaning. On either principle we could not fail in
this method of trial. To make a selection such as Pedo-
baptists do, from Genesis to Revelation, of such peculiar
occurrences as might render their meaning dubious, is nei-
ther the part of candour nor of propriety. As Mr. Maccalla“
has not complied with this equitable proposal, we shall pro-
cedd to examine a few chapters. We shall begin with the
first chapter of Genesis. Tbe first word is en, In the be-
gioning, not near fo, nigh, or at. En again occurs, verse 6,
Let there be a firmament ¢z the midst of the waters, not
nigh to, near, or at. [Eis occurs for the first time, verse 9,
Let the waters be gathered info one place, not fowards, ear
to, or lo. It occurs precisely in the same sense in the same
verse, eis mian sunagogen, into one assemblage. En occurs,
verse 11, whose seed is in itself, not »igh to, near, or at.
It occurs in the next verse precisely in the same sense.
Verse 14, Let there be lights in the firmament, not nigh {o,
near, or at. Eis occurs five times in this verse, for light,
Jor signs, for seasons, for days, for years. For is the 8th
meaning given by Parkhurst, and not any of those chosen
by the Pedobaptists, as favourable to their hypothesis. To-
wards, near to, at, or to, being their seleetion ; to which for
has no affinity. That for can be resolved to info, appears

Note. It will be necessary here to observe, that during the course
of this day, some arguments were offered by Mr. Campbell, in proof
- of the proposition, “ that infant sprinkling is injuriaus to the well-
being of society, religious and pdlitical.” As Mr. Maccalla made no
reply to them, and as they came forward in Mr. Campbell’s different
speeches, as opportunity served, it was not deemed expedient to de.
range the chain of connexion of the principal topics of the day, al-
ready too much entangled, by causing them to appear in their proper
place. But that the arrears may be settled up, and commence on as
clear grounds as possible the arguments of the next day, we shall
here present a brief abstract of the evidences breught forward in sup.
port of this proposition.
I. That infant sprinkling is an aetual evil of a very ligh grade was
argued from an analysis and brief expusition of sundry portions of
Scriptures, particularly from 1 Sam. xv. The argument deduced:
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evident from the meaning of info. Into, defined by Walker,
is, ‘“ entrance beyond the outside ;” being wholly confined
within certain limits,” as, he has gone into the grave. Now
when it is said that the stars were made for lights, for signs,
for seasons, for days, and for years, it denotes that their
province is “ wholly confined within these limits.” So that
when used figuratively, its meaning is resolvable to its literal
import. Eis occurs in the same sense, verse 15, and en oc-
curs in its appropriate meaning, in the firnament, not nigh
{0, mear, or at. Eig occurs twice in verse 16, in the same
sense as in verse 14. En occurs, verse 17, in the firmament,
as above. En, verse 22, occurs, “ the waters in the sea,”
not near lo, at, nigh, or to. Verse 29, In itself seed, verse
30, ¢n itself life; here en, as usual, signifies ¢z, not near (o,
&c. Verse 30, eis occurs as in verse 14.

Chapter 11. En occurs six times, viz. in the seventh day,
tn it he rested, he planted a garden in Eden, in the midst
of the garden, in the garden; eis occurs seven times, viz.
¢nto his nostrils, info a living soul, for food, for sight, into
four heads, made info a woman, made info one flesh. Ek
occurs seven times, viz. out of the earth, out of the ground,
a river went out of Eden, and out of the ground, bone out
of my bone, flesh out of my flesh, because taken out of man.
Apo occars six times, viz. from his work, from his work,
out of the dust, out of every tree, or out of or from the tree.
He took a rib out of Adam.

from this chapter was as follows: Saul had received a positive com-
mand from the Lord by the mouth of his prophet Samuel, to “go
and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they had: to slay
both man and women, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and
ass,” The command was clear and precise. Saul, however, leaning
to his own understanding, views of expediency, and feelings, did not
precisely obey it, but ¢ spared Agag the king, the best of the sheep,
oxen, fatlings, and lambs; and destroyed every thing that was vile
and refuse.” Samuel visited Saul; Saul salutes him thus: ¢ Blessed
be thou of the Lord: I Aarve performed the commandment of the
Lord.” Saul seems to have thought that he had in substance obeyed
it; that he had accomplished the Divine intention, and therefore ap-
pears quite cheerful in the presence of the prophet. Samuel, without
returning any compliment, says, ¢ What then meauneth this bleating
of the sheep, and the lowing of the oxen in mine ears?” Saul re.
plies, “ They have brought from the Amalekites the best of the sheep
and oxen to sacrifice unto the I.ord thy God; but the rest we have
utterly destroyed,” Observe, Saul appears here in the character of
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Chapters VII. and VIII. E= occurs thirteen times, viz.
in this generation, in the 600th year, in the second month,
in the same day, tr which there is life, in the ark, 7z the
ark, in the seventh month, in the tenth month, leaf in its
mouth, ¢n the 601st year, in the first month, in the second
month. Eis occurs eight times, viz. seven times signifying
into the ark, and once info a burnt-offering. Ek occurs
four times, three times translated ouf of the ark, and once
signifying out from his youth, or figuratively up from his
youth. Apo occurs twenty-five times, viz. out of clean
beasts, out of unclean beasts, out of fowls, out of fowls, out
of fowls, beasts, and reptiles, five times in one verse, chap.
7th and 8th verse, out of all flesh, out of all flesh, from man
JSrom the earth, out of heaven ; seven times from off equi-
;"ale‘nt to out of all flesh, out of all cattle, and out of all the

owls.

Ex. XIV. and XV. chapters. En occurs twenty-seven

times, viz. in the land, in his army, by a lofty hand, in thé .

land of Egypt, in this desert, ¢tn Pharaoh, in all his host, is
all his chariots, in all his horses, in his chariots, in or by a
strong east wind, in the morning, in the pillar of fire, in the
midst of the sea, in that day, drawned in the sea, in power,

& devout man, concerned for the glory of God, anxious to provide for
the worship of God by splendid sacrifices, is confident that he has
obeyed the main import of the command ; and, with an apparently
good conscience, takes the liberty of departing from the letter, while
he supposes he has regarded the spirit of it. But Samuel sees no
obedience in Saul's conduct, and asks him, ¥ Why didst thou not
obey the voice of the Lord?” He receives no thanks for what he
has done; it is not considered as obedience. Saul, full of his own
supposed obedienge, contends that he did obey ¢ substantially ” the
command, and insists that the intention was good in departing from
a literal compliance-with every minutiee for an object of so much im-
portance. Samuel decidedly declares his conduct to be “ rebellion
and stubbornness,” and compares these to witchcraft, profanity, and
idolatry, in malignity of guilt. ¢ To obey,” says he, ¢ is better than
sacrifice § to hearken is better than the fat of rams.” He avers that
the Lord has more delight in obedience than in all sacrifice. Saul is
at length convicted, and exclaims, I have transgressed the com-
mandment of the Lord.” The Lord rejects him utterly as king of
Israel. From this narrative we learn a good deal of the nature of
obedience, and also how God the Judge of all views t.

It may be said by some, to heighten the malignity of Saul’s crime,
and to lessen the guilt of others who substitute a something called
- obedience in lien of that which is properly so, that Saul deliberately
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in the midst of the sea, in the mighty waters, in or among
the gods, in holiness, in praises, in the midst of the sea, in
her hand, in the wilderness, in the desert in Egypt. FEis
occurs eighteen times, viz. info eternity or for ever, info the
midst of the sea, info the midst of the sea, info the sea, into
the midst of the sea, into the sea, info the sea, trto salvation,
inlo the bottom, inlo thy resting-place or habitation, info
the mount, inéo the place, into the sea, info the sea, into the
wilderness, info Marah, threw a stick info the water, info
Elim. Ek occurs nine times, viz. out of Egypt, out of
them, out on their right, out on their left, out of them not
one, out on their right hand, and out on their left hand, out
of their hand, out of Marah. Apo occurs three times, out
of their presence, out of or from their presence, out from
the Red Sea. -

[The reader will see that Mr. Campbell has examined
six chapters in the preceding investigation. He also read
some portions of the’ New Testament, and made remarks
upon them, too long for insertion; but we have only given
the mere occurrences of the words and phrases, from which"
the reader may judge for himself.]

Now, my friends, from these unselected examples of the

and wittingly transgressed, and that others are sincere and pious in
substituting a supposed obedience for that which is true obedience.
‘We do not assume the office of a casuist, and therefore merely submit
the facts stated as illustrative of the nature of religious obedience,
and particularly with a design of exhibiting the evil of departing from
the commands of God, either intentionally or unintentionally. Uz-
zah seemed to have had a good intention in putting forth his hand
to stay the ark of the Lord to prevent its being damaged ; yet it cost
him his life. Nor are we to suppose that under the Christian religion
disobedience, innovation, or transgression of even positive institutes,”
are less criminal, or less liable to the frowns of heaven than under
former ages. Many of the Corinthians were chastened with siokness,
and some with death, for departing from the primitive design of the-
Lord's supper. But in relation to Pedobaptists it may be asked, Why
produce the case of Saul? “ We do not, on your own principles,
transgress, add to, or diminish from,a divine command when we bap-
tize our children ; for, you say, we have no command for the practice
atall.” Well, be it so. But you suppose that baptism is a duty to
be performed-in some way, a personal duty, and instead of yielding to
the divine command, “ be baptized every one of you for the remission
of your own sins.”” You substitute the sprinkling or baptism of your
infants in lieu of your own obedience to the commandment which re-
quires your own bapiism. When thus viewed, infant baptism is ng
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use and application of these prepositions, you may essily
judge of their import. We have read you a part of thres
of the plainest and most interesting narratives, where we
might expect to find words used in their most appropriate
meanings, the history of. the creation, of the deluge, and of
the deliverance of the Israelites out of Egypt. We have
not knowingly owitted one single occurrence of one of themn
in their uncompounded state: and had we noticed them as
they occur in composition, we should find their simple
meaning greatly confirmed. Upon the whole you will easily
discover, that if en does not, in respect of place, most defi-
nitely and certainly denote in, Adam never was in Eden,
never was in innocence ; that if ek does not denote out of,
Eve was not made out of a rib taken out of Adam, nor were
Adam and Eve driven out of the garden. That if ets does
not most certainly and definitely denote inlo, breath of life
never entered the nostrils of Adam, nor a living soul ever
possessed our progenitors, that Noah and his house, the birds
and beasts never entered the ark but only went towards or
near tg it. And that if ¢k and apo did not bring them omt
of, and from the ark, there they remain until this day. That
if eis did not lead Israel and the Egyptians info the Red Sea,

small evil, and is worthy of at least being compared with the scrips
tural facts adduced. You save yourselves from personal obedience
by what you call * offering up ” your children.

[The only allusion which Mr. Maccalla made to the preceding,
was when commencing his next speech.—He said, ¢ Well, my Pedo-
baptist friends, are ye not ready to be hanged for a crime equal to
witcheraft? ']

II. Will worship is & worship founded upon the will of man, and
not on the will of God. It is designated by the Saviour as vain.—
¢ In vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the command.-
ments of men.” Will worship has ever been obnoxious to the wrath
of heaven, because it is casting contempt on the anthority of God,
and has sometimes been marked with evident frowns of his displea-
sure, as in the case of Nadab and Abihu who offered ¢ strange fire,”
that was uncommanded fire, upon the altar of God. Now as the
sprinkling of an infant is not founded upon any declaration of the
will of God, but practised according to the will of men, it must ne-

ily be idered as will-worship ; and as such, is liable to his
displeasure, And has it not been marked with his disapprobation ?
Read the history of the Pedobaptist church, beginning with the Ro-
manists, and descending to the latest branch of this defection, and
what appears to have been, and to be the state of those societies?
Spoiled and plundered by-an insatiate priesthood, torn by one division
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the former never passed through it, nor were the latter drowned
in it. And if ek and apo did not bring the Israelites out,
they, with the Egyptians have sunk like lead in the mighty
waters. And if all this evidence will not convince the honest
fmquirer after truth en this subject, we despair of being able
to convince man that there is én him any thing superior to
what is ia other animals.

While so explicit in the department of propositions, we
shall once more call yonr attention to the verbs dapto, raino,
cheo, pluno, and lowo, and from a few examples, shew that
. they are as certainly and as definitely expressive of different
actions, as en, ei9, and ek are different in application and
meaning. Lev. xiv. 6—8, “ Then he shall take the living
bird, and the cedar wood, and the searlet yam, and the hyssop,
and (perform owe actiom, viz.) dapses dip them, then he
shall (perform ‘another action, viz.) peré ranei sprinkle of
the blood. Then he who is cleansed shall (perform another
action, viz.) plunei ta imatia, wash his garments, and he
must yet perform another action, viz. lowsetai wash his body
in water. After these four actions are performed (not one
and the same action), he may come into the camp, but he
mest not enter his hounse for seven days, and until he has

efter another, and in many instances sharing the fate of Ephraim
Joined to his idols, suffered to degenerate into a cold and lifeless for-
mality ; and worse then all, “ the people love to have it s0.” Inno-
vation or departare from the revealed will of heaven is always marked
with similar frowns ; and Baptist churches may, as well as Pedobap-
tist societies, suffer much from other departures from the will of hea-’
ven, while zealous for the one baptism. While any society professing
Christianity, is not walking in the comfort of the Holy Scriptures, it
is owing to their departure from them in some respect.

III. But that infant sprinkling is injurious to the church, appears,
we think, almost, if not altogether, self-evident from the fact, that its
actual operation and effect is to introduce the world into the church.
It has carnalized snd secwlavized the church more than any other
innovation since the first defection in Christianity. The actual ten.
dency of infant sprinkling, is to open the gates of the ehurch as wide
as the gates of the world, and to receive into its bosom all that is born'
of women. That this may appear as obvious as the light of the sun,
the reader has only to reflect, that if the Pedobaptist system prevailed,
80 that all the fathers and mothers in any country, or in all countries,
were determined to have their infant offspring * initiated into the
ehurch” as soon as born, by the rite of sprinkling, then, in that coun-
try, or in all countries 8o acting, the discrimination between the world
and the church would We lost; its gates would be as capacious as
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repeated two of those actions again : after shaving off his
hair he shall repeat the action of washing his clothes, plunei
ta imatia, he shall wash his clothes and also another action,
lousetai to soma, wash his body in water, verse 9. In a
subsequent part of the ceremony of cleansing a leper we
shall find the actions of pouring, dipping, and sprinkling
contradistinguished in a similar manner, verse lb’:’ Three
actions are described. First action of the priest, he shall
pour ekchei, or pour out into his left hand. The second
action of the priest is bapsei, he shall dip his right finger
into the oi/ in his left hand. Then comes the third action
ranei, he shall sprinkle it with his finger. Here we bave
bapto, cheo, and raino occurring all together, as descriptive
of three distinct actions—actions minutely described, essen-
tially different, of ceremonial import, and clearly contradis-
tinguished from each other. Sprinkle, dip, and pour, are
assuredly not one and the same in import in English, they
denote three actions. In Greek, you see, their mesning is
as distinct and as different as in English. In the same
chapter again these words are contradistinguished, verse 26,
And the priest shall (epi cheei) pour into; and verse 27, he
shall (ranei) sprinkle; verse 41, he shall (ekchez) pour out;

those of the world, and without the necessity of regeneration, every
member of the human family in that region or country, would have
a place in the church. Abont one hundred years ago, the whole
kingdom of Scotland, with the exception of, say two or three thousand
individuals, was one great Pedobaptist- society. In those days the
church engrossed all that were born, and initiated them into it. Of
course, all the enormities committed in the realm were committed by
members of the church; so that none of the apostolic admonitions
in which the difference betwixt the church and the world is pointed
out, would apply to them. .

In the year 1300, and for several centuries before, all the citizens -
of Germany, France, Spain, England, and indeed all the western
Roman empire, with the exception of & few Baptists, were initiated
into, what was then called, the church, as soon as the parents could -
have the right performed. In those days, and while those principles
prevailed, the church was secularised, the church and state completely
amalgamated, and all the follies and vices of childhood, manhood,
and old age were engrafted upon the stock of Christianity. In those
days Pedobaptist principles triumphed, and there never was a period
in which the church was so completely and universally carnalized
and secularized. Let it not be said that this was owing more to other
traditions than to infant baptism or sprinkling; for when we grant
that there were many other innovations and traditions besides this,
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nnd verse 51, he shall (bapsei) dip, and last of all, same
verse (peri ranei) he shall sprinkle the house seven times.
The same marked difference between these three terms
occurs Lev. iv. 6, 7, “And the priest shall (bapsei) dip his
finger, then he shall perform another action, he shall (pros
ranei) sprinkle before; then he shall, verse 7, perform a
third action, (ek ckeei) he shall pour out the blood at the
base of the altar. Is it not most remarkable that we should
so often find these three words -occurring so close together ;
and so completely contradistinguished from each other, as if
to put to silence the cavils of mistaken men! Take another
instance or two of these words as given above, Lev. xvi. 24,
lousetai to soma, he shall wash his body ; verse 19, (ranet)
sprinkle blood with his finger seven times; Num. viii. 7, he
shall (peri ranei) spriukle; and in the same verse (plunoust)
they shall wash, {a imatia, their clothes. Once more on
this point. Num. xix. 18, 19, (Bapsei) he shall dip (eis)
into the water, and (peri ranei) he shall sprinkle it upon
the house, and they shall pour out, (ek cheei) and he shall
(peri ranei) sprinkle, and he shall (plunei) wash his gar-
ments, ({a tmaiia) and lastly, he shall (lousetai) wash him-
self in water. In three verses here we have cheo to pour,

we must insist that this contributed more than they all, to introduce
that awfully corrupt system called antichrist; to wurture, to mature,
and to perfect it.—1It introduced ally good and bad, into the church,
and as bad men invented errors, and propagated heresies in the
church;*we have only to ask how they got in, and then the true cause
of the enormous mass of error of those days appears. It isa fact
evident from church history, that the prevalence of corruption in the
church bore pace with the prevalence of infant baptism, and that the
triumphant days of the one, were the trinumphant days of the other.
The description we have of the church, in the sacred Scriptures,
leads us to consider all the members of it as “a peculiar people,” as
born from above, as being all taught of God. Hence we read— a
willing people in the day of thy power will come to thee ;" “ All thy
. children shall be taught of God, and great shall be the peace of thy
children;” “Every one that hath heard, and hath learned of the
Father, cometh unto me;” “ To as many as received him, to them
gave he power to become the sons of God: even to them that believe
on his name ; which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the
flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.” Power or privilege to
become the sons of God, was given to such only as were born of God.
How unlike this to the practice of Pedobaptists, who endeavour to
crowd all into the church, which are born, not of God, but of the
will of the flesh, and of the will of man! Again, when we read the
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raine to sprinkle, bbo?to to dip, pluno to wash garments, and
loso to wash the . I presume there never was a dis-
quisition upon the meaning of any set of words, capable of
80 clear and convincing proof, as that we offered upon these
terms. I had many evidences to bring in proof of it, ex=
pecting that Mr. Maccalla would, by his attack, have given
me an epportunity of bringing them forward, but as he now
appears to be hastening from this discussion, without touching
the main point, I was unwilling to let it close without bring-
ing forward a few examples of the evidence we had in store
for its complete triumph. Nothing, you see, can be more
contrary to fact than the assertion that bapto, when used to
denote a religious use of water, does not signify to dip or
immerse; for in the religious uses of water, assigned under
the lew, words were never used in stricter conformity to their
literal meaning than the words ckeo, raino, pluno, bapto,
lows. And this must have been so, where every thing de-
pended upon a literal compliance with the prescriptions or
requisitions. Now had our translators been at liberty to
have translated this word to immerse, where the ordinance
was spoken of, we should have had no controversy about it.
The command would then have read, * Go, and disciple all

descriptions given of the churches of the saints in the epistles, they will
not apply to a church that admits to membership all the infants born
of the members. The mgjority of any such church must be of a cha-
racter essentially dissimilar to the following descriptions of the church
of Jesus Christ, 1 Cor. vi. 11. “ Ye are washed, ye are sanctified, ye
are justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our
God.” 2 Thes. ii. 13, “ Brethren beloved of the Lord, God hath
from the beginning chosen you to salvation, through sanctification of
the Spirit, and belief of the truth.” 1 Pet. ii. 5, “ Ye also, as lively
stones, are built up a spiritual house, an holy priesthood, to offer up
spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God by Jesus Christ;” 9th verse,
“ But ye are a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation,
a peculiar people ; that ye should show forth the prafses of him, who
hath called yon out of darkness into his marvellous light: which in
time past were not a people, but are now the people of God; which
had not obtained mercy, but now have obtained mercy.” These and
& hundred other addresses to the Christian church are totally inap-
plicable to any Pedobaptist church, composed of a great many mem.
bers incapable of distinguishing their right hand from the left. When
the question is proposed, what has rendered the Pedobaptist churches
unworthy to be addressed in this way, the answer is,—because they
have reeeived so many members, very many, that were merely children
of the flesh, nay, the nine-tenths of all Pedobaptist churches became
\
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nations immersing them;” &c. “and he immersed him;”
and ““he arose and was immersed ;" and many of the
Corinthians hearing, believed, and were immersed,” &c. &e.
Had it not been for king James, this might have been the
case, and so sensible were many of the Westminster creed=
makers of the necessity of immersion, that, bad it not been
for Dr. Lightfoot, who gave the casting vote in favour of
sprinkling in that assembly, all the believers in the West-
minster creed would have been like all the eastern professors
of Christianity, all those not under the pope of Rome,
immersers and not sprinklers. The Pedobaptist writers are
constrained to admit the three facts last stated, viz. that king
James forbad the translation of baptizo and baptismos ; that
Dr. Lightioot gave the casting vote that gave currency to
sprinkling ; and that all professors of Christianity that were
free from the jurisdiction of the Roman pontiff, practice im-
mersion. These considerations, together with the meaning
of the word, the import of the prepositions used in connexion
with this ordinance, put it beyond reasonable doubt that
sprinkling is a human tradition.

As to those puerilities you have heard about John’s bap-
tizing with a squirt, or some such thing in order to despatch

members by natural birth, and as the children of the flesh were con-
stitated members. Infant sprinkling has, then, carnalized and se-
calarized the church, and hence all Pedobaptist sects have become
national churches, when they had it in their power; for their views
of the church are carnalized as well as the members; hence papacy
is the established religion of Italy, Spain, France, &c., Episcopacy
of England and Ireland, and Presbyterianism of Scotland. In the
United States, the principles of civil policy being better understood
than any other country in the world, not any form of religion has ob-
tained the exclusive patronage of the State ; and may it continue so,
till all sects be abolished, and all the children of God, united in faith,
and hope, and love, shall know no bond of union but Christ: when
party names, party love, and party zeal shall all be buried in one
common grave, to rise no more for ever !

IV. It deceives the child. It leads the stripling, as soon as he re-
flects, to think that there is some difference betwixt him and other
unbaptized youths: That he is in a better state than they. That he
is within some covenant, from which they are excluded, merely by
the circumstance of his being sprinkled. That he is some sort of a
member of the church, and more peculiarly favoured by the influ-
-ence of the church with heaven, than if he had not been sprinkled.
If he think at all, or if he believe what his parents, the church, and
the catechism teach him, such must be his reflections. He cannot

P
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the business, about the impossibility of the three thousand
being immersed in one piece of a day; about Paul standin

up to be baptized ; about the jailer's not being able to fin

water sufficient for immersion, and a number of other such
boyisms, they are not half so feasible as the arguments in
favour of trfnsubstantiation, of purgatory, of socinianism, of
arianism, of praying to the virgin Mary, of doing penances
by fasting and long pilgrimages. They are all put out of
countenance by adverting to the fact that one person can
immerse as many as another can sprinkle in a given time.
There are well attested facts of sixty persons being immersed
in thirty minutes, or in that proportion, when the baptizer
simply immersed those led into the pool, or bath, or river to
him. But allowing it to take three times as long to baptise
one person, the twelve would have baptized the three thousand
in little more than five hours. And suppose there were
sixty or seventy baptizers, the whole nuinber would have
been baptized in less than one hour. And as to John's
baptizing, we are told that the disciples of Christ, some of
whom had been the disciples of John, baptized more dis-
ciples than John, even during the time of John’s baptism.
So that all those cavils, thrown in the way of an intelligent

consider himself as called to repent in order to be baptized, but must
view himself as having been washed from his sins in some sense
without repentance. The 94th question of his Catechism explains to
him the nature of baptism. He repeats it thus,  Baptism is a sa-
crament, wherein the washing [sprinkling] with water in the name, &€
doth signify, and seal our engrafting into Christ, and partaking of
the benefits of the covenant of grace, and our engagements to be the
Lord’s.” Assuredly the stripling that views his infant sprinkling in
this light, is awfully deceived. ¢ I was,” says he, “eugrafted into
Christ, and made a partaker of the benefits of the covenant of grace”’
when my papa had me baptized !!!

V. A fifth évil, necessarily attendant on this tradition, is, that it
encourages superstition in the parent. He comes forward to the
sacred basin with his tender infant in his arms, supposing that he is
now to dedicate his child to the Lord. He thinks he is performing
an acceptable service. But were he peremptorily asked, Who has
required this at your hands? What answer could he give? Like

the man in the parable, he must hang his head, and remain speech- -

less; or say, it was his priest. But thjs is not all. He takes upon
him solemn vows, and obliges himself, by what he believes to be as
solemn as an oath, to do certain things which God has not required
him to do- he avows his sincere belief in creeds and formulas which
he is to teach his child so soon as capable; which, in the result, all
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Baptist, are like cobwebs on the path of a traveller. They
are not so much as felt. The scarcity of water too is
pleaded. You would sometimes think that Jerusalem could
not afford more than a cup full of water, although you read
of baths and pools of water in the city ; and of a people who
were continually in the habit of immersing, who were citi-
zens of this same city!! These cavils are something like
those you have heard about ZEnon being a poor pitiful
spring, that could not in a week supply a bath three feet
deep, and a few feet square; and the imposition is passed
off by such extracts as you have heard from Robinson.*

* Hear Robinson that same writer, whose words you have heard
distorted from the context. p. 26. “ ZEnon, near it, was chosen for a
place of baptism by John, because there was much water. Since
sprinkling came into fashion, criticism, unheard of in all former ages,
hath endeavoured to derive evidence for scarcity of water from the
Greek text of the evangelist John, and to render polla hudata not
much water, but many waters, and then by an ingenious supposition,
to infer that many waters signifies, not many waters collected into
one, but waters parted into many little rills, which might all serve for
sprinkling, but could not any one of them be used for dipping: as if
one man could possibly want many brooks for the purpose of
sprinkling one person at a time.

It is observable that the rivers Euphrates at Babylon, Tiber at
Rome, and Jordan in Palestine, are all described by pollc hudata.
Jeremiah speaks of the first, and addressing Babylon says, “ O thou
that dwellest upon many waters, thine end is come ;” for Babylon
was sitnated on what the Jews called the river, the great river Eu-
phrates. The evangelist John describes Rome, which was built
on the Tiber, by saying, “The great harlot, the great city which
reigneth over the kings of the earth, sitting upon many waters.”
Ezekiel describes Judea and Jordan, by saying to the princes of
Israel, “ Your mother is a lioness, her whelps devour men, she was
fruitful by reason of many maters;” an evident allusion to the lions
that lay in the thickets of Jordan. The thunder which agitates
clouds, charged with floods, is called the voice of the Lord upen
many waters: and the attachment that no mortifications can anni-
hilate, is a love which many waters cannot quench, neither can the

amount to this, that he will endeavour to make his child a true son
of that sect or persuasion amongst whom he is a member at the time
of taking upon him these engagements. He goes home, feels himself
under obligations that neither arose from the authority of God, nor
found any where but in his Confession of Faith; and he goes on in
one dnll round of superstitious observances, or he violates the vows
he bhas taken upon him. Such is the .fact, and such is the effect of
this tradition in its Presbyterian form.. In the Episcopalian form it
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Mr. Maccarra arose s—.

1 think, my friends, you have heard enough of Greek this
time. I suppose Mr. Campbell expects to be made principal
of the great national College now erecting in Virginia. He
surely looks for some very high and dignified office suited
to his extraordinary attainments and exalted genius. It was
an act of presumption on my part to pretend to dispute
with this great man, so well versed in ancient and modern
tongues. You would think that he had the Septuagint by
heart, and spoke Greek as his vernacular tongue. He has
charged me with being grossly ignorant of my Bible, and
not being able to quote it correctly.* It is true, my friends,
that my memory is very treacherous; and, my young friends

floods drown. How it comes to pass that a mode of speaking, which
on every other occasion signifies much, should in the case of
baptism signify little, is & question easy to answer. The meaning of
doubtful words is best fixed by ascertaining the facts which they
were intended to represent.” ’

John P. Campbell allows three minutes a-picee for hearing the
experience and baptizing each of the candidates, and confining it
to twelve persons, he calculates more than twelve hours will be re-
quisite. But he forgot that the apostles were not such dreamers and
talkers about experience as some of his contemporaries. Quaery.—
How long did it take the eunuch to give in his experience ?

* Mr. Campbell, in his remarks on some quotations made by Mr.
Maccalla, had said that he did not correctly quote from memory in
almost any instance, and that he appeared not to have any one para-
graph of a few verses so familiar as to refer to it without material
alterations or deviations from the text.

assumes other characteristics. A new species of beings, unheard of
in the Bible, unknown amongst all the creatures of God, surround
the priest. These are called by a new name, not found in the no-
menclature of heaven. They are god-fathers! None of this species
entered the ark with Noah; and none of them were found in the
family of Abraham. The same soil that produced infant baptism
produced them. These two are engaging to perform that which they
never do, and never can perform. But superstition makes the vow,
snd feels the obligation.

But the superstition does not end here; it is transmitted to the
child, and debases his mind. The parent says,“I had you engrafted
into Christ; I had you sealed into the covenant of grace ; I engaged
that you should be the Lord’s.” The child believes it, and questions
neither ‘the power of his father to do this, nor his veracity in saying
he has done it. He tries to feel himself under some sort of an obli.
gation arising from his father’s conduct, which Sir Isaac Newton
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now in the prime of life, let me address you from my own
experience. When young, my memory was not employed
in treasuring up the Holy Scriptures; my youthful days
were squandered without committing the divine word to
memory, and I now find that if this word is not committed
accurately when young, when our memories are not sur-
charged with the cares of life, and burthened with a variety
of concerns, it never can be treasured up. Do then, I be-
seech you, learn from me, to improve the passing hours, and
to seize the present opportunity of storing your memories
with divine truth..

I had, my friends, called your attention to the accounts
we have of particular cases of baptism. What has my
opponent said of them? He passes them by without ever
adverting to the evidences they furnish; that there was no
immersion there. He is not so ingenious, nor so accom-
modating as Mr. Judson in this instance. Mr. Judson
evidently felt the force of the evidence drawn from those
cases against immersion, particularly in the case of the jai-
ler, and set about finding a salvo for it. This he did by
telling us, p. 7, of a tank of water that was in the prison, of
sufficient capacity for a bathing place. He tells us that the

could not explain. Yea, some children consider that they ¢ became
children of God, heirs of Christ, and inheritors of the kingdom of
glory,” in their baptism. Little hope can be reasonably entertained,
that those whose infant minds are thus biassed can ever rise to that
noble independence of mind which is enjoined upon all the freemen
of Christ in these words, “ Call no man on earth master or father, for
one is your Father in heaven, and all ye are brethren.”

Another consequence, if it can be called another, arising from this
superstition, is, that it imposes, by the weightiest of all authority
known on earth, viz. parental authority, a religion upon the con-
science of the child, which it is taught never afterwards to call in
question. This is thre most cruel despotiem. Hence we see many of
those who are strictly brought up under their baptismal obligations,
the verjest bigots, the most superstitious beings in the world. Omne
dare not eat flesh upon Friday; another shudders at the idea of acting
as a magistrate in a commonwealth that does not recognize the solemn
league; a third fears the violation of a fast appointed by the church;
a fourth dare not go to any other meeting than that of which he was
made a member in infancy; a fifth must “go to the sacramental
table ” to fulfil his baptismal obligations; and a sixth, when come to
manhood, must support his priest at the peril of ¢‘robbing God.”

VI. In the sixth place, this tradition was the grand means of intro.
ducing an ungodly priesthood into the church, and of giving that

P2
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prison yard in Calcutta is furnished with such a bath, and
“ that all the prison yards in the east, as well as the yards
and gardens of private houses, are generally furnished with
tanks of water,” and then gravely infers that it was so one
thousand eight hundred years ago.

Mr. Campbell’s dexterity in getting rid of all the diffi-
culties arising from a careful investigation of those examples
of baptism to which I have called his attention, is character-
istic of him. By the same kind of management he converts
all the Pedobaptist writers of note into theoretic Baptists.
You would think, from reading his strictures on Mr. Ralston,
that Calvin, Beza, Luther, Owen, and others, were all con-
vinced that baptizo and baptisma signified just what Mr.
Campbell says he has proved to be their meaning. Mr.
Ralston, indeed, in his late Review, has not only shewed the
unfairness of such an attempt, but he has done more; he
has proved that my opponent not only misrey;‘resems the
sentiments of the authors he quotes, but that he also puts
words in their mouths which they never spoke. See p. 98.
“ Mr. Campbell,” says he, “ quotes Dr. Owen as saying,
that ¢ no honest man who understands the Greek tongue can
deny the word to signify to dip;'” whereas, the Doctor’s
words are, ‘““no honest man who understands the Greek
tongue can deny the word to signify ¢o wash as well as to

priesthood an unhallowed dominion over the people. The transition
from making a christian to making a christian teacher by means of
infant baptism is short and easy. Or, to speak less exceptionably, it
is very easy for him who thinks he can dedicate all his children to
the Lord in infancy by baptism, to think he can dedicate one for the
¢ gervice of the sanctuary.” And it is very easy for such a person to
persuade himself, that if the Lord will accept of all his household as
members of his church because of his dedicating them, he will surely
accept of one ¢ to minister in things divine” because of his offering
him up to the Lord. So it came to pass in the natural course of
things, that while infant baptism filled the pews with members, it also
filled the pulpit with priests; and while thousands were introduced
into the church by baptism, tens were brought into the priesthood by
the same grand means. But infant baptism had a greater tendency
to fill the pulpit with ungodly teachers, than to fill the church with
ungodly members, for this reason; that of the number destined for
holy orders, fewer apostatized than of those who are merely made mem-
bers by baptism. Let us suppose a plain case for illustration. A and
B were both baptized in infancy. A was destined for a clergyman,
and B was not. At an early age A was instruoted in the knowledge
of those languages and sciences essential to making a Pedabaptist
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dip.” To expose still farther the unfairness of Mr. Camp-
bell in making Pedobaptists favour his views, we shall let
you hear a number of those men speak their own sentiments;
some of the very men he has made to speak in favour of his
sentiments. Pond, p. 24—26. <“Alstedius, * The term
baptism signifies both immersion and sprinkling, (asper-
sionem,) and of consequence ablution.’ E:‘Iauw, ¢ Baptism
signifies dipping, and also sprinkling.’ Beza, ‘ They are
rightly baptized who are baptized by sprinkling.’ J. Wick-
liffe, < It matters not whether persons are dipped once, or
three times, or whether water were poured upon their heads.’
Whitaker, < The word baptizo signifies not only to dip, but
also to tinge or wet.' Mastricht, ¢ Baptism signifies washing,
either by sprinkling or dipping.” Leigh, ¢ Baptism is such
a kind of washing as is by plunging; and yet it is taken
more largely for any kind of washing, even where there is
no dipping at all.” Lightfoot, ¢ The application of water is
the essence of baptism; but the application of it in this or
that manner, speaks but a circumstance.’” Dr. Featly,
‘Christ no where requireth dipping, but only baptizing;
which word Hesychius, Stephanus, Seapula, and Buddeus,
those great masters of the Greek tongue, make good by very
many instances out of the classic writers, importeth no more
than ablution or washing’ Dominicus, ‘In baptism there

minister, (for it requires Latin, Greek, and Algebra to enable a man
to officiate as a Pedobaptist priest, because of the many dark things
he has to explain and prove.) At the age of twenty they are both
alike ungodly; but the temptation to induce B to join the church in
the Pedobaptist way, is very weak in comparison of that of A, whose
futare destiny and prospects in life depend upon it. According to the
natural course of things, then, there is a much likelier chance to
have a larger proportion of ungodly teachers than of ungodly mem.
bers in the same number of baptized infants. By members here, we
mean members in full communion. . Of the Pedobaptist youths, many
are training for the pulpit before they are convinced that Jesus is the
Christ, and the inducements to mount the rostrum are much greater
to those, than to others to sit down at the ¢ communion table.” The
latter if unrenewed by the truth, have only their reputation at stake ;
the former have, .as an inducement, besides their reputation, an ho-
nourable calling, a decent living at stake, as an inducement to avow
what they do not feel. ' This being the natural cause of things, let us
now examine its practical effects. The pulpits being filled with an
ungodly priesthood, gave rise to confederations called ecclesiastical
courts. These courts enacted canons, these canons interfered in many
instances with men'’s civil rights, and generally igssued in inquisitions
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is something essential,-as the washing; and something ac-
cidental, namely, the washing in this or the other manner.”
Wiltsius,* We are not to imagine that immersion is so ne-
cessary to baptism, that it cannot be duly performed by
pouring water all over, or by aspersion.” Calvin, ‘ Whetber
the person baptized be wholly inmersed, and whether thrice
or once, or whether water be only poured or sprinkled upon
him, is of no importance.” Dr. Owen, ¢ Baptism is any kind
of washing, whether by dipping or sprinkling.’ Flavel,
¢ The word baptize, signifying as well to wash as to plunge,
a person may be truly baptized that is not plunged.” Dic-
tionary of the Bible, < To baptize is to sprinkle or wash one’s
body sacramentally.’ Glas, ¢ Immersion cannot be called
baptism, any otherwise than it is a mode of washing with
water.” Adinsworth, ¢ To baptize is to wash any one in the
sacred baptismal font, or to sprinkle (inspergere) on him
the consecrated waters”” Dr. Scott, * Some contend that
- baptism always signifies immersion; and learned men who
have regarded Jewish traditions more than either the language
of scripture or the Greek idiom, are very decided in this
respect. Bat the use of the words baptize and baptism in
the New Testament, cannot accord with this exclusive in-
terpretation.’ Dr. Adam Clarke, < To say that sprinkling
is no gospel baptism, is as incorrect as to say immersion is
and persecutions. The Jewish priesthood and the papal priesthood
are both proof of this. An hereditary membership, and an hereditary
priesthood, were carried to the utmost perfection among the Jews.
And how did they result? In hypocrisy, fraud, insolence, proscrip-
tion, and persecution. The history of the Messiah’s life and death,
and that of his apostles, exhibit the spirit, temper, and character of a
clerical fraternity, introduced to office by the silent efficacy of infant
membership and hereditary right. And one, at least, of the designs
of the Jewish religion, was, to be an ensample to us of the necessary
tendency of such an institution under the best possible circumstances.
That great Pedobaptist society called the catholic church, under whose
auspices infant membership came to maturity, exhibits on a largs
scale the pernicious efficacy of infant sprinkling in these respects.
Infant baptism, first of all, brought all the world into the pale of this
church, with the exception of a few faithful ones who would not wor-
ship the beast. Over this worldly combination an avaricious, insolent,
ambitious, blood-thirsty priesthood reigned. ' These invented the tor-
turing wheel, the redhot- pincers, the boiling lead, and all the engines
of persecuting cruelty. To throw open to view the dungeons of the
inquisition, to bring to open day the various apparatus of death, and
to array all the ministers of torture in their appropriate dress on the
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none. Such assertions are as unchristian as. they are un-
charitable. Those who are dipped in water in the name of
the Trinity, I believe to be baptized. Those who are washed
or sprinkled with water in the name of the Trinity, I believe
to be equally so; and the repetition of such a baptism, I
believe to be profane. Others have a right to believe the
contrary, if they see good.’” “ Such are some of. the Pedo-
baptist authorities which Mr. Campbell has produced, for
the purpose of proving that baptizo signifies to dip, and
nothing else.” ¢ Indeed, the very consideration that they
were Pedobaptists proves that their opinion with respect
to the meaning of the word daptizo was the same as Dr.
Owen'’s, Calvin's, Beza's, Mastricht’s, and Leigh'’s ; unless
we believe that they were the very worst of men, who prac-
tised in divine things contrary to their belief—but that was
not their character.”

I shall now request you to attend to the spiritual allusion
of baptism. Baptism alludes to something. The question
is to what does it allude? I answer, without fear of refu-
tation, that it alludes to the gracious influences of the Holy
Ghost. Theallusion of baptism to the baptism of the Holy
Spirit is so plain, that we cannot think that any person who
has attentively read the numerous references to the baptism
of the Holy Spirit, where water baptism is spoken of, can

solemn awto-de.fe, would be a task at which all our feelings revolt;
for which our capacity fails; and to the accomplishment of which,
language, copious as it is, is totally inadequate. Was there ever
hatred like unto thy hatred; was there ever cruelty like unto thy
cruelty, O thou spirit of an established triumphant creed—of an am-
bitious and aspiring priesthood !

But, my friends, unless it appears to be a fact that infant baptism
necessarily tends, and has always tended to this state of things, why
introduce these painful reflections? I admit that it would be alto-
gether idle, and worse than beating the air. But that such is its
actual tendency, evidently appears from one fact, as well as from &
hundred, viz. that every Pedobaptist thinks it his duty to introduce
all his seed into the church as soon as born into the world ; if, then,
every member of any nation or state was a Pedobaptist, all the chil-
dren born members of the state would be members of the church,
consequently all the wicked, profane, cruel, and tyrannical in that
region, would be members of the church, and always prepared to act
any scene, to adopt any means te effectuate their own designs,—In
this sense, then, we are prepared to say that:

VII. A seventh evil resulting from this tradition, is, that it has,
very generally, if not uniformly, in all seots produced a persecuting
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reasonably hesitate in assenting to the proposition * that
waler baptism is an emblem of spiritual baptism.” Indeed
when water baptism was first preached by John, reference
was immediately made to spiritual baptism. I, indeed,”
said John, “ baptize you with water; but he that cometh
after me, will baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with
fire.” This -being so, it is ‘naturally to be expected that
there would be a resemblance between the mode of water
baptism, and the mode of spiritual baptism, or the manner
in which the Spirit operates upon the human heart. Now
Jet us inquire into the mode of spiritual baptism, and see
what mode of baptism it favours. This the scriptures always
represent under the idea of pouring and sprinkling. Joel
ii. 28. represents it thus. I will pour out my Spirit upon
all flesh.” This has a reference to what happened on the
day of Pentecost, and is called by the Saviour a baptism ;
« you'Jshall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days
hence.” Again, Prov. i. 23. «“I will pour out my Spirit
upon you.” To the same purpose many other scriptures
preach. “I will pour my Spirit upon thy seed.” <« He
shall come down like rain- upon the mown grass, like
showers that water the earth. So shall he sprinkle many
nations. I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you
shall be clean.” Here you may observe, the baptism of the

spirit. T hope it will not be necessary for me to bring forward do-
cuments in proof that such has been the fact; as it is the farthest
from our designs to call to remembrance the deeds of former times,
or to excite your feelings at the recapitulation of the misdeeds of
many. whose names are enrolled on the calendar of saints. We only
wish to warn you, my Pedobaptist friends, of the tendency of your
principles. We know that many of you deprecate per tion as
much as we do, but you must see upon reflection, that so long as you
crowd into the church all that is born into the world, and into the
pulpit as many as you can raise so high, by all means, natural and
mechanical ; so long as there are ambitious and designing men born
into the wosld, and of these some raised to power, so long your sect,
a8 such, must necessarily contain within it the elements of persecution,
aud these elements will be always acted upon according to times, op-
portunities, and a variety of circumstances. Sometimes this perse-
cution will be confined to the tongue, as was the case in the famous
allegory : “ He that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was
born of the Spirit.” ¢ Even o it is now.” Sometimes it rises to fines
and imprisonment, as in some of those free states. And sometimes it
leads to the stake, as now in Spain, as lately in France, and, from
the signs of the times, it may not be far distant from some others of
the European states,
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Holy Spitit is. called a pouring out, a sprinkling. Now
as water baptism is the appointed emblem of this pouring
out and sprinkling of the Holy Spirit, the conclusion
necessarily is, that the emblem should bear some analogy
to the thing signified, consequently, that baptism is to be
administered by pouring or sprinkling.

What . Mr. Campbell has been telling you eof the evils of
infant sprinkling, as he calls it, will be noticed in their
proper place, perhaps to-morrow.

So closed the fifth day. Adjourned to meet next morning
at 10 o’clock.

Sixth day. Commenced at 11 o'clock, A. M.
Mr. CaMPBELL commenced as usual :—

After a brief retrospect, he proceeded to Acts viii.36—40
and said, I will read you from the original a translation of
this important passage of which you have already heard, and
I stand here ready to defend it against all objections. “ And
as they went along the road, they came to (epi ti udor).”
Epi leads them {o, but not tnto; i not some water, as J. P,
Campbell translates it. Tie may be sometimes translated
some when applied to persons, and also ¢ will make sense
when translated some in some places, but not always, as for
instance— he was in some city, for @ certain city ; but one

VIII. Not to be too tedious on this most painful part of the sub-
ject, we would only add, that infant baptism, or as it is now, infant
sptinkling, has thrown the greatest obstacle in the world to the union
of saints, and is, of all traditions, the most necessarily schismatical.
While a Baptist is willing to embrace in the bogsom of christian fel-
lowship every one that evinces his belief of the gospel, this tradition
lies in the way, inasmuch as it prevents the subjects of it from obeying,
that command of Christ, without which none were admitted into the
Christian church. While other errors and mistakes could be sur-
mounted, after the parties were united, this lies in the very door, and
at once precludes union. And that this is to be charged to infant
sprinkling is evident from this consideration, viz. that the Pedobap-,
tists must, and do acknowledge our baptism to be valid, an ordinance
of Jesus Christ, and would therefore gladly receive Baptists into their
communion, but we cannot acknowledge their observance to be any
thing more than a human tradition, as setting aside the command of
God, and as preventing the subject from the testimony of a good
conscience, arising from his own obedience. It is no violation of
principle; it is no countenancing of human tradition; it is no setting
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in some place testified, for a certain place. He limited
a some or some day, for a certain day; a some looking for
of judgment, for a certain looking for. These and a hun-
dred other instances shew that the general meaning of the
term is properly certain, or a cerfain. However, we see
nothing gained to Pedobaptists by rendering it some, for
some water does not necessarily mean a few drops. But it
is a certain water, and the eunach says, Behold water; what
prohibits me to be immersed ? And Philip said, if thou
believest with all thine heart, it is lawful for thee—and they
both descended, or went down, not epé to, but eis inio, the
water, both Philip and the eunuch, and he immersed him,
and when they went up ek out of, not from the water, &c.
‘We have followed the general rules for translating, and the
common or literal meaning in every instance. The pre-
positions ana, up, and Xata, down, add very much to the
emphasis of the narrative, and confirm the zendering given
in the common translation as just and literal,

To aid the sprinkling “ mode,” Mr. Maccalla calls forward
the “ allusive meaning” of baptism, and makes it out to be
an emblem of the baptism of the Holy Spirit. This is
passing strange. Must every thing be perverted to favour
the darling rite! Now we utterly deny that baptism was

aside of the divine command for Pedobaptists to propose to réceive
Baptists into their communion: but it is all this and more, for a Bap-
tist to propose to receive a person into the communion of saints, who
has never obeyed the divine command; who has never been washed
to obtain the formal forgiveness of his sins; who has but the tes-
timony of men that he was eprinkled in his infancy; and who would
be always deprived of the privileges of baptism, if we should admit
him into the church in an unbaptized state. While we would not
impose any item of human invention; while we would not demand
subscription to any human creed, formula, or covenant, as terms of
admission into the church; while we would bear and forbear with a
very great diversity of opinion upon many topics, provided the one
faith, in the ene saving fact, that Jesus is the Christ, was clearly, and
explicitly, and intelligibly expressed; we have to reject this anti-
christian tradition as a manifold evil, and to call upon all those who
teach, or practice, or receive it, to repent, and put away this evil from
among them, as making void the commandment of God, as imposing
upon the conscience of the young and unsuspicious, as introducing
the world into the church, as placing an ungodly priesthood over the

people, as issuing in persecution unto death, and as throwing an in-

superable barrier in the way of those who else ¢ like kindred drops

had mingled into one.” .
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at all designed to be emblematic of the Spirit's operations.
8o far is it from fact, that baptism refers to the forgiveness
of sins, and was administered for this purpose as already
qroved, and many after having been subjects of gifts of the
Holy Spirit were immersed in water. So that they must
have received the emblem and the thing signified by it in
one and the same day ; perhaps, in one and the same hour,
s the gentile congregation in Cornelius’ house. For as
soon as the Holy Spirit fell, or spiritual gifts were poured
out upon them, Peter asks, Can any man forbid water,
which in this connexion is equivalent to, ¢ can any Jew for-
bid baptism to these gentiles, although a gentile was never
before baptized ?* The grounds on which he predicates his
plea is, that * they having received the heavenly gift just as
we Jews did at first on Pentecost, are therefore as worthy
subjects of baptism as were we.” Was there ever such an
emblem!! The thing signified precedes the emblem!!
The thing signified and the emblem to be connected in one
and the same hour!! It is a perfect anomally.*

But we have already shown that the baptism of the Holy
Spirit had a reference to the confirmation of spiritual gifts,
or as now called miraculous gifts in the apostolic age, and
that no man can be said now a-days to be baptized in the
Holy Spirit. To this Mr. Maccalla has not adverted. Upon
the whole, nothing can be more unscriptural than to affirm
that baptism is an emblem of the Spirit’s influences, seeing
the apostles declare baptism to have reference to the washing
away of sin by the death and resurrection of Christ, and

* The whole argament, from the baptism of the Holy Spirit to
“water baptism,” is predicated upon the following sophism. Suppose
a controversy should arise about the present “mode” of marriage a
thousand years hence; and he that espoused the mistaken side should
argue thus: “ A man in those days was said to be wedded to virtue;
now this was an emblem of a literal wedding, therefore, as we all
understand how a man is wedded to virtne, we have only to inquire
into this mode of wedding to virtue, and then we shall understand a
literal wedding. Now we know that a man is said to be wedded to
virtue who simply chooses virtue, and pursues a virtuous course,
without any formality ;—therefore he that chooses a wife, and lives
with her, is wedded without any formality, and was a thousand years
ago said to be married.” This is precisely the Pedobaptist sophism ;
with this small difference, which makes the sophism more gross— that
the Pedobaptists confess they do not understand the mode of the bap-
tism of the Holy Spirit, and yet argue from it as though they did.

Q
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that being born of water and of the Spirit are two distinet
things, and not the one an emblem of the other.

His application of the words, ¢ so shall he sprinkle many
nations,” is availing himself of a mistaken rendering which
Junius and Tremmellius have corrected ; it reads, ““So shall
he astonish many nations.”

Mr. Maccalla deals much in general inuendos. 1 should be
glad if he would come to specifications. He has told yoa
Mr. Ralston has proved me guilty of misrepresenting and
misquoting the words of Pedobaptists. But where is the

roof ? He has ouly specified one instance; the words of

r. Owen. Now what if it should appear that Mr. Ralston
and Mr. Maccalla have actnally misrepresented me in this
one instance! Let us see. Mr. Ralston, p. 98, says Mr.
Campbell quotes Dr. Owen as saying, * that no honest man
who undersiands the Greek can deny the word to signify
to dip: whereas the Dr. says to wash as well as to dip.”
Now let us examine the strictures, p. 256, my words are,
¢ Let us next hear Dr. Owen; for the original and natural
meaning of baptizo signifies to dip, to plunge, to dye, fo
wash, to cleanse.” Have we not here quoted the Dr. as
saying that it signified to wash ? where now is Mr. Ralston’s
and Mr. Maccalla’s regard to honesty !! Every effort these
gentlemen have made to fasten misrepresentation on me has
reverberated on themselves. I have in those strictures proved
misrepresentation after misrepresentation upon Mr. Ralston,
and in no instance can either he or Mr. Maccalla adduce
one such instance in my strictures. Let Mr. Maccalla now
try it, or for ever after hold his peace. .

But because I have quoted Calvin, Luther, and many
other Pedobaptists as declaring that baptizo signifies to
immerse, to dip, to plunge literally, Mr. Maccalla and
Mr. Ralston are exceedingly exasperated, and would have
such concessions construed into insignificant words, seeing
those men practised sprinkling. But why did they practise
sprinkling » most certainly not because they supposed this
to be either the meaning of the term, or the ancient practice.

, Why then? I will let Calvin declare. Hear him. Hear
him my friends— The church did grant liberty to herself
since the beginning TO CHANGE THE RITES SOME-
WHAT, excepting the substance.” This is the reason,
then, why they tolerated sprinkling; and their concessions
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are unimpaired by this declaration. Some pages of Mr.
Ralston’s illnatured criminations for quoting those conces-
sions assume the gasseous form in the presence of these
‘words of Calvin. The fact is, those learned Pedobaptists
" conceded the points at issue now, but pleased themselves with
the supposed power the church had, from the beginning, of
« CHANGING THE RITES SOMEWHAT.” Hence
they change immersion into sprinkling, and a rivér or a bath
into a basin. For ¢ Calvin, Arctius, Piscator, Grotius, and
Macknight declare that the reason why John baptized at
ZEnon was, because the water was deep enough to immerse.”
The only question between those learned Pedobaptists and
us, is, not about the meaning of baptisma, for in this we
agree, but about “this right the church granted herself.”
‘We allege the essence of popery is contained in this right or
assumption ; those men did not see this, or if they did, did
not think proper to abandon it. I fearlessly affirm that the
-Presbyterian church is founded on the very principle as-
sumed in those words of Calvin. They have granted unto
themselves the liberty of changing the rites somewhat, some-
times scarcely retaining the substance.

Mr. Maccalla has more than once represented me as very
ostentatious of my acquaintance with the original scriptures,
-and as merely displaying my erudition for the sake of gra-
tifying my vanity. I can appeal to this whole assembly if
any such thing has appeared in my address. That I have
not in one instance made one such effort, is, I presume,
evident to every impariial observer. Indeed, this is neither
the subject nor the occasion for any such display. A per-
son who has devoted his whole life to study could gain very
little applause from a triumph gained over such criticisms,
as is generally detailed by such Pedobaptist critics. What
honour could be gained from an encounter with a gentleman,
a reputed linguist too, who, like Mr. Maccalla and Mr.
Ralston, could bring forward ¢ anastus” in the case of Paul
as a proof that he was sprinkled, “ ke arose” and was im-
mersed 7 A word used a thousand times to denote the first
effort, or the first stage in a process to any object. It would
have been no way repugnant to the nature of the case to
have sprinkled Paul sitting on his chair, or lying on a
couch, or on his knees, if sprinkling an infant, reclining on
its nurse’s arms, was in those days usual. Baut the reason
of this abusive caricature is simply this, Mr. Maccalla con~

Q2
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scious of his own incompetency to make a single criticism,
or to defend one of his own, shrewdly considered if he could
work upon my modesty, so as to make me ashamed to even
mention a Greek word, he would then escape exposure ; for
I am told he has affected to be a very profound linguist
even in this very place, and on a certain occasion defamed
the illiterate Baptists. But the fact is this, Mr. Maccalla
is unacquainted with Greek, and I now say he cannot, in
my opinion, read one chapter in the Septunagint, it his life
depended on it. Here it lies before me, and he cun easily
have an opportunity of convincing both you and me that I
am mistaken. Until this is done, or until he makes and
defends one criticism of his own, we shall retain this opinion,
which, indeed, I am convinced is well founded. It mattérs
‘not however, seeing he details the criticisms of others which,
he says, are the best critics in the world, and a refutation of
‘their criticisms is more important than a refutation of his.
This I should have passed over without notice,had not his
repeated exclamations rendered it necessary.

Mr. MaccaLra commenced :—

. T can go down into the water and talk Greek all the time,
and come up out of the water and not be immersed either.
How often do we say such a person went down into the
river and came up from it, or out of it, when no bodyv
thinks he was immersed. I have rode down into, and
through a river, and came up out of it, and not a drop
touched me.

I have heard the quotation from Calvin which my op-
ponent lays so much stress on, as affording a reason why he
should declare, that to immerse is the meaning of baptizo,
and at the same time prdctise affusion; but I believe Calvin
used those words not to account for his practice of infant
affusion, but to reprove the Roman Catholics for having
changed the forms of religious worship. If so, then, this
application of his words isa gross perversion, and reflects
no honour on the honesty of Mr. Campbell in adducing
them as a proof, of what was very far from the sentiments of
that eminent reformer.

Every person of good sense considers the church of Christ
as the salt of the earth, and not as a nuisance, as Mr. Camp-
bell would represent it. For in fact, if the church had taken
the liberties which Mr. Campbell says it has, it ought to
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be viewed as a sink of corruption, rather than as the salt of
the earth or the light of the world. I hope he will not pahn
such miserable stuff upon your consciences, my Pedobaptist
friends.

He has told you that Junius and Tremmellius have proved
the translation, “ 8o shall he sprinkle many nations,” to Le
a false one. You shall hear Junius and Tremmellius speak
for themselves.

« Ita persperget (stupore) gentes multas propter eum
obdent reges 0s suum, quando quod non narratum fuerat
eis videbunt, et quod non andierant animadvertent.” It is
admitted that they and the Septuagint translate it as equiva-
lent to astonish. But this asfonishment was effected by
sprinkling them. See Burder’s Oriental customs, pp. 198;
199.

He has declared more than once that there is now no
baptism of the Holy Spirit. So did Mr. Judson, and some
other Baptists. But Paul declares, 1 Cor. xii. 13.—* By
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body.” This was
spoken long after Pentecost, and after the calling of the.
Gentiles, on which he has declaimed so much. All chris-
tians are to this day baptized by one Spirit into one body,
the church.

But we proceed to show you, my friends, that our practice
of infant baptism is capable of being traced back from the
present day to the age of the apostles. Our opponents say
that we depend upon the fathers alone for our authority,
such as Augustine and his contemporaries, but this is only
one of their slanders unworthy of belief. I can shew you
by undeniable documents that infant baptism has been
practised in every age since the apostolic. Indeed we never
refer to the fathers as unexceptionable authorities, but they
dre proof of the antiquity of the practice, and afford evidence
- of its continnance after the apostolic age in the primitive
church. For this practice, which commenced with the
apostles, did not cease with their lives, but continued and
spread with the increase of Christianity in all countries, and
has descended down. to our times, notwithstanding the
opposition of the ancient Anabaptists and the modern. The
Papists have endeavoured to throw their influence into the
scale with the Baptists,and have asserted that infant baptism
is a human tradition, or a tradition of the church, and very
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much please the Baptists when they tell the protestants

that they have borrowed infant baptism from them, and
that they ought to borrow from them a great many other
traditions which they pretend to be of equal importance,
and to depend upon the authority of their church alone,
which they hold infallible in these respects. Like the fox,
the bear, and the lion in the fable, they would, in this way,
come in and bear off the prey. But avaunt such policy.
We do not borrow infant baptism from the papists, we
borrow it from the apostles, and from Moses, and from the
prophets. Nay, we go back to Abraham the father of the
faithful, and we find the same grand principle developed
by the apostles in their writings, and handed down to us.
Jt is true that Mr. C. shews that the ancient administrators
of baptism, some of whom he calls the fathers of the Roman
Catholic church, had some opinions about infants and
baptism incompatible with those which we hold. He thus
represents the matter, Debate at Mount Pleasant, pp. 119,
120.

Ttis really astonishing that Mr. Campbell would hold out

the idea that the views or opinions of the administrators should
change the nature or mode of baptism. Their having even
wrong views of the design or meaning of baptism does not
impair the evidence of the fact, that Christian baptism was
administered to infants. *

Mr. CAMPBELL then arose :—

And so it appears that Mr. Maccalla has done with the
“mode” of baptism, and is about opening the history of
the church to prove the antiquity of infant baptism. And
has it all come to this, that Mr. Maccalla with Mr. Ralston
and others, can only argue the figurative meaning of baptizo
against the literal ; that  the wrilers of the New Testament
use it in a figurative sense ! I"4+ Unparalleled circumstance !
The only occurrence since Revelation began, that the word

which enjoins a religious aetion is to be taken figuratively !!.

But Mr. Ralston long since concluded  that nothing per-
fectly decisive respecting the mode, can be legitimately

* On the same principle Mr. Robinson, being a Socinian, will not
impair the evidence he adduces, in proof that sprinkling infants is a
human tradition.

+ Ralston, p. 54, as quoted by Mr. Maccalla.
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inferred from the word baptizo, nor from the prepositions
connected with it.”” We must then, like the Pedobaptists,
illegitimately infer that sprinkling is a figurative meaning
of baptismos! Really I expected more from my opponent
than this, 10 propose a new discussion upon old exploded
grounds! He has not advanced a new idea. He has not
even been so fortunate as Mr. Ralston, who discovered, p.
56. that the preposition eis will take a man into heaven or
into hell, but not into the water, for this astonishing
reason, * that the preposition eis does signify into before
heaven and hell, but not before Jordan, for that would lead
us info the water. “ It was not,” says he, * the meaning of
eis as connected with heaven and hell, but as connected
with baptism, the late Mr. Campbell alluded to in his dis-
quisition upon prepositions!” Happy result, nothing can
be decided from Greek but that baptizo is used figuratively,
not literally, in the New Testamnent! And this is proved,
as the Romanists prove praying to the virgin Mary to be
right, viz. that the number of those who contend that it is
used figuratively,  far exceeds” that of those who contend
that it is used literally. See Ralston, p. 566. :
‘We have a great deal yet to say about this modus operandi,
and shall therefore say a little in the way of additional
evidence. Bat first to Calvin again. Mr. Maccalla, as I
expected, fairly committed himself on the quotation already
read from Calvin. T did not tell you where this quotation
was to be found, that I might see whether Mr. Maccalla
would' fall into such an explication as he gave you of it.
He has done what I anticipated ; I will therefore read you
the whole concession from Calvin. He was not, as Mr.
Maccalla supposed or believed, writing against the Romanists,
but he was commenting on that memorable passage, Acts
viii. 38., on the baptism of the eunuch. His words, Com.
on Acts viii. 38, “ We see, from this instance, what was
the baptismal rite amongst the ancients ; for they plunged
the whole body in the waler. Now 'tis the cusToM for the
minister to sprinkle only the body or head.,” He adds by
way of explanation, «“ It is certain that we want nothing
which maketh to THE sUBSTANCE of baptism. Wherefore
the church did grant liberty to herself since the beginning
-to_change the rites somewhat, excepting the -substance.”
Where now is Mr. Maccalla’s excuse for Calvin! -
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Mr. Maccalla gave you a list of Pedobaptist names testi-
fying the meaning of baptism. Three or four of them say
that baptism signifies sprinkling as well as dipping ; but not
one of them says that the Greek word baptizo signifies to
sprinkle; and but few of them say what the meaning of
baptism is, but only tell their opinion of what will suffice—
take Lightfoot for a specimen, * The application of water is
of the essence of baptism; but the application of it in this
or that manner speaks but a circumstance.” This is merely
an opinion of the man who carried his opinion at West-
minster, in making the Confession of Faith, against half the
assembly, save one. This is his cloud of witnesses ; yet of
these men, Beza, Leigh, and others, positively agree with
Calvin, who explicitly declares in his Ins. c. xv. sect. 19,
* The very word baptizo, however, signifies to inmerse, and
it is certain, that immersion was the practice of the ancient
church.” And in this declaration, Luther, Hammond,
Chambers, Casaubon, Zanchius, Mede, Chamier, Scapula,
Stephens, Grotinus, Whitby, Passor, Erasmus, Selden,
Daniel Rogers, Pool, Piscator, and a host of other Pedobap-

_ tists, eminent for their learning and commentaries, agree.
[Mr. Campbell read the testimonies of several of them,
frem Strictures on Ralston, from pp. 256—258.] Remem-
ber, my friends, that while they candidly declared the import
of the word, and the practice of the ancient church,-they
departed from both, on the principle of Calvin, who pleaded
“the liberty which the church took from the beginning, of
changing the riles somewhat, excepting the substance,” and
not from either the meaning of the word, or from the practice
of the primitive church.*

To these 1 will now add a few testimonies from church
history. Mosheim, you know, not very partial to the
Baptists, says, “ The sacrament of baptism was administered

* In the Helvetic Confession of Faith for the Pratestant churches
of Switzerland, drawn up by the direction of Bucer, in 1536, and ten
years before the death of Luther, and re-published in 1566, by the
pastors of Zurich, we have the following declaration in favour of
immersion : “ Baptism was instituted and consecrated by God; and
the first that baptized was John, who dippedChrist in the water, in
Jordan. From him it came to the aposties, who also did baptize with
water.”

“ The Confession of Faith adopted by the Saxon churches, and
written by Melancthon in 1341, perfectly agrees with the above :—It
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in this century without the public assemblies, in places
appointed and prepared for that purpose, and was pnjgrmcd
by immersion.” Cent. i. part 1. c. 3.—He also says, ““ Those
who had formed the resolution of amending their lives were
initiated by John into the kingdom of the Redeemer by
immersion.” Gregory, in his Church History informs us,
‘ that baptism in the primitive times was administered by
inmersion.” vol. i. p. 63 & 89, quoted by Chapin. Dr.
Cave in his Primitive Christianity attests,  that the action

says,  Baptism is an entire action, to wit, a dipping and a pronounc-
ing these words, ‘I baptize thee,’ &c. 8ee Dr. Baldwin’s letters to
N. Worcester, p. 87.”

- “These two Confessions are not to be considered as the testimony
of two men, or of two churches, but as the united belief of a number
of churches in two large districts.”

. “The assembly of divines, that body of men who composed the
catechism, in their annotations on Col. ii. 12, “buried with him in
baptism,” say, “ In this phrase the apostle seemeth to allude to the
ancient manner of baptism, which was to dip the parties baptized ;
and, as it were, to bury them under the water a while, and then to
draw them out of it, and 1lift them up, to represent the burial of our
old man, and our resurrection to newness of life.”

“ Rogers says, ‘ None of old were wont to be sprinkled; and I con-
fess myself unconvinced by demonstration from scripture for infan¢

. It ought to be the churches’ part to cleave to the inati-

tution, which is dipping, and he betrays the church, whose officer he
is, to a disorderly error, if he cleave not to the institution, which is te
dip. That the minister is to dip in water is the meetest act, the word
baptizo notes it. For the Greeks wanted not other words to express
any other act besides dipping, if the institution could bear it. What
resemblance of the burial or of the resurrection of Christ is.there in
sprinkling? All antiquity and scripture confirm that way (to im-
merse). To dip, therefore, it is exceedingly material to the ordinance,
which was the usage of old, without exception of countries, hot or
cold.”
- ¢ Says Stackhouse, ¢ Several authors have shewn that we nowhere
read in scripture of any one’s being baptized but by immersion, and
from acts of councils and ancient rituals (they) have proved that this
manner of immersion continued as much as possible to be used for
thirteen hundred years after Christ.’ (His History of the Bible, book
8, chap. i. pp. 291, 202.)

“ Says Dr. Whitby : ¢ It being so expressly declared here, (Rom. vi.
4; Col. #. 12.) that we are buried with Christ in baptism, by being
buried under water, amd the argument to oblige us to a conformity to
his death, by dying to sin, being taken hence; and this immersion
religiously observed by all churches for thirteen centuries, and ap-
proved by our church, (Church of England) and the change of it into
sprinkling, even without any allowance from the author of the insti.
tution, or any licence from any council of the church, being that

e
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having proceeded thus far, the person to be baptized was
wholly immersed or put under water.’”” Ed. 7. p. 203.
Robinson, in his History of Baptisin, shews that all the
eastern churches that were not under the Roman pontiff,
ever have practised, and to this day practise, immersion.—
Eusebius declares his doubts, whether the besprinkling of
a person who lay on a sick bed could be called baptisma,
. 113.

P His quotation from Junius and Tremmellius is of the
same character, why did he not give their criticism in
their own words thus, Ifa, nimirum ex comparatione tantae
objectionis et gloriee Christi, et bonorum, quee hoc pacto
nobis afferuntur adwiratione. Obdent, id est, non oblo-
quuntur sed silentium preestabunt dociles ad preedicationem
Evangelii.

Mr. Maccalla pleads 1 Cor. xii. 13. as evidence of the
present baptism of the Holy Spirit. According to Mac-
knight « this had reference to the miraculous baptism John
Baptist foretold.” He translates, “for indeed (en) in one
spirit we all have been baptized (eis) into one body, whether
Jews or Greeks.” Upon the whole, this passage evidently
refers to the spiritual gifts conferred upon the primitive
church, as the apostle declared in the first verse; that he
was, on set purpose, treating of those gifts now called
miraculous, then called spiritual ; such as gifts of tongues,
of prophecy, of healing, of interpretation of tongues, and
which were equally conferred upon Jews and Gentiles “in
the days of the Spirit.” Consequently it is a gross perversion
to apply it to what are now called the ordinary operations of
the Spirit.

which the Romanist still urgeth to justify his refusal of the cup to the
laity; it were to be wished that this custom might be again of general
use, and aspersion only permitted, as of old, in cases of the clinici, or
in present danger of death.”

¢ Nor was Dr. Whitby alone in his desire for the return of immer-
sion. Many of the most learned, pious, and eminent divines, yes,
the clergy of Englaud in general, expressed a desire for the retarn of
this ancient practice, These eminent men, in argument for the res-
toration of immersion, plead the sense of the word ; they plead the
ancient usage of the church, aud even the practice of the church in
their own time. To the advocates of sprinkling they said, ¢ Divide
the Christian world into three parts, and you will find that all Asia,
all Afnoa,"xmd one third part of Europe do at this day baptize by
fmmersion.” (See Stackhouse’s body of Divinity.)==Chapin, p. 27.
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#Mr. MaccaLLA commenced

By alleging that the word baptism, and the word infant,
were variously understood by tﬁe ancients. Some called
baptism regeneration, others called it salus salvation, others
the christian circumcision, and others a custom. Some had
called children of seven, ten, and twenty years of age, infants,
but that the decision of the sixty-six African bishops in the
time of Cyprian had decided what kind of infants were to be
baptized, infants of a few days old. The controversy then
being, not whether infants should be baptized, but whether
on or before the eighth day. He here quotes  the bitter
hearted Robinson,” and rebukes him for his animadversions
on Austin, p. 204. He then goes on to prove that infant
baptism has been practised from the present time up to’the
re(grmation—and from the reformation up to the 4th cen-
tury, and then commences his formal proof that it was-
practised from the fourth century up to the apostolic age.
On opening Dr. Wall, he produces the testimony of the
learned Baptist Whiston, who testifies that ¢ Dr. Wall’s
history of infant baptism as fo facts appears to me most
accurately done, and may be depended on by the Baptists
themselves.” He affirms that Wall and Mr, J. P. Campbell
can never be answered, and eulogises the fidelity, labour,
and candour of the great Dr. Wall.+

Mr. Maccalla after alleging that the Waldenses were not
Baptists, and after quoting the words of Milner, who says,

* We shall be under the necessity of comprising the argument on
the antiquity of infant baptism within narrower limits than at first
intended. We had written out the argument on both sides in full
length; but finding it impossible to be inserted in the proposed limits
of this volume, notwithstanding we have thrown much matter in
small type into the margin, we have been compelled to condense it,
and to present in one view what was spoken at three intervals by Mr.
Maccalla and Mr. Campbell. We have given all the documents in
) ti_n; present abstract, and have only abbreviated the remarks,—Amer.

it.

4 Mr. Campbell,in the commencement of his next speech, observed,
“Seeing my opponent has spoken in'such high terms of the literary
reputation and honesty of Dr. Wall, it is unnecessary for me to pro-
nounce encomiums upon him, though I feel disposed to honour him
for his candor. But what seems to me very unfair, and very singular
too in my opponent and other Pedobaptists, is, that while they com-
pliment and extol Dr. Wall as an honest historian, as a faithful
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“T cannot find any satisfactory proof that the Waldenses
were in judgment, Anti-pedobaptists strictly.”’* Vol. 3. p.
426. he goes on to the primitive fathers. He begins with
Augustine, whose character is thus given by his friend, Mr.
J. P. Campbell, Remarks p. 88. “ He was in his daya

* Mr. Miller says, vol. iii. p. 427, “TI lay no great stress oun the
subject (whether they were Baptists), for they might have been a
faithful, humble, and spiritual people, as 1 believe they were, if they
had differed from the general body of christians on this article.” It
is well proved by W. Jones, and other ecclesiastical writers, that they
were Baptists in judgment and practice.

Mr. Maccalla also quoted Cassander as affirming that Menno ac-
knowledged that the apostles baptized infants. Now Menno himself
was a Baptist!! This Cassander had two debates with the Baptists
in his time, he declared that the Albigenses were the first that denied
infant baptism. That Peter de Bruis, A. D. 1110, and his disciple
Hepry, had taught that infants ought not to be baptized. They made
many converts.—Du Pin, vol. iii. p. 702. fol. edit.

witness, they will only receive Aalf his testimony, and will reject the
other half. If I call upon a witness -and compliment his honesty,
fidelity, and capacity, it is treating him very ill to tell him that I only
believe the half of what he says. Butas Mr, Maccalla has eulogized
Dr. Wall 80 highly, I hope he will receive his whole testimony. We
shall then read you an important item of his testimony, p. 462. ‘That
immersion was the practice of the ancient church is so plain and clear,
by an infinite number of passages, that as one cannot but pity the
weak endeavours of such Pedobaptists as would maintain the negative
of it, 80 also we ought to disown and show a dislike of the profane scoffs
which some people give to the English Anti-pedobaptists, merely for
their use of dipping. It was in all probability the way in which our
blessed Saviour, and for certain, was the most usual and ordinary way
by which the ancient christians did receive their baptism. 1tisa
great want of prudence as well as of honesty, to refuse to grant to an
adversary, what is certainly true, and may be proved so. 1t creates a
jealousy of all the rest that one says.—As for sprinkling, I say as Mr.
Blake at its first coming up in England, let themn defend it who use it.
They who are inclined to Presbyterianism are hardly prevailed on to
leave off that scandalous custom of having their children, though
never so well, baptized out of a basin or porringer, in a bed chamber;
hardly persuaded to bring them to church ; much farther from having
them dipped, though never so able to bear it.” This is a just reproof
to which my opponent should attend, and from which he should be
admonished to abandon those scoffs as Dr. Wall calls them, against
the Baptists. But hear the Dr. again, part 2,c. 9. “ France seems
to have been the first country in the world where baptism by affugion
was used ordinarily to persons in health, and in the public way of
administering it. It being allowed to weak children (in the reign of
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burning and s’hining light; and he has been ever since, by
his writings, one of the brightest luminaries of the Latin
church. A man of warm unaffected piety, of the greatest
natural talents, and the highest attainments; exercised
in the assiduous study of the Holy Scriptures, replete with
sacred learning, and withal deeply versed in that Pagan lore,
in which, however it may have been of late shamefully
calumniated, the soundest divines have always been the
greatest proficients. Tn polite literature he was the rival, in
science and Jphilosophy the superior of his great contem-
porary, St. Jerome.”” His testimony is in the following
words, “ This is held as tradition by the universal church,
when little infants are baptized, which certainly are not
yet able to believe with the ﬂeart, or confess with the mouth,
and yet no christian will say that they are baptized to no
purpose. He then goes on to remark, that as it happened
to Isaac, who received the seal of the righteousness of faith

Elizabeth) to be baptized by aspersion, many fond ladies and gen-
tlewomen first, and then by degrees, the common people would
obtain the favour of the priest to have their children pass for weak
children, too tender to endure dipping in the water. As for sprinkling,
properly so called, it seems it was at 1645, just then beginning and
used by very few. It must have begun in the disorderly times after
41, They (the assembly of divines in Westminster) reformed the
font into a basin. This learned assembly could not remember that
fonts to baptize in, had been always used by the primitive christians,
long before the beginning of popery, and ever since churches were
built: but that sprinkling, for the common use of baptizing, was
really introduced (in France first, and then in other popish countries)
in times of popery. And that accordingly all those countries in which
the usurped power of the pope is or has been formerly owned, have
left off dipping of children in the font; but that all other countries
in the world, which had never regarded his authority do still use it,
and that basins, except in cases of necessity, were never used by pa-
pists or any other christians whatever, till by themselves. The way
that is now ordinarily used we cannot deny to have been a novelty,
brought into this church by those that had learned it in Germany, or
at Geneva, And they were not content to follow the example of
pouring a quantity of water, (which had there been introduced, in-
stead of sprinkling) but improved it, if I may so abuse that word,
from pouring to sprinkling, that it might have as little resemblance
of the ancient way of baptizing as possible.”” On this quotation Mr.
Maccalla remarked, “that this was only the opinion of Dr. Wall.”
We replied, “ that it was his conviction from the facts he had stated
in his book, and because he could find nothing in antiquity to coun-
tenance sprinkling,’” .
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in infancy, and righteousness itself followed in mature age,
80 also, said he, in baptized infants the sacrament of regene-
ration precedes, and if they hold fast Christian piety,
conversion in the heart follows, the mystery whereofp hath
already been received in the body. In another place,
speaking of infant baptism, he says, “the doctrine itself
gives us no trouble, being long since established in the
Christian church by the highest authority. Again; The
question between them and us, is not whether infants are
to be baptized, (for that infants should be baptized nobody
doubts) and although they contradict us on the question
which ‘relaws to its benefit, yet of this they entertain neo
doubt.’

In his famous controversy with the Pelagians, we have
these remarks: ‘¢ Doth Christ profit infants that are baptized,
or doth he not? He must needs say, that he doth profit;
because he is pressed with the authority of the church our
mother. If they say that Christ doth not profit infants
baptized, they, of necessity, affirm that infants are super-
fluously baptized, but this these very heretics dare not say,
for they fly to this evasion, that they are not baptized for
salvation, but for the kingdom of heaven. Epist. 89. The
baptism of infants is not superfluous, in order that by
regeneration they may be freed from the condemnation
received from Adam. Enchirid. c. 42: From the new-born
infant to decrepid old age, none are to be prohibited from
baptism.”

He next adduces the decree of the Councils of Carthage
and Miletus. Council of Carthage decrees, ¢ Whosoever
denies that infants are by the baptism of Christ freed from
perdition, and made partakers of eternal life, let him be
anathema.” Council of Miletus deerees, * The Catholie
church every where diffused, always understood and asserted
that this was an apostolic practice.”’ Fifth century.

Paulinus, of this age, cotemporary with Jerome and
Augustine, says, “The priest brings the infant out of the
font, white as snow, in body, in heart, and babit.”

Chrysostom, who died 407, says in a homily,  For this
cause we baptize infants though they have no sin.” In
another homily on Genesis, he says, It hath no determined
time, but is lJawful in childhood, middle life, and old age.”
Ambrose, A. D. 374, declares,  That the baptism of infants
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had been the practice of the apostles and of the church till
that time.”

Gregory Nazianzen, in the middle of the fourth century,
declares, “ If thou hast an infant, let not iniquity get time,
but let it be sanctified; let it be consecrated in the spirit ;
and whereas the heathens use charms and amulets to secure
their children, do {ou bestow -on them the T'rinily, that
great and good phylactery or preservative.” « What shall
we say concerning those that are yet children, and neither
know the loss, nor are sensible of the grace of baptism ?
Shall we also baptize them P—Yes, by all means, if any
danger press, they should be sanctified, when they have no
sense of it, that they may not die unsealed and uninitiated.”

Cyprian and the sixty-six Bishops, A. D. 257, decree as
follows, ¢ As for the matter of infants, whom you said were not
to be baptized within the second or third day of their nativity,
it hath appeared to usin our council quite contrary ; no one
maintained your opinion, but we all judged, that the mercy
and grace of God was to be denied to no man. Bat if any
thing can hinder men from baptism, it will be heinous sins
that will debar the adult and mature therefrom; and if
those who have sinned extremely against God, yet afterwards
believe and are baptized, and no man is prohibited from this
grace ; how much more ought not an infanté to be prohibited,
who being but just born, is guilty of no sin, but of original
which he contracted in Adam? Wherefore, dearly beloved,
it is our opinion, that from baptism none ought to be pro-
hibited by us, which, as it is to be observed and followed
with respect to all; so especially with respect to infants,
and those that are but just born.”

We shall next introduce the celebrated Origen, who, in
his homily on Luke xiv. says, ¢ little ones are baptized for
the remission of sins.” And again, in the same discourse,
he has these words: “by the sacrament of baptism, the pol-
lutions of our birth are put off, and therefore énfants are
baptized.—What reason can be given for the practice of
baptizing infants, except this, that none is free from pol-
lution—no, not if he be but a day old ?” Tn his eighth sermon
on Leviticus, we have these words: “ Let it be inquired,
since baptism is given for the remission of sins, why, accord-
ing to the usage of the church, that baptism is given to
infants.” The last quotation I shall make,is the famous
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one in his Commentary on the Romans ; it is this: < The
church hath received a tradition from the apostles to give
baptism to infants.” B

Some Baptists have said that in Origen’s genuine works
there is no mention of baptism, and that his Latin works
that do speak of it are full of interpolations, and in fact
spurious. And that because he held the pre-existence of
souls, and that some sonls before their coming into the world

were united to the body and had been taught of God, (Rob. '

p. 223.) therefore his testimony ought not to be received.
It is enough to observe, that the Latin works of Origen are
received as genuine by the whole learned world ; if we ex-
cept a few Baptist writers such as Gale, Boothe, and some
others.

Tertullian’s testimony must now be heard, as he is repre-
sented by Mr. Campbell as opposing infant baptism. He
thus speaks, “ Jesus Christ says, indeed, Ainder not little
ohildren from coming to me; but that they should come to
him as soon as they are advanced in years, as soon as they
have learned their religion, when they may be taught
whither they are going, when they are become christians,
when they begin to be able to know Jesns Christ. What is there
that should compel this innocent age to receive baptism ?
And since they are not yet allowed the disposal of temporal
goods, is it reasonable. that. they should be entrusted with
the concerns of heaven ? * For the same reason, it is proper
to make those who are not married wait for some time, by
reason of the temptations they have to undergo, till they are
married, or have attained to the gift of continency. Those
who shall duly consider the great weight and moment of
this divine sacrament, will rather be afraid of making too
much haste to receive it, than to defer it for some time, that
they may be the better capable of receiving it more worthily.
What necessity is there to expose god-fathers to the hazard
of answering for those whom they hold at the fonts, since
they may be prevented by death from performing those
promises which they have made for their children #”

We admit that Tertullian opposes infant baptism, but he
opposes the baptism of unmarried persons from the same
erroneous views.—He opposes it from his own whim.

. Irenmus, who died before the end of the second century,
says,  Christ came to save all persons by himself; all, I




ON BAPTISM. 325

mean, who are regenerated unto God, infants and little
ones, and children, and youths, and elder persons.” The
word regenerated, in this age, denoted baptized. Indeed,
Treneus uses this word for baptism in many places, so
" Gregory Nazianzen says of baptism,  There is not another
regeneration to be had, though it be sought with ever so
much crying and tears.”” Irenseus is said to have been the
disciple of Polycarp, and Polycarp was the disciple of John.

In the last place, T will give the words of Justin Martyr;
I will read also from the debate in Mount Pleasant, p. 103.
“ Several persons among us of sixty or seventy years old,
and of both sexes, who were discipled to Christ in their
childhood do continue uncorrupted.” Now as Justin
flourished A. D. 140, sixty or seventy years from his time
brings us back into the middle of the apostolic age; con-
sequently those -children were baptized in the apostolic age.
Thus we have traced infant baptism back to the age of the
apostles.

The heretics, as well as orthodox of the fourth and fifth
centuries, are equally agreed and express on this subject.
Even Pelagius and Celestius concur with the orthodox in
this point. Thelate Mr. Campbell has these cogent remarks
upon their testimony—pp. 113, 114. <A short abstract. of
the evidence in favour of infant baptism, which is accessible
at this period, is all the limits assigned this work allows me
to introdace. Yet what can be more interesting than the
testimony of five of the greatest men of that age, Chrysostom,
Augustine, and Jerome on one side of a great controversy ;
Pelagius and Celestius on the other; the former asserting it
to be the general usage of the church originally delivered to
it, and ever since practised; the latter promptly and cordially
confessing the fact: one of them (and he a heretic) saying
“ Nunquam se vel impium aliguem hereticum audisse—
¢ That he had never heard of any, not even the most impious
sectary,” who ventured to deny it ; the other, that it was per-
formed according to the rule of the church universal, and
the decisive law of the gospel. Atany rate, the evidence is
quite sufficient to enable the candid inquirer to appreciate
the historical accuracy of Robinson, when he asserts that it
is impossible to say how infant baptism found its way into
the Catholic church, and that there can be mo hazard in
affirming it was near the close of the fourth century that it
was first brought into public by Gregory Nazianzen!
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From the testimonies just reviewed, as well as from that
which has been previously recited, it is as satisfactorily
proved as any ancient fact need be, that infant baptism was
publicly known and commonly practised from the very times
of the apostles to those of Augustine and Jerome. What
fact of Christian antiquity, I ask, reaches us recommended
with stronger, or more variegated evidence, than this very
one? 'The concessions of Celestius and Pelagius are im-
mensely weighty, not only from the circumstance of their
being heresiarchs, but from their being men of talents,
learning, and large acquaintance with almest the whole
religious world. Celestius was an Jrishman, and Pelagius
a South Briton: and besides possessing ample genius and
splendid acquirements, they both had been diligent and ex-
tensive travellers, having traversed Europe, Asia, and Africa,
and having made long and improving visits to most of the
principal cities of the three continents. Yet these men,
thus accomplished, thus travelled, thus extensively conver-
sant with the far greater part of the Christian church, whe-
ther orthodox or the reverse, and having access to all the
various sources of information open to inquiry in those
times, declare, without hesitation, that the baptism of infants
was the universal usage of the church and the law of Christ,
and that scarce a heretic could be found wicked enough to
deny baptism to infants. Who, then, can hesitate a mo-
ment to give entire credit to testimony, which, while it
reaches us in a form so well authenticated, states that the
most grossly heretical of such as received the Scriptures at
all, or could in any sense be deemed christians, did all of
them admit the propriety of baptizing infants? Thus we
leave infant baptism in the hands of the apostles.

Mr. CAMPBELL rejoined :—

That infant baptism is of great antiquity, while infant
sprinkling is of modern origin, we cheerfully admit. We
have no objection to admit that infant baptism is fi(teen hun-
dred years old, or perhaps a few years older; though it was
not a general practice for centuries later. But infant com-
munion is quite as ancient, and as rational too. Yes; and
many of those fathers, of whom you have heard, are pro-
duced by the Catholics in proof of the antiquity of the doc-
trine of purgatory, and as evidences of its being a tradition
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of the apostles. Yes ; and as evidences of the antiquity of
praying to saints and angels. Although the bold assertions
and vaunting pretensions of some advocates of human tra-
dition would lead you to suppose that they had explicit do-
cuments to adduce, showing that this was the universal
practice up to the time of the apostles, the fact is, that no
man mentions infant baptism before Tertullian’s time, in
the third century. Yes; of forty-four writers, called ortho-
dox, besides a great many called heterodox, who lived, and
taught, and wrote, from the apostle John’s time till the time
of Tertullian, NOT ONE mentions infant baptism. But
all that speak of baptism and of the baptized, speak of it
and them, as the Baptists now speak, viz. that a disciple is
the subject, and immersion the action. Mr. Maccalla has
quoted two of these forty-four,—Irenseus and Justin; and
has endeavoured by a forced interpretation of their words to
make them speak in favour of the tradition. But we shall
soon see that it is a violence offered to their language ; and
that one of them, by his own words, most expressly forbids
the interpretation. Is it not a most daring and unparulleled
effort to attempt to prove that infant baptism is a Christian
institute, when, for more than two hundred years from the
Christian era, no man, orthodox or heterodox, even so much
as mentioned the thing! Is it probable, nay, did ever the
like happen, that any practice should be a common, a ge-
netal, or even an occasional thing; and no man, friend or
foe, of hundreds of writers, of teachers, of practisers, for
more than two hundred years, drop one syllable about it!!!
We have searched all the large and voluminous histories
now extant, and many, if not all the abbreviated ones; we
have examined all the writings of those called the apostles’
successors, and many of the writings of their successors,
both orthodox and heterodox, and fearlessly affirm that there
lives not the man who can produce one instance to disprove
our affirmation.

I wish it to be noted, that Mr. Maccalla has quoted the
most of his Pedobaptist authorities from my debate in Ohio,
and acknowledged that in every instance they are correctly
given in that volume. We shall then present you our
remarks on Irenmus’ words, that you may see how my
opponent has, when he read his testimony, neglected to
notice my remarks upon it. p. 104. ¢ Christ came to save



rsons by himself; all, I say, who are regenerated unto
,—infants, and little ones, and children, and youths, and
elder persons.” Does this prove that Irenzus speaks of
infant baptism in his time ? Where is it in his testimony ?
O! say the Pedobaptists, John P. Campbell and Mr.
Walker, ““regenerated unto God” meant baptized, and as
infants are said to have been regenerated, it means that they |
were baptized. Irenseus never used the word baptized atall!
He substituted regeneration for baptism. Let usthen do, |
as my opponent by his quotation says we should do, viz.
substitute baptism instead of regeneration, and then the
testimony of Irenzus thus reads—¢ Christ came to save all
persons by himself: all, I say, who are baptized,—infants,
little ones, children, youths, and elder persons.” The tes-
timony of Irenseus then, as his commentators make it, is no
way honourable to his sentiments as a christian. Will my
opponent say that all baptized persons are saved—infants, |
&c. then is infant baptism worth contending for ! * ‘
The words of Justin, which show the injustice of the
attempt made by Mr. Maccalla to make him speak in favour
of infant baptism is given in the same book, p. 265. < Justin
Martyr, secorid Apol. Ant. Pius, Emperor— I will declare
unto you how we offer -up ourselves to God, after that we
are received through Christ: Those among us instructed
in the faith, are brought to the water, then they are baptized
therein, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost. Then we bring the person.thus baptized
or washed to the brethren, where the assemblies are, that we
may pray both for ourselves, and the newly illuminated
person; that we may be found by doctrine and good works,
worthy observers and keepers of the commandments. Then
bread and wine being brought to the chief brother, he taketh
it and offereth praise and thanksgiving to the Father, in the
name of the Son and the Holy Ghost. After prayer and
thanksgiving the whole assembly saith Amen. When thanks-
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* That the ancients sometimes used the word regenerate for bap-
tize, I admit; but this was far from being common or general. For
Tertullian, Origen, and indeed all ¢ the fathers” used the word bap-
tize as we do. When it does signify daptize in the idiom, the circum-
stances appended make it evident. And to substitute the word baptize,
as I have done above, shews when it is not used for baptism, as in the
words of Ireneus.—A, C. |
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giving is ended by the chief guide and the consent of the
whole people, the deacons (as we call them) give to every
one present, part of the bread and wine, over which thanks
is given ; this we call the Eucharist, to which no man is ad-
mitted but he that believeth the truth of the doctrine, and
lives as Christ has taught.”’—Observe, he declares they are
brought to the water, and not the water to them. They are
first insiructed in the faith. The baptized is called the
newly illuminated person. The person is then placed at
the Lord’s table. This looks like an infant subject, and a
«¢ sprinkling mode !”

Tertullian, we have always said, has.the honour of first
mentioning infant baptism. But you have heard that he op-
posed it. It is alleged he was whimsical. J. P. Campbell
and other Pedobaptists have pleaded this as an extenuation of
his crime, and as a reason why he ought to be disregarded.
T have said they were all full of whimsies. Irenseus, Justin,

Tertuliian, Origen, Jerome, and Augustine held and taught -

wild and extravagant opinions. Some of these coniended
that Paul’s epistle to Sineca, and Sineca’s epistle to Paul
were genuine. Some of them quoted the Sheppard of Her-
mas as a part of the holy scripture, Du Pin, vol. i. pp. 47,
49. Some of them taught that some part of scripture had
no literal meaning at all; that they were mystical. Some
of them approbate the anointing with oil the baptized cate-
chumens, the’ celebration of Good Friday, Easter, Whit-
Suntide, auricular confession, and the fundamental dogmas
of popery. Indeed, all those writers mentioned by M.
Maccalla are enumerated by the Romanists as defenders of
their faith; and are quoted by them as authorities on such
points, as, the succession of popes, the different grades of the
" clergy, the doctrine of penances, transubstantiation, lent,
and religious festivals, &c. Now if the Pedobaptists rebut
the testimony of Tertullian, the first writer who mentions
infant baptism, by alleging his other errors; and Robinson
because he was a Socinian; then, on their own principles,
we reject every ancient writer they adduce in this contro-
versy ; for they were to a man, erroneous and whimsical to
an extreme, in the estimation of all protestant Pedobaptists.
Mr. Maccalla has told you that none but Baptists reject
the Latin works of Origen as interpolated. His friend Mr.
J. Campbell has said so too. Now as an evidence of these

=
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tlemen'’s accuracy, hear Dx Pin, vol. i. p. 108.—¢ Those

tin works we have, are translated by Rufinus and others

with so much liberty, that it is a difficult matter to discern
what is Origen’s own, from what has been foisted in by in-
terpreters. . 1

e care not, however, if Origen had mentioned infant
baptism in every line in all his Greek and Latin works.
He was the pattern of error. He was well called Origen,
for he originated more errors than any man named in his-
- tory. Even the catholics are ashamed of his notions, on
many points, and say, *that all his errors arose from his
efforts to accommodate the truths of the Christian religion to
the Platonic priuciples.”

Tertullian remonstrates against infant baptism, as expo-
sing god-fathers to a risk; and speaks as one who would
address some weak minded being, who would predicate his
plea on these words of Christ’s, «suffer little children to
come unto me,” he goes on to tell them when they ought to
come, and reasons as one opposing an innovation arising
from superstition.

And as to the festimony of these fathers, what is it?
They testify, (some of them only) that the usage of the
church was to give baptism to infants-——that they knew no
one that denied it—that they had a (radition from the
apostles to baptize.—Such things were said in the third,
fourth, or fifth centuries, Some honest men now say, that
infant baptism has come from Jewish proselyte baptism—
that it came too in the room of circumcision—that the
"apostles baptized infants—that there were infants in the
households baptized. That the Baptists are a modern set
of errorists—formerly a wild, fanatical, revolutionizing,
feverish sect of mortals, and that they are not much better
yet. That before the Munster insurrection there were no
sueh people in the world, but, like Jonah’s gourd, they
sprang up in one night. Now all these things are festified
by many as wise, as honest, and as faithful, as the fathers.
But what does their testimony prove? Just as much as
that of the famous Pelagius and Celestius; who at ome
time were accuséd of having denied baptism to infants, and
at another time recant it, and, for fear of the orthodox, say,
they never heard of any one denying it. The late Mr.
Campbell has represented these heretics as very learned, and
as very far travelled, as knowing every thing almost about
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“Christianity in Europe, Asia, and Africa.—Yet ® they knew
of no one that denied baptism to infants.” Now thissame Mr.
. Campbell and Mr. Walker, who never visited Europe, Asia,
or Africa, and who lived in the 19th century, have heard, as
Mzr. Campbell says, p. 114. of the Vallentinians, Quintil-
lianists, Messalians, and the followers of Manes, who ¢ op-
posed the baptizing of infants.” Of what use then was the
testimony of Pelagius and Celestius, the great learning, fine
talents, and long journeys, when those gentlemen, born in
the valleys of the Mississippi, have heard of four sects of
errorists, before the time of Pelagius, who denied baptism to
infants.—The legs of the lame are not equal !!
Mr. Maccalla has told us nothing of the catechumens, the
children of believers, of whom so much is said in history.
These were so' numerous that ecclesiastical canons were
passed concerning their education and baptism. The church
‘appointed teachers to instruct the children of the members,
to qualify them for baptism.” Easter and Whitsuntide were
the great “ baptizing seasons ” for those children of believers
that had been catechised and prepared for baptism. Now
the question is, if infant baptism was common in those days,
the third, fourth, and fifth centuries, why were the children
of the members of the church suffered to grow up without
baptism ? No Pedobaptist ever notices this historical fact
in the dispute about baptism : and another fact, equally
‘express, when infant baptism became general, the whole
catechumen system vanished. From these two facts we argue,
that the existence of such classes in the ancient churches
until such baptism became general, and then the total dis-
‘appearance of such classes, when infant baptism became-
general, is an historic monument ex/)nssive of a third fact ;
that infant baptism was gradually introduced, as men's
minds became more dark, and as Christianity was corrupted
with pagan ceremonies. We rejoice that the boards which
enclose the New Testament circumscribe our faith and prac-
tice as christians; and that we are not left to wander in the
reveries of paganized christians, or christianized pagans;
but are expressly commanded ““not to add unto his words,
lest he reprove us, and we be found liars.”
As we have nearly run this race, I will take the liberty of
promulgating what has been called my general challenge,
under the following circumstances :
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T trust it is satisfactorily proved to you all, that this con-
troversy did not originate with me. But now that it has
commenced, and been continued, I conceive it to be my duty
to give every opportunity for the fullest discussion. I have
met Mr. Walker and Mr. Maccalla in public debate, and,
certainly, I must be very dull of apprehension, if I should
not now be convinced, that the latter gentleman has fallen
as far short of having proved the ground which he assumed,
as did the former. I should consider it then very indecorous,
and contrary to correct principle to retire from this discussion
under the triumphant banner of trath, without affording
another opportunity to some distinguished ecclesiastic, of still
further contesting the subject. But as I have learned some-
thing from experience, having been unreasonably detained
in the proof of the positions which I defend, and having seen,
in the eccentricity of the course of my opponent, the bad
effects of the want of a controlling system of rules, I wish to
have it distinctly understood, that whosoever may agree to
debate this question, or any other with me, must submit to
be governed by a systein of rules adopted by three moderators,
chosen as the present have been. And to prevent the intru-
sion of any person, or of every person, who may conceit that
he has either the information or ability requisite to such a
discussion, from putting us to unnecessary trouble, it must
be distinctly understood, that if he should be of the Presby-
terian order, he must either be the President of some
respectable college, or a person appointed by a presbytery or
Synod to debate the points at issue. If, of the Episcopalian
order, he must be appointed either by a convention of that
order, or he must be a bishop, rector, or some other digni-
tary, according to the popular calendar. With any such
gentleman of good moral character, I engage again to prove,
viva voce, or in any other way agreed upon, that infant
sprinkling is a human tradition, injurious to the well-being
of society, religious and political.

To the preceding invitation, T now add a new one, viz.
If any Pedobaptist clergyman think that he can prove that
the Pedobaptist clergy are an order of men authorized of
Heaven, I will engage to prove in a debate with him,
either viva voce, or with the pen, that they are not; but
that they are self-created, and injurious to the well
being of society, religions and political. I must have an
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equal vote in’ determining the time and place, and should
such a discussion take place, it must be moderated as above
specified. Luther and Calvin only questioned the divine
authority of the pope. We think the whole Pedobaptist
priesthood are as unauthorized of Heaven as his infallibility.

Mr. Maccaira closed the day by alleging that there
were different kinds of quotations, perverted quotations,
quotations of construction ; also different kinds of authorities,
ancient and modern; different kinds of writers, didactic,
controversial, practical, &c. And after a brief disquisition
upon these distinctions, he concluded by libelling the Bap-
tist writers, historians, and others: ‘he divided them into eleven
classes: lIst. the irrelevant; 2nd. dissemblers; 3rd. recan-
ters; 4th. dogmatists; Sth. the ambiguous ; 6th. the inca-
pable; 7th. the credulous; 8th. the unfair’; 9th, heretics;
10th. liars; 11th. the anomalous. After having closed this
chapter of reproaches and slanders, he next introduced the
Transylvania University, Dr. Holly its president, and repre-
sented it as under the influence of infidel principles and
Socinian morality. Afier having gone through these items
in a most masterly manner, in doing which he seemed quite
at home, he closed by requesting the indulgence of the mo-
derators another day, promising to ask their attendance but
one day more.

Seventh day, met according to adjournment.

Mr. CampBELL observed,—Mr. Maccalla had afforded
a more striking instance of the persecuting spirit of Pedo-
baptism in his address yesterday evening, than any instances
he had specified while illustrating that topic. Mr. Maccalla
had himself fully proved the truth of all that Mr. Campbell
had alleged. Like the Romanists, Mr. Maccalla had dug u
the bones of the martyrs and burned them. Mr. Campbell
then explained the reasons of Mr. Maccalla's antipathy against
the Transylvania University and Dr. Holly, viz. because it
had under the maladministration of the Presbyterians lan-
guished into an inferior sort of grammar school, and after
being taken out of their hands, by the legislature of the
State, and put under new regulations, and under the presi-
dency of Dr. Holly, it had risen to a very high degree of
celebrity, and by an extraordinary accession of students, it

R
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had, in a short time, rivalled the most ancient, and tran
scended in faine, many of the most respectable literary insti-
tations in the Union. That now the Presbyterian clergy,
mortified, piqued, chagrined, were using all their energies
to blast its reputation, and to regain its control. In the
true character of that spirit which is

“Ever prompt true merit to defams,
To blot the brightest worth, and blast the fairest name,”

they were pushing their schemes to the utmost. Mr.
Campbell concluded by observing, in refevence to the
slanders pronounced by Mr. Maccalla on the living and
dead who had dared to oppose infant baptisin; not even
those of his own denomination, (such as the learned and
candid Campbell and Macknight, who had made conces-
sions subversivé of infant sprinkling,) were exempted from
his invectives. It afforded us some consolation, that his
testimony, as to things of this nature, was harmless, inas-
much as it was reported that he had lately been convicted
by the laws of his own state, and by a jury of his own
county, of having libelled a neighbouring preacher.*

Mr. Campbell then moved, that their correspondence
should be read; that as Mr. Maccalla had requested to
have it read on the first day of the discussion, and the
moderators not having then paid any attention -to his motion,
probably, because Mr. Campbell then said nothing for or
against it ;. that now, seeing Mr. Campbell also had requested
it, perhaps they would, on their joint request allow it to
be read.

[Mr. Maccalla opposed the reading of the correspondence,
alleging that he.wished to appropriate the day for other pur-
poses. The president of the bench said, that if Mr. Camp-
bell wished to read any part of it as evidence, it might be
brought forward by him as such, but as Mr. Maccalla did
not wish.now to appropriate his time in this way, they did
not wish to order it to be read.]

Mr. MaccatLa again affirmed that the Transylvania
University was under the superintendance of one that denied

* The Synod of Kentucky still hold Mr. Maccalla in good standing,
and therefore he came within the purlien of my general invitation.
Had I known, however, that such had been the fact, I should have
preferred another disputant.—A, C,
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all baptisms, and that it was upon the eve of destruction
under Socinian morality, and in consequence of the state of
its funds, was in worse circumstances than when under the
management of the Presbyterians : under some of them, he
admitted that it languished, but under others of them it
flourished even more than since Dr. Holly presided over it.
That his opponent had now proved himself to be a Socinian
by advocating the cause of Dr. Holly; and that father
Ralston had proved him guilty of falsehoods, when en-
deavouring to prove that he had misrepresented him. That
Mr. Campbell had affirmed in his Strictures that the Bap-
tist church descended from the first church in Jerusalem,
but that no evidence can be produced in proof of it. That
the Baptists have to depend upon the Waldenses to-help
them out of total obscurity for many ages, but that they
would not help them out of their difficulties. That he had
proved, and could still farther prove, that they were de-
scended from the. Mennonites of Holland, and that the
Mennonites had descended from the Anabaptists at Munster.
Then reads from Milner, how Munzer twok advantages of
the enthusiasm of the times, of the political wars, and of
the horrid deeds of the furious madmen of Munster. Then
draws a comparison between the leader of the madmen of
Munster and his present opponent, and concludes by a
description of a terrible engagement amongst baggage
waggons, and of the tremendous consequences of discharges
of cannon balls, grape shot, and musketry, &c.

Mr. CAMPBELL replied,— .
That he knew of no bearing these topics had upon the
subject of their discussion; that his opponent had doubtless
departed from all rule and precedent ; and that Mr. Maccalla
seemed to degrade both himself and the cause which he had
espoused. That he did not come hither to defend Dr.
Holly and the Transylvania University {rom the aspersions
of Mr. Maccalla. That he was sorry to see such a spirit
of persecution and proscription manifesting itself. That
because he had stated the well known cause of the oppo-
sition of Mr. Maccalla to that university and its principal,
which with all that he has said of its former splendour, was
scarcely heard of, out of its own state, until the change
before mentioned; that to infer from hence that he, Mr,
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Campbell, was a Socinian, was paying a handsome compli-
ment to his own intellect, and to the common civilities
among men. That he knew not what Dr. Holly’s religious
sentiments were, but that he did know from his own expe-
rience, that little or no faith was to be put in the charges
brought by the clergy against the man whom they envy.
All men who are likely to be useful in any way, not com-
patible with their honour, or in opposition to their views,
are either liars, Socinians, or some infamous heretics. Might
not I, said Mr. Campbell, have charged Mr. Maccalla- with
Pelagianism, or Sabellianism, or any obnoxious ism, for
having quoted Pelagius, and other heretics, and Catholics,
in proof of infant baptism ! On the very principle on which
he deals condemnation to others, he is himself condemned
as an heretic. Robinson and Dr. Holly, were they as great
heretics as Mr. Maccalla represents them, are very far from
being such errorists as Dr. Origen or saint Augustine. But
what has this to do with our controversy P*

* “In the mean time I observed,” says Mr. Campbell, “that it then
occurred to my mind, that one objection usually brought by the Pedo-
baptists against the Baptists, had not been brought forward by Mr.
Maccalla, and that as great stress had been laid upon it by Mason,
Ralston, Walker, Armstrong, and others, I would advert to it instead
of those cannon balls and grape shot mentioned by Mr. Maccalla.
The objection is this, that we have no express command nor precedent
for admitting a woman to the Lord’s table: and therefore, while we
admit such to that ordinance, without such express authority, we
ought to admit infants to baptism without either an express command,
or an express precedent. This objection, I think, I fully removed in
my Strictures on Mr. Ralston. But as, upon a close examination of
the Scriptures, I have found that there is an express command, and
an express precedent, that we presume to be as completely unobjec-
tionable as any proposition can be, I will submit them. Here I read
the 11th chapter of the 1st Epistle to the Corinthians, where the word
aner, man, occurs fourteen times in the first seventeen verses; and
the word gume, woman, occurs sixteen times in the same number.
After speaking of the man and the woman, as both members of the
church, and after having pointed out their peculiar duties in some
respects, the apostle uses the word ¢¢s, v. 16, of both genders, referring
to both aner and gune ; and then uses the pronouns ye and yox ad-
dressing both genders. As the pronoun stands for the noun, so you
represents both man and woman, its antecedents. ¢ As often,’ says
the apostle, ‘as ye,’ who? doubtless the antecedent; for the pronoun
stands for the noun, as all grammarians teach—As often as ye, men
and women, of whom I have been speaking, eat this bread, and drink
this cup (in the margin) ¢shew ye [men and women] forth the Lord's
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M. MACCALLA arose :—

He reads from different works of the monstrous misdeeds
of the German Anabaptists. Some of them he assures
us were robbers of hen-houses. Some of them had from
three to a dozen wives. One orthodox Anabaptist cut
the heads off three or perhaps thirteen of his wives, and
danced at their exit. These elegant episodes Mr. Maccalla
enchantingly embellished with some most pious strains of
sympathy and condolence. He earnedtly hoped that the
modern Anabaptists were somewhat reformed, and thought
he knew a few Baptists, (for he had a few relations amongst
that people,) who were really reformed, and had renounced
those licentious and enthusiastic principles of the founders
of their sect. But that any man would say, that the
Baptists descended from the apostolic churches to the
present time, argued no ordinary temerity. He did wish

death till he come.’ Here, then, is a positive command, ¢ men and
women show forth the Lord’s death till he come.’” The only question
that can be here, is about the meaning of the promoun. And if it
be called an interference, to say that ‘the pronoun stands for the
noun,’ or to substitute the word for which another one stands, then
there is nothing express in language. I hope we shall hear nothing
of inference in this case,for no man of common sense, to say nothing
of common erudition, will, I presume insult his own intellect by say-
ing, that to substitute the noun for the pronoun, is an inference. The
thing is done, a positive command for men and women to shew forth
the Lord’s death, has been produced. Let Mr. Maccalla object if he

¢an. :

“ Now for the express precedent. 1t is in Acts ii. 42, ¢ And they
continued steadfastly in fellowship, and in breaking bread.” We are
expressly told that the they, whoever they were, continued steadfastly
¢in breaking the loaf.’” The only question here is, for what noun
does the pronoun stand? - Let us review the context; chap. i. 14.—
¢ These all continued in prayer and supplication, with the women, and
Mary the mother of Jesus,’ &c. The number of the whole was about
one hundred and twenty. Chap. ii. 1. ‘On the day of Pentecost they
(the one hundred and twenty) were all with one accord in one place,
{read the chapter) after Peter's sermon, three thousand were added
unto them (the one hundred and twenty). The they, the men and
women, even they, the three thousand one. hundred and twenty, con-
tinued steadfastly in breaking the loaf. Here again, the pronoun
they has the nouns men and women for its antecedent; and as it
stands for the nouns in the plural number, we shall read the nouns
in its stead. ¢ And the three thousand one hundred and twenty, men
and women, continued in breaking the loaf.’ Here again is express

recedent. I trust if any objection can be made, we shall now hear
, or never after hear that miserable excuse for infant sprinkling.” -
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to know who had the rigbt to administer baptisin regularly
derived from John the Bapiist; and if the Baptists could
trace the ordination of their ministers by regular descent
from Paul, or Peter, or any of the apostles. But, said he,
let us see how Mr. Campbell writes their history. He
says the church at Jerusalem was a Baptist church ; for
none were admitted into it but such as gladly received
the word. The church at Samaria was a Baptist church,
because many of the Samaritans believed and were baptized.
And so of some others; but who succeeded them ? who kept
this adult baptism uncorrupted!! Behold, in the days of
Constantine, infant baptism, he has said, or signified so
much, contributes to the establishment of Christianity, as
a state religion. And where are the Baptist churches for
the long lapse of seven hundred years ? where is the history
that gives an account of them? Allsilent! all dead! no
recording-pen hands down their names, their churches, or
their clergy !='Tis all a blank.—History is searched in
vain.—The Baptists are a modern sect ; and those writers
who would trace their origin further back than the era of the
Anabaptists, are not entitled to credit; and lying writers
have appeared. -

Mr. CaMpPBELL replied ;— .

That if Mr. Maccalla would enter into the discussion,
he would engage to shew that baptism, as viewed and practised
by the Baptists, had its advocates in every century up to
the Christian era. That communities of christians practised
it in every age since its institution. That the first rorTY-
POUR WRITERS after the apostles, now called orthodox,
never once mentioned any other baptism than that for which
we contend. That all the writers of the first and second
centuries, inspired and uninspired, speak of a believer as
the only subject, and of immersion as the only baptism.
In‘the third century infant baptism was introduced, but only
in certain cases; that Jerome, Athanasius, Epiphanius,
the Council of Laodicea, of Niocessaria, in the fourth cen-
tury ; Chrysostom, Faustus, Regiensis, and Evegrius, in
the fifth; Gregory and the Council of Agatha in the sixth;
the Bracaren’s Council, and that of Toletanus, Paulinus,
and his associates in England,- in the seventh; Bede,
Haime, the Council of Paris, and that of Laodicea, in the
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eighth ; Rabanus and Albinus in the ninth; Smaragdo in
the tenth; Anslem, the Waldenses and Albigenses, Peter de
Bruis and his numerous associates, in the eleventh; Al-
burtus Magnus, Thomas Aquinas, in the twelfth; Jacob
Merningus records that mauy in Poland, Lombardy, Ger-
many, and Holland, in the thirteenth; Carlous, bishop of
Meyland, the Thaborites, and many Bohemians, in the four-
teenth; the Hungarians and Waldenses in their confession
of faith, A. D. 1521, and hosts in the sixteenth century
have advocated the Baptists’ sentiments and practice. And
we might more reasonably tell of the bloody deeds of the
Catholics, Calvinists, Lutherans, &c. and impute them to
their followers, than Mr. Maccalla to tell us of the German
Anabaptists, whom we disclaim ; and independent of whose
existence, clouds of witnesses attest the fact, that before the
Reformation from popery, and from the apostolic age to
the present time, the sentiments of Baptists, and the prac-
tice of baptism, have had a continued chain of advocates,
and public monuments of their existence in every century
can be produced. See Strictures on Ralston, pp. 260—272.
Even the greatest enemy among ecclesiastical historians,
Dr. Mosheim, is constrained to say, vol. iv. p. 424, < The
TRUE ORIGIN of that sect which ACQUIRED the denomi-
nation of Anabaptists, by their administering anew the
rite of baptism, to those that camne to their communion,
and derived the name of Mennonists from the famous man
to whom they owe the greatest part of their present felicity,
is HID in the remote depths of antiquity, and is of conse-
quence difficult to be ascertained.”’

Mr. MaccarLLA proceeds :—

‘He affirms that all the evils which have been ascribed to
infant baptism can be ascribed to the Baptist system. That
nearly all the good in christendom is attributable to the
Pedobaptists ; that the mode of baptism, popular among

- the Baptists, was really injurious to society. He demands

how can sprinkling be injurious to society ?  Descants
ppon the delicacy of the subjects of baptism in many in-
stances ; upon John Floyer's views of cold bathing ; men-
tions a friend that had got the ague by being baptized; a
woman in North Carolina died in the act of baptism ; tells
of two men who were immersed in Woodford County,
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Kentacky, one was drowned, and the baptizer was told by
the other, when solicited to come forward, that he pre-
ferred going to heaven by land to a journey by water.®
That a Baptist had been tried for murder in one case, and
that as a physician in the state of Ohio had been liable to
a prosecution for having taken the life of his patient ; so
he thought it ought to be in relation to the Baptists when
any damage was sustained by the subject ; he would not,
he said, recommend prosecution, but he thought that the
administrator ought to be accountable when injury was
done.—He adds that it was a fact that Baptists had been
persecutors in Germany, and that it was unreasonable to
say that infant baptism inspired a persecuting spirit; that
Baptists never had it in their power to enact laws, and
therefore could not be persecutors for the want of power.
He again resumes the dangers and indelicacies of immersion,
and shews that it is pernicious, not only to the subjects, but
also to the administrators. That the administrators were
exposed to sickness, and that it must unavoidably be inju-
rious to them to be plunging into the water all seasons, and
continuing in it so long as they often did ; and that miracu-
lous escapes were not to be expected.

Mr. CampBELL replied :—

That Benjamin Franklin, when minister in Paris, dined
with a number of French and American gentlemen. A
learned French Abbe at dinner entertained the company
with a very learned disquisition on the deteriorating influ-
ence of the American climate on the bodies of all animals.
That the human body diminished in size and energy, and
that even the mind itself shared in the general deterioration.

* As a sample of the method in which Mr. Maccalla and others
pick up documents to oppose this institution, and as an evidence of
how much regard is due to such calumnies, I will relate & circum-
stance well authenticated to me. During the discussion at Wash-
ington, Mr. Maccalla spent an evening with a gentleman in the
vicinity of Washington, whose son had lived in Woodford county,
Kentucky. The young man, on the evening alluded to, finding his
father somewhat indisposed, and low spirited, for the sake of impart-
ing a little cheerfulness, and of gratifying Mr. Maccalla and his
friends, relates the above tale provided for the occasion. It had the
desired effect; it was well relished by Mr. Maccajla, and when the
occasion_demanded, it was produced as a true fact, and az a sound
argument against immersion.—A. C.,
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Dr. Franklin made no reply; but after dinner told the
company with what pleasure he had heard the learned
disquisitions of the philosopher : he moved that the company
be divided, observing, that the fairest way of testing the
correctness of the learned Abbe’s theory, was to place all
the Americans on one side of the room, and the French on
the other. The motion was carried ; and behold a company
of little, swarthy, insignificant Frenchmen on the one side,
and a row of little giants on the other. Aye, says the Dr.
see here is a striking proof of the correctness of your theory !
Now let us take the philosopher’s way of testing the cor-
rectness of the theory of my opponent. There sits on the
bench a Baptist and a Pedobaptist teacher, both well advanced
in years; the former has, we are told, immersed more per-
eons than any other person of the same age in the State, or
perhaps in the United States; the other, from his venerable
age, may be supposed to have sprinkled a great many infants, °
Now see the pernicious tendency of immersion on the Bap-
tist, and the happy influence of sprinkling on the Pedo-
‘baptist.*

Evidences of the tendency of the Baptist views of the church
to civil liberty; a reference to the constitution and laws of
Rhode Island, a state founded and settled by Baptists;
ancient and modern proofs of the pacific, benevolent, and
humane dispositions of the Baptists were adduced. That
while Mr. Maccalla endeavoured to accuse the Baptists with
the deeds of German fanatics, which the Baptists ever dis-
claimed, they had good ground to assert the persecuting
tendency of Pedobaptism, by reference to the history and
biography of those whom they claimed as the founders of
their sect. Read sundry extracts in proof, one from Stric-
tures on Ralston, p. 260. Of the persecutions of the Quukers
and Baptists in New England and Virginia, under the reign
of Pedobaptism. Of the fining and imprisoning of non-
conformists in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Massachussets—that
is, of the proceedings of those little confederations called
moral associations, for fining travelling tea-masters for not

« Bishop Verdeman exhibits the finest appearance, tall and well-
proportioned, weighing 300Ibs. of a remarkably florid and healthy
aspect, possessing uncommon energies of constitution, and though on
the borders of fifty, says he feels no abatement of his constitutional
vigour. The Rev. Mr. Birch is rather below mediocrity in his person,
and his countenance does not indicate the most healthy constitution,
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reverencing the institutes of the clergy, &c. Gave a brief
address on the nature, design, and import of the Sabbatb,
and of the first day, to obviate misapprehensions; and con-
cluded by remarking that Mr, Maccalla had indicated, not
only during the preceding discussion at sundry times, but
in his last address, the same spirit of proscription, by alleging
that Baptist ministers should be held responsible for any
injuries that might be imputed to. their administering im~
mersion.

Mr. MaccaLra proceeds by observing that other instances
of drowning could be adduced besides those mentioned, and
affirms that immersion is dangerous to the lives of the sub-
jects and administrators. He complains that the Baptist
principles not only unchurch myriads of christians, but
actually destroy the idea of a regular Pedobaptist ministry 3
that Pedobaptist societies were not churches, nor their
pastors ministers of Christ. He then calls for evidence
that the Baptist churches and ministers have descended by
regular succession from the church. at Jerusalem, and that
their baptism is administered by persons deriving their right
by uninterrupted succession from John the Baptist or from
the apostles. He then commences his recapitulation which,
we will present in due form. :

My friends, said Mr. Maccalla, in rebutting the charges
brought against us hy my opponent, I took the following
ground, and pursued the following method: In the first place,

I. I proposed to adduce a divine command for infant
baptism. . N

I1. To produce probable evidence of apostolic practice
of infant baptism. )

I1I. To exhibit positive evidence of apostolic practice
of infant baptism.

In accomplishing the first object, I submitted the five
following positions : :

1. That Abraham and_ his seed were divinely constituted
a true, visible church of God.

2. That the Jewish society before Christ, and the Chris-
tian society afler Christ, are one and the same church in
different dispensations.

3. That Jewish circumcision before Christ, and Christian
baptism after Christ, are one and the same seal, though in
different forms.
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4. That the administration of this seal to infants was
once enjoined by divine authority. :

6. That the administration of this seal to infants was never
prohibited by divine authority.

In proving the first position, I demonstrated that there
were certain things essential to a church state, and that
Abrabham and his seed possessed them. These are, lst. the
oracles of a church; 2nd. the ordinances of a church; 3rd.
the officers of a church; 4th. the members of a church;
Sth. the worship and discipline of a church; and 6th. the
inspired name church.

n proving the second position, I shewed the nature of
¢dentity in general, and of ecclesiastical fdentity in paiti-
cular, and that the two societies bad the three grand items
essential to ecclesiastical identity, viz :—

3 They had the same religion,

2. They had the same inspired names,

3. They had the same immutable covenant.

In proving the third position, I shewed that circumcision
and baptism were both initiatory rites, by which the sub-
jects were owned and acknowledged as belonging to the
charch; 2nd. that they were both seals of the righteousness
of faith ; 3rd. that they were both emblematical of sanctifi-
cation.

In proving the 4th position, it was only necessary to shew
that circumcision was positively commanded, Gen. xvii. and
that it was the ground and reason acted upon in giving a
commission to baptize. :

In the proof of my &th position, it was only necessary to
call for a command prohibitory of the administration of this
seal to infants ; for being once recognized as having a right
to the seal of this ecclesiastical covenant, that right must
remain until withdrawn by the same authority, and no satis-
factory evidence has been produced to shew that this right
has been withdrawn, consequently infants are commanded
to be baptized.

The second head of method was to afford probable evidence
of apostolic practice of infant baptism. This we did by
investigating Jewish proselyte baptism as practised at the
Christian era, from which it appeared that it was highly pro-
bable, that Christ took up this ordinance as practised among
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the Jews, and appointed it by his authority for the same
purpose; and that as the Jews baptized all the families of
proselytes, so the apostles baptized all the families of those
who believed. ‘ -

In proving the third topic of my method, I shewed that
oikos denoted children in its biblical import; and from &
minute analysis of the text, and a close examination of the
circnmstances of the houses baptized, that there were cer-
tainly infants in them. Thus I gave you an express com-~ 1
mand and an express precedent for infant baptism,

In discussing the mode of baptism my method was,

1. To attend to the words used in relation to this rite,

2. To advert to the cases of baptism recorded,

3. To consider the spiritnal allusions to this ordinance.

Under the first item, I demonstrated that sprinkling
or affusion was the import of the Greek word baptismos in
religions ordinances, and that the preposition eis must be
translated (o, em, af, or near Ao, ek and apo, from, in this
ordinance. Under the second item I demonstrated, from
a reference to all the cases of baptism on record, that sprink-
ling, and not dipping, was the primitive practice. .

Under the third and last itewm I proved, from a reference
to the spiritual allusion of baptism, that pouring or sprink-
ling was the true and significant mode of administering this
ordinance. »

By a reference to ecclesiastical history I have proved,
that infant baptism has been practised in every century from
the present day up to the apostolic age. And that the
Baptists are descended from the German Anabaptists; a
turbulent set of fanatics in the sixteenth century. T have also,
while engaged in proving these positivns, shewn that infant
baptism, so far from being injurious to society, is a blessing
to it, and that ¢émmersion is a real injury to many. Upon a
careful investigation of the whole course of this discussion,
I think you will say that we stand acquitted from the charge
of administering a factitious ordinance, injurious to the
shurch and the world, and that my opponent has failed in
a debate of seven days in proving any one of the positions
he assumed. We therefore conclude, that infant baptism
is a divine ordinance, of beneficial tendency, as respects the
offspring of the faithful, and also indiractly a blessing to
the world.

i
H
‘
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Mr. CAMPBELL arose :—

Observing that no well anthenticated fact could be ad-
duced, showing that immersion had been a real injury to
any ; that it had been practised in every latitude with safety,
from the frozen regions of Siberia, to the equator. That it
was as reasonable, and as accordant with fact, to say, that
sprinkling infants was the cause of spasms and convulsions,
because these sometimes succeeded the ceremony of sprink-
ling, as that fever and ague, &c. were the effects of inmer-
sion, because the person immersed had sometime afterwards
had such an attack. That Mr. Maccalla’s demand for a
regular succession in the ministry from the apostles till now,
was merely a reiteration of the old popish cry against Pro-
testants, which, by the bye, neither Catholics nor Protestants
of any grade could produce. That there were breaches in
the popish ckain of succession, and in the Protestant chain,
that all the spiritual artificers in christendom could not
repair. That Baptists had long ago discarded the idea, that
there was a fountain of clerical grace or ministerial efficacy
lodged in the person of St. Peter, to be communicated by
the touch of his hand to his successor, and thus to be ramified
into ten myriads of streams, every successor having in his
elbows and wrists, individually, er in connexion with his
co-presbyters, the full fountain of apostolic efficacy. That
if such a fountain had been laid up in Peter, and had been
transmitted to his successor, that since that time there had
been so many leaky popes, prelates, and clergy, that every
drop had oozed out, and that all the bands and joints in
chrisiendom could not produce one genuine drop of the
original fountain. That if Mr. Maccalla understood the
nature and design of the Christian churoh, its bishops, and
deacons, with the scriptural plan of their introduction to
office, such a question would not have been proposed. But
that upon the Presbyterian hypothesis, the Baptists were
still in a better condition as to this peculiar power of office
than the Presbyterians; for there were Baptists in all ages
that never acknowledged the mether of harlots; and besides,
Catholic, Episcopalian, and Presbyterian clergy had joined
their community, and, therefore, whatever efficacy of office
there was on earth, was to be found in the Baptist com-

munity. This I urged as an argumentum ad hominem.
But Mr. Maccalla has commenced a recapitulation. I
must follow his example, or rather improve upon it. He
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has given you, my friends, an account of what he did; we
shall attend to what he did, and to what he did not; and
also recapitulate our own arguments.

In the first place, then, Mr. Maccalla has proved by the
method he has taken, that he was conscious in his own breast
that he could not maintain his views of baptism in a fair
discussion. My reason for so alleging is taken from the
fact, that he wrote down at home all that he has advanced
as argument in this discussion; and knowing that he had
all that he could or would say in writing, he at the same
time insisted that I should open the debate, whereas he was
determined to keep to his notes, let me take what course I
might. This, then, T conceive to be decisive evidence of his
- conscious incompetency. His marked-ont course required,
in the nature of things, that he should open and I respond ;
but he wished to have the place of the respondent, and at
the same time to in¢roduce the matter to be discussed. This.
was good policy, but bad logic.

His first position was not contested, because irrelevant,
and because it would defeat his good intentions. We always
admitted that the Jews when called out of Egypt, became
a church, or a religious assembly in some sense, While
e proved that they ‘“ were divinely constituted a true visible
church of God,” he proved from bis essentials of a church
state, that they were not such an assembly, till called out of
Egypt, and thus confated himself, upon the assnmption that
the covenant with Abraham was an ecclesiastical covenant,
and that circumcision was a seal of an ecclesiastical covenant.

The second position was contested, and it was shewn, that
if he proved it, he thereby refuted himself; and if he did not
make it good, he was, on his own principles, confuted.
When he had dug this pit for himselE and found himself
buried by his own efforts, he never made one effort, as you
all know, to extricate himself. And, in the next place, when
eleven substantial arguments, or evidences, were formail
presented, as demonstrative that the Jewish and Christian
societies were not one and the same church, he did not so
much as attempt to reply to any of them save one, and that
one in such a way as to evince that both it and the others
were invincible. The facts on which these arguments were
predicated are of a most convincing nature, and we shall
again distincddy state them. : ‘

- 1. Daniel, during the existence of the Jewish kingdom,
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foretold that in the days of the Cesars’ a new kingdom would
be counstituted or set up.

2. The New Testament opens with the annunciation of
;he immediate approach and appearance of this new king-

om. .

3. The Saviour declared that the law and the prophets
were preached till John's time; but since that time the king-
dom of heaven was announced, and men-were pressing into
it. .

4. The terms of admission, or the way of entrance into
this kingdom, was essentially different from the way of in-
troduction into the Jewish. Natural birth introduced to the
Jewish, supernatural into the Christian kingdom.

. 8. The Saviour declared that he would, in 2 future period,
build his church upon a foundation on which it would be
arinmphant. This argues it was not then founded.

6. That the new kingdom was promised by Christ to be
given to his disciples, and not to the Jewish nation. :

7. That at the renovation, or setting up of this kingdom,
the King promised thrones of judgment or legislature to his
apostles, and gave them this privilege, to the exclusion of all
former prophets or legislators.

8. The good confession of the. King before Pontius Pj-
late, declared his kingdom to be of a character essentially
new among men. . ‘ . ,

9. On the day of Pentecost the erection of this kingdom
took place; and not one of the members of the Jewish church
were admitted, until born of water and of the Spirit; until
they professed repentance and faith.

10. The apostle declares, Eph. ii. 14, 15, that Jesus
Christ made a sew man, or a new ecclesiastical body, com-

ed of Jews and Gentiles.

11. The apostle Paul pesitively declares that Jews and
Christians were brought to two states essentially different.—
Heb. xii. 18, 28,

. Another evidence was adduced, but for a twofold purpose,
and at another time. ,

“Tt is well known to you all, my friends, that these argu-
ments have never been attacked by my opponent, and that
they are directly subversive of his whole theory.

His third position was disproved by a reference. to the
essential points of difference between circumcision and bap-
tism, most of which he. passed over in silence, and not one
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of which he removed. It was also shewn that he begged
every question connected with his views of baptism. He
took it for granted that baptism was a seal; and a seal of
the same covenant to which circumcision was attached, without
the formality of an attempt to prove it. -

His fourth position we admitted, in so far as it alleged
that circumcision was once enjoined upon infants; but we
exposed the absurdity of calling a divine command for
circumcision, a divine command for baptism. .

His fifth position we effectually set aside by producing
the great desideratum, a divine command for casting out
the natural seed of believers from a participation with the
children of promise; believers in Christ, Gal. iv. You will -
also remember, that in every instance when I invited Mr.
Maccalla to the discussion of any particular portion of serip-
ture, pledging myself to rest the whole controversy upon it,
such as Acts xv. Rom. iv. Gal. iv. Col. ii. Gen. xvii. &e.
he manfully declined, and resolutely refused to do so.

. His probable evidence in favour of apostolic practice ox
infant baptism we showed to be subversive of his own practice
altogether, and that it reduced the baptism of John and that
of Christ to a Jewish tradition. :

His positive ovidence from oikos and oikia,and the house-
holds baptized, I think, upon examination, proved itself to
be a conceit, and to fall infinitely short of even probable
evidence. .

His doctrine of the *“mode of baptism,” old and antiquated
as it was, we minutely attended to, and I leave it with you
to say, whether the rules of interpretation submitted by him,
or me, were such as comport with reason, the nature of the
case, and with the plain matters of fuct recorded in the New
Testament. You will also remember that he uniformly de-
clined coming to any decisive criticisms, or standards, or
rules of decision on that part of the subject. .

As to his disquisitions upon ecclesiastical history, we
conceived them altogether irrevelant to the points at issue ;
and it also appeared, we presume, to the satisfaction of the
disinterested, that so far from receiving any additional conn-
tenance to his views from that source, it evidently appeared
that infant baptism was not to be met with till the: third
century, in any record or history on earth. That Tertullian
is the most ancient author that mentions the rite, and that
he mentioned it as one opposing an innovation.
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As to his favourite point, the German Anabaptists, we have
shewn that his slanders from that source fall to the ground.
‘We disclaimed that people in word and deed. But yet I
would rather plead kindred with them, wild and fanatical
as they were, than with the mother kirk, that crimsoned
harlot, drunken with the blood of the saints; from which
sprang the modern Pedobaptist sects; and if they plead
reformation, so do we. It is however a boyish slander to
say,

) ¢ Sir, with all your pride of birth, know that your blood

Has run through scoundrels ever since the flood ;”

for, in so saying, he reproaches himself. We have, however,
proved that ages before those fanatics arose, there were bold
asserters of our views; and peaceful, virtuous, devout com-
munities of christians walking in our practice. -

Thus I have briefly shewn what Mr. Maccalla has done,
and what he has not done. Now of your cletency hear me
a few words when speaking of what I have doge. .

In the first place I took “ my text” from Mr. Maccalla’s
Confession of Faith, which saith “ baptism is ia sacrament of
the New Testament ordained by Jesus Christ.” My rules
of interpreting scripture were. also taken fromy the same con-
fession. I therefore opened the New Testament and read
the law of baptism, and the practice of the apestles, in Judea,
Samaria, and to the uttermost parts of the earth. I called
upon Mr. Maccalla to read from the same volume his
authority for infant baptism, but he could find nothing to
read, and withdrew to Robinson. My method was,

1. To shew that a believer was the obnly subject of
baptism. '

2. That immersion is the only baptism.

3. That infant sprinkling is injurious to the well being
of society, religious and political. '

1. In proof of the first position I demonstrated that the
law of baptism authorizes the baptism of believers only,
and, in fact, virtually forbids the baptism of any others.

2. That the apostles in the execution of their commission
in Jerusalem, Judea, Samaria, and to the uttermost parts
of the earth, never baptized any other than a professed
believer or a disciple. ,

3. That the nature and design of baptism is suited to
believers only. o
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4. That the promises, connected with baptism, are ad-
dressed to believers only. K
8. That the activus of the baptized at the time, and
immediately subsequent to their baptism, mentioned in all
the New Testament, were such as infants could not perform:
In the illustration and proof of my second position, I
demonstrated,

1. That the Greek verbs and verbal nouns employed by
the Founder of Christianity, to express the action he designed
to have performed, were of precise and definite import, and
that they naturally or literally denoted the act of émmersion,
and were so understood by all translators, critics, and lexi-
cographers of candour and eminence. o

2. That the prepositions used in construction with these
terms necessarily required themn to be translated literally to
immerse, or dip. .

3. That the doctrinal references to the action of baptism
imply immersion, and represent the person as immersed.

4. That the places where this ordinance was administered;
and the circumstances connected therewith, shew it to have
been immersion. :

8. That all ecclesiastical historians, ancient writers; and
the most learned Pedobaptists, declare that immersion was
the primitive practice.

In proof of my third proposition I demonstrated,
From analogy that inll:mt baptism was evil in itself.
. That it was an act of will-worship. ' .
. That it carnalized and secularized the church.
. It deceived the child.
. It encourages superstition in the parents.
. It is an effectual means of intreducing an ungodly
priesthood into the church. '

7. That it has generally produced persecution, and thus
brought curses upon the state.

8. That all human traditions is the most schismatical,
and presents the greatest obstacle to the union of christians.

Such was the method pursued, and such the items adduced
in the proof of the grand topic which I stood pledged to
illustrate and maintain. Whether I have redeemed my
pledge, whether I have established every point introduced,
and fairly met and combated every objection, remains with
you, my friends, individually to determine. To the testi-
mony of heaven we would exhort you to bring this and every

YT SR
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question; to bring all religious opinions and practices to
this test. Whatever is taught in it, practice, and hold fast;
whatever is not, reject as unprofitable and vain. And al-
though we have remonstrated against that ostentatious and
Pharisaic devotion, which I thought sometimes apparent in
my opponent, and which is very current in this age, do not
think that, because such ought to be discountenanced, ex-
posed, and contemned, there is no true piety to be cultivated,
practised, and exhibited. Far be it, my friends. To fear
God and keep his commandments is the whole duty, privi-
lege, honour, and happiness of man. The question you have
heard discussed is one of the greatest consequence, when we
consider all its bearings and appendages. It is, in my esti-
mation, that very question, which, in so far as it is discussed
and correctly determined, is to sap the foundation of reformed
popery, and to introduce, not merely an era of general good
feelings on scriptural grounds, not merely an exhibition of
Christianity friendly to the highest degree of civil liberty
and religious freedom, not merely a spirit of free and un-
biassed inquiry, but an intelligent, inquisitive, harmonious,
and devout profession of the true religion. You that believe
that the Father of mercies giveth good things unto them
that ask him, will ask, will seek, and assuredly find that
wisdom, knowledge, and assurance of understanding in the
religion of the only wise God, our Saviour, which is more
to be desired than all the worldly honour, and fame, and
treasure, which the whole race of Adam have in this life
obtained.. To the records of Heaven then bring all your
inquiries; for these alone are able to make you wise unto
salvation, through faith which is in Christ Jesus.

END OF THE DEBATE.







AN ESSAY

ON THE

CHRISTIAN RELIGION.

“ Style no man on earth your father: for he alone is your Father
who is in heaven; aud all ye are brethren. Assume not the title of
rabbi; for ye have only one Teacher: neither assume the title of
leader; for ye have only one Leader, the Messidah."—MESSIAH.

CHRISTIANITY is the perfection of that divine philan-
thropy which was gradually developing itself for four
thousand years. It is the bright effulgence of every divine
attribute, mingling and harmonizing, as the different colours
in the rainbow, in the bright shining after rain, into one
complete system of perfections—the perfection of GLORY to
God in the highest heaven, the petfection of PEACE on earth,
and the perfection of Goop wiLL among men.

The eyes of patriarchs and prophets, of saints and mar«
tyrs, from Adam to John the Baptist, with longing expec-
tation, were looking forward to some glorious age, indistinctly
apprehended, but ardently desired. Every messenger sent
from heaven, fraught with the communications of the divine
Spirit, to illuminate, to reprove, and to correct the patriarchs
and the house of Israel, was brightening the prospect and
chastening the views of the people, concerning the glory of
the cOMING aGE. The “ FOUNDER OF THE FUTURE AGE,”
as one of Israel’s prophets calls the Messiah, was exhibited,
in the emblems olP the prophetic style, as rising, expanding
and brightening to view; from the g]istening “Star of
Jacob,” to the radiating ““ Sun of Righteousness,” with salu.
tiferious and vivifying rays. .

The person, character, and reign of Messiah the Prince,
exhausted all the beauties of language, all the grandeur and
resplendencies of creation, to give some faint resemblances
of them. In adumbrating Emanuel and his realm, * Nature
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mingles colours not her own.” She mingles the bright
splendours of things celestial, with things terrestial, and
kindly suits the pictnre to our impaired faculties.  She
brings the rose of Sharon and the lily of the vales—the
mild lustre of the richest gems, and 'the brighest radiance
of the choicest metals. She makes the stars of heaven sparkle
in his band, and the brightness of the sun shine in his face.
She causes the mountains to flow down at his presence ; his
advent to gladden the solitary place; before him the deserts
to rejoice and blossom as the rose. To the desert, at his
approach, she gives the glory of Lebanon, the excellency
of Carmel and Sharon.

Under his peaceful banner and- gracious sceptre, the wolf
dwells with the lamb ; the leopard lies down with the kid ; the
calf, the young lion, and the fatling in harmony follow the
mandates of a child; the cow and bear feed together ; their
young ones lie down in concord ; and the lion eats straw like
the ox. The suckling child plays on the hole of the asp;
and the weaned child puts its hand on the cockatrice’s den.
Under his munificent government the wilderness becomes a
fruitful field ; and the field once esteemed fruitful is counted
for a forest. He makes the eyes of the blind to see; the
ears of the deaf to hear; and the tongue of the dumb to
speak. The stammerer becomes elognent, and the wise men
of other times becowe as babes. He brings the captive
from the prison, and those that sat in darkness out of the
prison house. His people march forth with joy; they are
led forth with peace. The mountains and the hills break
forth into singing, and all the trees of the field clap their

. hands.

« He shall judge the poor of the people; he shall save
the children of the needy, and shall break in pieces the op-
pressor. They shall fear himn as long as the sun and moon
endure, throughout all generations. He shall come down
like rain upon the mown grass; as showers that water the
earth. 1In his days shall the righteous flourish, and abun-
dance of peace as long as the moon endures. He shall have
dominion from sea to sea, and from the river unto the ends
of the earth. They that dwell in the wilderness shall bow
before him, and his enemies shall lick the dust. The kings
of Tarshish and of the isles shall bring presents: the kings
of Sheba and Seba shall offer gifis. Yea, all kings shall fall
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down before him : all nations shall serve him. For he shall
deliver the needy when he crieth; the poor also, and him
that hath no helper. He shall spare the poor and the needy,
and shall save the souls of the needy, He shall redeem
their soul from deceit and violence : and precious shall their
blood be in his sight. There shall be an handful of corn in
the earth upon the top of the mountains; the fruit thereof
shall shake like Lebanon: and they of the city shall flourish
like grass of the earth. His name shall endure for ever:
his name shall be continued. as long as the sun: and men
shall be blessed in him : all nations shall call him blessed.”
Psalm 1xxii. 4—17. Such were the glorious things spoken
of Zion aud her King, by holy kings and ancient seers, fired
with prophetic impulse. These are but a taste of the sweet-
ness which flows in the streamn of prophecy, which revived,
cheered, and animated the drooping, disconsolate, and afflicted
hearts of the righteous ancients. Such things they uttered
who saw his glory and spake of him. These prospective views
of Messiah and his institution, prepare us to expect the
brightest exhibition of glory in himself, and the highest degree
of moral excellence and. felicity in the subjects of his reign.
The fulness of time is come. Messiah appears. But lo!
he has no form nor comeliness. He comes forth as a lan-
guishing shoot from a dry and sterile soil. He comes to
his own, and his own receive him not. He comes to the-
people who had the visions of the Almighty, and who heard
the prophecies of the Spirit concerning him; yet they reject
him as an impostor. They recognize no charms in his
person—no glory in his purposed reign. Their hearts are
infatuated with worldly notions, and they view him with a
prejudiced eye. They see no diadem upon his head—no
sceptre in his hand. They see no gorgeous apparel upon
his person—no nobles nor princes in his train. They hear
no _sound of the trumpet—no confused sound of mighty
warriors preparing for battle. They see 1o garments rolled
in blood, nor captives led in chains. They are offended at
the meanness of his parentage; at the humble birth and
character of his attendants, and at his own insignificant
appearance. His glories, and their views of glory, cor-
respond in no one instance. His glory was that of
unparalleled condescension, incomparable humility, meek-
ness, and love. The most resplendent gems in his crown
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were his abject poverty, his patient endurance of the grossest
indignities, and the unreserved devotion of his whole soul,
as the righteous servant of Jehovah. His victories were not
those of a mighty chieftain, at the head of many thousands,
marching through opposing ranks, demolishing citadels,
devastating countries, causing iron gates to open at his
approach, and leading bound to his triumphal chariot his
captive enemies. No! his victories were the conquest of
all temptations, of death, and of him that had the power of
death. He triumphed over all principalities and powers of
darkness, error, and death. In his death and resurrection
he gained the greatest conquest ever won; he vanquished
death and the grave; he obtained eternal redemption; he
opened the gates of Paradise, and procured an inheritance
incorruptible, undefiled, and unfading, for all them that look
for deliverance. Such were the personal achievements of
the Captain of our salvation.

The precepts of his institution correspond with his ap-
pearance and deportment among men. He inculcates a
morality pure as himself, and such as must render his disci-
ples superior to all the world besides. He gives no scope to
any malignant passions, and checks every principle that
would lead to war, oppression, or cruelty. His precepts
respect not merely the overt act, but the principles from
which all overt acts of wickedness proceed. Ambition, pride,
avarice, lust, malevolence, are denounced as really criminal,
as the actions to which they give rise. His precepts are
no dry, lifeless systems of morality, to be forced upon his
disciples, or to be worn as an outside garment; but they
are inculcated by arguments and considerations which when
apprehended, engrave them upon the heart, and render
them of easy practice. The reason, the nature, and the
import of his death, afford to those who understand it, an
argument that gives life and vigour to all his precepts, and
that makes his yoke easy and his burthen light.

When we turn our attention to the character and exploits
of his first disciples, his ambassadors to the world, what an
illustrious exhibition of the excellency of his doctrine, and
of the purity of his morals do they afford! In them, how
conspicuous faith, hope, and love! What zeal, what pa-+
tience, what self-denial, what deadness to the world ! How
gladly they spend and are spent in the good work of faith,
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labour of love, and patience of hope! They glory in re-
proaches, in privations, in stripes, in imprisonments, in all
manner of sufferings ; yea, in death itself, for the Son of man’s
sake. How freely, how cheerfully, how laboriously they per-
formed the ministry which they had received! They look for
no applause, for no stipend, no fixed salary, no lucrative office,
no honourable title among men. They have continually in
their eye the example of their Chief, “ looking off from the
ancients to JEsus, the Captain and Finisher of the faith,
who, for the joy set before him, endured the cross, despising
the shame, and sat down on the right hand of God.” Amidst
their enemies and false friends, how calm, how meek, how
prudent, how resolute, how persevering! They exhibit vir-
tues, in comparison of which, the virtues of all other re-
ligionists appear either as splendid sins, or as meagre empty
names. Such was the character of the ambassadors and
subordinate ministers of the new institution.

The societies called churches, constituted and set in order
by those ministers of the New Testament, were of such as
received and acknowledged JEsus as Lord Messiah, the
Saviour of the world, and had put themselves under his
guidance. The ONLY BOND oF UNION among them was
faith in him and submission to his will. No subscription to
abstract propositions framed by synods ; no decrees of coun-
cils sanctioned by kings; no rules of practice commanded
by ecclesiastical courts were imposed on them as terms of
admission into, or of continuance in this holy brotherhood.
In the “apostles’ doctrine ” and in the ““apostles’ command-
ments” they steadfastly continued. Their fraternity was a
fraternity of love, peace, gratitude, cheerfulness, joy, charity,
and universal benevolence. Their religion did not manifest
itself in public fasts nor carnivals. They had no festivals—
no great and solemn meetings. Their meetings on the first
day of the week was at all times alike, solemn, joyful, and
interesting. Their religion was not of that elastic and porous
kind, which at one time is compressed into some cold for-
malities, and at another expanded into prodigious zeal and
warmth. No-—their piety did not at one time rise to parox-
isms, and their zeal to effervescence,and by and by, languish
into frigid ceremony and lifeless form. It was the pure,
clear, and swelling current of love to God, of love to man,
expressed in all the variety of doing good.

The order of their assemblies was uniformly the same.

s
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It did not vary with moons and seasons. It did not change
as dress, nor fluctuate as the manners of the times. Their
devotion did not diversify itself into  the !endless forms
of modern times. They had no monthly concerts for
prayer; no solemn convocations, no great fasts, nor
preparation, nor thanksgiving days. Their churches were
not fractured into missionary societies, bible societies,
education societies; mnor did they dream of organizing
such in the world. The head of a believing household
was not in those days a president or manager of a
board of foreign missions; his wife, the president of some
female education society ; his eldest son, the recording sec~
retary of some domestic bible society; his eldest daughter,
the corresponding secretary of a mite society ; his servant
maid, the vice-president of a rag society; and his little
daughter, a tutoress of a sunday school. They knew nothing
of the hobbies of modern times. In their church capacity
alone they moved. They neither transformed themselves
into any other kind of association, nor did they fracture and
sever themselves into divers societies. They viewed the
church of Jesus Christ as the scheme of heaven to ameli-
orate the world: as members of it, they considered them-
selves bound to do all they could for the glory of God and
the good of men. They dare not transfer to a missionary
society, or bible society, or education society, a cent or a
prayer, lest in so doing they should rob the church of its
glory, and exalt the inventions of men above the wisdom of
God. In their church capacity alone they moved. The
church they considered ¢ the pillar and ground of the
truth ;" they viewed it as the temple of the Holy Spirit;
as the house of the living God. They considered if they
did all they could in this capacity, they had nothing left for
.any other object of a religious nature. In this capacity,
wide as its sphere extended, they exhibited the truth in word
and deed. Their good works which accompanied salvation,
were the labours of love in ministering to the necessities of
saints, to the poor of the brotherhood. They did good to
all men, but especially to the household of faith. They
practised that pure and undefiled religion, which imovert
acts consists in “taking care of orphans and widows in their
affliction, and in keeping one’s self unspotted by (the vices
of) the world.”

In their church capacity they attended upon every thing
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that was of a social character, that did not belong to the
closet or fireside. In the church, in all their meetings, they
offered up their joint petitions for all things lawful, com-
manded, or promised. They left nothing for a missionary
prayer meeting, for meetings of unusual solemnity or
interest. They did not at one time abate their zeal, their
devotion, their gratitude, or their liberality, that they might
have an opportunity of showing forth to advantage, or of
doing something of great consequence at another. Such
things they condemned in Jews and Pagans. No, gentle
reader, in the primitive church they had no Easter Sunday,
T hanksgiving Monday, Shrove Tuesday, Ash Wednesday,
Holy Thursday, Good Friday, nor Preparation Saturday.
All days were alike good—alike preparation—alike thanks=
giving. As soon as some Pharisees that believed, began to
observe days, and months, and times, and years; so soon
did the apostle begin to stand in doubt of them.

Having taken a cursory view of some of the leading
features of the Christian religion, exhibited in prospective,
and in actual existence at its first institution, we shall in the
last place advert to its present appearance. But alas! “how
is the  fine gold become dim!” Instead of the apostles’
doctrine, simply and plainly exhibited in the New Testa«
ment, we have got the sublime science of theology, subdi-
vided into scholastic, polemic, dogmatic, and practical
divinity. Instead of the form of sound words given by the
Spirit to be held fast, we have countless creeds, composed of
terms and phrases, dogmas and speculations, invented by
whimsical metaphysicians, christian philosophers, rabbinical
doctors, and enthusiastic preachers. Instead of the divinely
established order of bishops and deacons, which remained
when the age of “spiritual gifis”’ and “spiritual men” passed
away, we have popes, cardinals, archbishops, metropolitan
bishops, diocesan bishops, rectors, prebendaries, deans,
priests, ruling elders, circuit preachers, local preachers,
licentiates, class leaders, abbots, monks, friars, &c. &ec.

Our devotion exhibits itself in prayers, in the set phrase
of pompous oratory ; in singing. choirs; in long sermons,
modelled after Grecian and Roman orations, logical themes
and metaphysical essays; inm revivals, camp-meetings
praying societies, theological schools, education societies,
missionary societies, sunday schools, and in raising large
sums of money by every way that ingenuity can devise, for
propagating the gospel, ,
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Our zeal burns brightest in contending for orthodox
tenets, and a sort of technical language rendered sacred, and
of imposing influence by long prescription. Such as the
covenant of works, the covenant of grace; the active and
passive obedience of Christ; legal repentance ; the terms
and conditions of the gospel; the gospel offer; the holy
sacraments; ministerial, sacramental, and catholic commu-
nion; the mediatorial kingdom of Christ; the millennium ;
historic faith, temporary faith, the faith of miracles, justifying
faith, the faith of devils, the faith of assurance, and the
assurance of faith; the direct act of faith, the reflex act of
faith ; baptismal vows; kirk sessions; fencing the tables;
metallic tokens, &c. &c. Thus, to speak in clerical dignity,
anagogetically, more than half the language of Ashdod is
mingled with less than half the language of Canaan; and
the people are generally zealous about such confounding,
misleading, and arrogant distinctions, which all result in
divesting christianity of its glorious simplicity, which adapts
it to boys and girls, as well as to philosophers, and which
distorts it into & mystery fit to employ linguists, philosophers,
doctors of divinity, all their leisure hours, at a handsome
sum per annum, in studying, and then in giving publicity
to their own discoveries, or in retailing those of others.

But into how diverse and opposite extremes and absur-
dities have many run, in their wild, superstitious, and
chimerical views of the Christian religion? Inquisitive
reader, turn your eyes to yonder monastery, built in that
solitary desert, filled with a religious order of monks, and an
abbot at their head. Why have they shut themselves out
from the world in that solitary recluse ? It is for the pur-
pose of becoming more abstemious, more devout, more
devoted to the study of mystic theology. Hear them con-
tending whether the Solitaires, the Ceenabites, or the Sara-
baites have chosen the course most congenial to the gospel.
See these poor, gloomy, lazy set of mortals, habited in their
awful black, their innocent white, or their spiritual grey,
according to their order, forsaking all the business and en-
joyments of society, spending their days in penury and
affliction, for the sake of sublimer contemplations of God
and of the heavenly world ; and say, have they-ever seen a
Bible ? Again, see this sacred gloom, this holy melancholy,
this pious indolence, becoming so popular as to affect all
the seminaries of christendom for a time! See it command
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the respect of the highest dignitaries of the church; and
-hear them call those haunts of gloom and superstition, as
some of the reformed orders of modern times call our col-
leges, « fountains and streams that make glad the city of
of God” by qualifying pious divines! Yes, these monas-
.teries became so famous for piety and solemnity, that the
- church looked to them for her most useful ministers. And,
_indeed, much of the gloomy aspect, dejected appearance,
and holy sighing of modern times, and especially of the
leaders of devotion, sprang from those monasteries.

Next, consider for a moment, yon sobbing anchorite,
with his amulet round his neck, his beads solemnly moving
through his fingers, bent upon his naked knees, in yon
miserable cell, muttering his ““ Ave Maria,” and invoking St.
Andrew to intercede in his behalf; and say, has he a Bible ?
O yes! It lies mouldering and moth eaten on his shelves!

From this scene of infatuation turh your eyes to yonder
dismal edifice, with iron gates and massy bars. Within its
merciless apartments view the “minister of religion,” the
“ ambassador of Christ,”’ attired in his sacred robes, with
holy aspect and flaming zeal for ‘“‘divine honour” and that
of his church, exhorting the vile heretic on pain of the most
excruciating torments here, and eternal damnation hereafter,
to abjure his heresy. As an argument to enforce his pious
exhortations, observe the redhot pincers in his hand, point-
ing to the boiling lead, the piles of fagots, the torturing
wheels, and all the various engines of horrid vengeance.
Do you ask who is he? I answer, It is the Reverend
Inquisitor. On the most solemn AUTO DA FE, see this
incorrigible heretic brought forward, arrayed in his santo
benito, or sleeveless yellow coat, flowered to the border with
the resemblance of flames, of red serge, decorated with his
own picture, surrounded with devils, as doomed to destruction
for the good of his soul. Then declare of what use is reason
or revelation to many called christians !

But leaving the dungeon and that quarter of the globe,
visit the group of reformed christians, and see another order
of “teachers of the christian faith,” “ministers of religion,”
having prepared themselves by the study of Grecian and
Roman languages, laws, history, fables, gods, goddesses,
debaucheries, wars, and suicides; having studied triangles,
squares, circles, and ellipses, algebra and fluxions, the~
mechanical powers, chemistry, natural philosophy, &e. &c.
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for the purpose of becoming teachers of the christian religion ;
and then going forth with their saddlebags full of scholastic
divinity in quest of a call to some eligible living ; then ask
again, Where is the Bible ?

And, stranger still, see that christian general, with his ten
thousand soldiers, and his chaplain at his elbow, preaching,
as he says, the gospel of good will among men ; and hear
him exhort his general and his christian warriors to go
forth with the Bible in one hand and the sword in the other,
to fight the battles of God and their country ; praying that
the Lord would cause them to fight valiantly, and render
their efforts successful in making as many widows and
orphans as will afford sufficient opportunity for others to
manifest the purity of their religion by taking care of them !
If any thing is wanting to finish a picture of the most glaring
inconsistencies, add to this those christians who are daily
extolling the blessings of civil and religious liberty, and at
the same time, by a system of the most crnel oppression,
separating a wife from the embraces of her husband, and the
mother from her tender offspring ; violating every principle,
and rending every tie that endears life, and reconciles man
to his lot; and that, forsooth, because * might gives right,”
and a. man is held guilty because his skin is a shade darker
than the standard colour of the times. Adverting to these
signs of the times, and many others to which these reflec~
tions necessarily lead, will you not say that this prophecy is
now fulfilled—2 Tim. iv. 3, 4— There will be a time when
they will not endure wholesome teaching; but having
itching ears, they will, according to their own lusts, heap up o
themselves teachers. And from the truth, indeed, they will
turn away their ears, and be turned aside to fables.”’ Chap.
iii. 1—6, “ This also know, that in latter days, perilous
times will come. For men will be self-lovers, money-lovers,
boasters, proud, blasphemers, disobedient to parents, un-
grateful, unholy, without natural affection, covenant-breakers,
slanderers, having a form of godliness, but denying the
power of it. Now FROM THESE TURN awaY.” Christian
reader, remember this command—and from such turn away,”

THE END.

T. Kirk, Printer, Peter Gate, Nottingham,
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