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PREFACE.

A;' the time of the public dlspute, 1 infi-
mated that | had no @esign of writing upon
the sukject of baptism. Mr. Campbell cften

“intimajed his iotention of wrifing. 1 then be-
lieved as 1spoke; and had- Mr. C. given my
avznwents as they were delivered, or even
hav done me tolerable J ustice; 1 should
never have written.

L" _His book however was harmless inthe neigh-
-3 buurlwud of the place where the dispute \n a8y
there people hid heard the dispute & judged

* for themselves. Still 1 had no intention of pub-

~ lishing, But seme considerable time after,

. I received letters from distant places, where

o people had no knowledge, either of Mr, C. -
-~ or myself, earnestly requesting me to publish.
= Intlength complied, and eommenced making-
~+ Some preparations. Sometime after this. %
"= understood, that a second edition of Mr. (s,

2 baok was about to be published 1n Pittsburg,
,‘8

4 waitéd auxiously, but yet waited a long

time, hoping that Mr. €. wounld make such-

- alteratmns, or ‘concessions, as would either

supercede the necessity of my publication, or

> make me think that he designed to be can-

5 did and tell the truth.. But I was astomshed
~"When the second edition made its appearance.

=z —It was Mr. 0. stlll. '

MM .s_‘;-_' ;



PREFACE.

‘A multiplicity of official concerns and pro-
vidential ~ occurrences delayed this work,
- otherwise -it . -might bave appeared ‘much

souner.

The defence of truth“wae. the end T pro-
posed by the public debate, it was the end
1 hed in view whén 1 wrote. How far it
is gained the reader may judge. -

1 might mention thut Iunderstand Mr. C.
ie publishing a history of the dipute be-

tween Mr. M’Cala and “himself; on the sub-

-ject on which we dispated, I hope the pub:
kc is apprlzed of the credit due to the-state-
ments in Mr-C’s. book, where himself is cen-
cerned,

The church of Chnst feels the “effect of

devision, when the .truth is told; sufficient
-are our defects; but any person who by known
‘misrepresentation, will add to her grievances

should not have his name em'olled among

her members.
- T only ask the reader to pass over all my

defects in constructipn, or language, and"

receive my sentiments only so far-as- they are
the mind of Christ.

«New dthens, January; 14th. 1524,




INTRODUCTION.

Sometime early in the year 1820, Mr. Walker
was réquested to preach on the subject of baptism,
at the house of a Mr. John Gray; about five miles
S. W; from Mountpleasant, Ohio, in the vicinity of
a Baptist meeting house. The Baplists about that
time, were making a considerable stir in the
neighbourhood, and such preachers as they had,’
were zealously opposing the doctrine of infant
baptism, and the mode of sprinkling, in the ad-
ministration of this sacrament. Mr."W. answered
the request,yand preached upon the subject. He
felt conscious of the unpopularity of preaching
- .on any disputed subject; but believed it to be his
duty, rather to consult the interests of truth, than
popular opinion, Accordingly, be preached on
that passage, Math. 3.11. I indeed B;lyrtizeyou
with water. In-answering objections offered by
Baptists, Mr. W, found it necessary to reply to
- gome observations made .by a Dr. Baldwin;be-
cause the Baptists ‘were industriously circulating.,
these pamphlets, ‘in the neighbourhood at that
- time. When the sermon was closed, and ‘the
public work of thé day finished, a Mr. Birch, said
to be a Baﬁﬁst preacher, requested Mr. W. to
point eut the part quofed in any of the works of
Dr.: Baldwin. Mr. W. had the pamphlet in his -
pocket, and the different passages marked, to
which he refered, in the sermen. He immedi-
ately showed Mr. B. the passage. * After some ob-
servations upon it, Mr.W. observed, that he¢ under-
stood therg were two Baptist preachers-present; -
“that men professing this characfer, shéuld be un-

willing to mislead people; and that he;thought it
~ 1
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was now their duty to enterinto a public conver-
sation upon the subject: this would da justice to-
all parties, and would give the people an opportu-
fity of judging for "theémselves. = Mr. B. replied
that he had to preach at some distance from that

%ace,.on that evening; and could not detain. Mr:

. observed that jf it wds not gonvenient fof him-

then to detain, he thought it'a duty they owedto -

. their respective hearers and the church, again to
meet, and converse upon the subject publicly. Mr.
B. without agreeing, intimated .to the people the
day on which he would preach on the subject, and
so closed the conversation. ° :

Sometime after this, Mr..W. recéived a line
from ghe same Mr. B. informing himi, “that he

should . be met on the subject of the sermon, by-

some Baptist ministef. To which Mt. W, express-

ed his readiness to comply, upon two conditions. -

1st. That he should be of good 'moral character:

~ and 2ndly. That he should be a regular mithster of

the baptist society. Mr. B. in reply, wrote that he

had obtained a cansent from Mr. Alexander Camp-- ™

1 belly a regilar minister of theif church, and: inti-
mated that he should meet Mr. W. for a public
dispute on the 19th of June, at Mountpleasant.’
This is the whole foundation of the pompous and

bantering advertisement of which Mr. C. deelared

himself the author. -

Mr. W. neither challenged Mr. Campbell, or any -

other minister’ of the baptist.church, for a public.
dispute. He requested a public conversation, with
any -who heard him preach the-sermon on that
su%ect, but did no mare. .

n the morning of the public dispude, Mr. W.

requested some proof of Mr.C’s being a regular
. Baptist minister, Mr. Birchread some of the ex-
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tracts’ of the minutes of sheir associations; thege
mentioned that Mr, C. was a writing clerk at some
of their .meetings; but whether he took any part’
in their deliberations, or decisions, was not stat-

" ed: oF whether he was ahiréd, voluntary, or stat-

ed clerk, no hint was given. Mr. W. as he had
no dispesition to decline the debate, however ad-
mitted that he was some species of Baptist minis~
ter; although he felt pepsuaded that the state of
the Baptist church was low, when Mr..C. wds
chosen for their ssz.%* .

The following rules were ‘presented by the
Judges, Mr. Martin and Rev: Findly, and sigi-
ed by the disputants. '

. P,

*It is disputed by some baptists, whether Mr. C.
was ever admit(ecly as g regular minister of their
church; yet I think it probable he was, because 1
understand sdme left their communion in conse-
quence of his admission. However, let this matier

‘be-as it may, some years ago, no baptist association,
“would have admitted him; for whatever were the

conditions of _his admission, it is now completely
in his power to disseminate all his particular views
amongst-the members of that society—his opinion
of the moral law—covenant of works, and parti-
cularly of the sabbath, will, in due time, take root
among them. And; as'there are but few léarned
ministers in that church, in the westérn cauntry,
it will give him inflaence. Whatever may be the
opinion of his Jearned acquaintances, he considers
himself no mean scholar. Influence, without
soundness, is dangerous. It would be well for the

Baptist association to read Paul’s 1st. Epistle to
the Corinthians. .
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#&This controversy shall be conducted by the fol:
.M lowing regulations, viz.
- ¢1st. It shall be opened. with prayer, by some
¢ person agreed uppn by the parties.’ '
 ‘2ad. The parties shall not be permitted to in-
‘ terrupt each other, except to corréect mistakes.
¢ 3rd. All' diminutive, or disrespectful personal
‘allusions, and all impassioned declamation, éhall
‘be deemed. disorderly.«~ * :
‘4th, In all cases, the privileges, and reguta-
¢ tions of each party shall be equal. ' S
¢5th, The points to be adhered to in the discus
‘sion, are first, the subjects, and secondly, the
‘mode of christian baptism,viz. Are believing
¢adults alone to be baptized, or are their infant.
¢ offspring to be included with them, in their right
“to that ordinance? and is immersion as the mode,"”
‘exclusively to be used? . '

‘6th. Each of the parties may, at their option,oc-
- ¢ cupy forty minutes.in their stated re,g ies, but
. “shall not be obliged to fill up thatlength of time;
‘nor on the accouni of stopping,even at the expira- ~
¢ tion of 3 or 5 minutes, be - considered as yielding
¢ the question.” :
, . ¢ Tth. This controversy will be the subject of ad-
journment, from day to day, until the subjectsare
¢ discussed, to the satisfaction of the judges.””*

. ® These rules being the constitution by whieh
the disputants were governed, must have been
more radically fixed in the mémory of Mr. C. than
any of Mr. W’s speeches. The reader will do
well to compare these rules with those mentioned
by Mr. C. in his prefacc; and if,in the rulesof the
debate, such were his deviations, what is to be ex-
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Befbre signiag the above, Mr €. contended a

long time upon the impropriety of first discussing
the sulijects of infant Baptism, telling the audience

that the mode wes the most impoptant subject, and ~ |

should be first discussed;-that “sprinkling was no
imore baptism, than a thong of leather was his
boot.” The parties agreed to choose twelve men,
to, decide upon the question, that should be first
discussed; these wire {p chaose the thirteenth.
. “These mén returned, dh a few minutes, and report-
*_ ‘ed that the proper subjects of baptism was to bethe:
g;:ft, and most appropriate question, to be discuss-
Mr. Walker then procesded to read the advertise-
ment mentiened above, in which it was stated that
. “Mr. Walker having challenged any minister of
the baptiét ehurch”” &c. Mr, Walker.then public-
3y denied, that ever he had ehallenged any min-
ister of the Baptist thurch, for a dispute. Mr. C,

- dfter stating that be was the author of the pub-
lication, said that he had received the informationm
from Mr. Birch: by request, Mr. B. then made a
full statement of what had passed at the place, at

pb‘;;jtéd in,the view he has given us of the speech
€s! : . S
These rules were obtained from Mr. Findly, by
M. Munroe of Canonsburg, Washington Co. Pa. -

% T'he petsons chosen by Mr. C. were Fhq. Cur-
tis, Messrs. Martin, Birch, Dawsey, Thonias Camp-
bdell, and Bryent, '

By Mr.'W. Rev. Windly, Andetson, Dr. Hamil- -
ton, Messrs. Adams, P. M{]lei- & McLaughlin. The -
13th chosen by tbené g;’s Mr. McMilleti.
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which Mr. W. preached.||. The sybstantg of which
is already given. Mr. Birch gave no hint of such
a challenge. A falsehioedrestgd some place;-and,
" although Mr."W.proved to the safisfaction of the
public, that nosuch challenge was given, Mr. C.
never blushed—he appeared at ease; this however,
was tolerable. . The size of the qudience, and Mr.
C’s opinion of himself, now required- him to put
the best possible face ugon the matter: but exira-

ordinary as it may appear, we have the same as-

sertion in His printed history of the dispute, Page

1. The donversation Mr. W. hdd with Mr. B, was

public. - The public statergent made by Mr. B.
_was accurate—Mr: C, is Jeft alone in the asser-
* tion. - C.

- Theimport of the advertisement was, that, as Mr.

‘'W. Gohliah-like has defiet thé whole forces of -

the Baptist church—I Alexander Campbell, a regu-
lar minister of the Baptist cburch, still mightier
.than he, in the name of the whole Baptist society,
am determined to meet him.} —
Mr. C. 16ng anxious'tomake a publick appearance,
endeavouring by every possible exertion to have
‘himself noticed, having failed with the best class-
es of religious society, appears under the signature
of “Candidus® (a term the least appropriate to
himself) in wlirich he openly enlists ;agdinst moral
gocieties—against the religioué obsérvation of the

.

" || The fright in which Mr. B. appeared, I think
did not prexent him from“telling the truth, I be-
lieve he was candid. -

§ Mr. C. siyles himoelf a regular minister of the

Baptist Charch, in-the title page} of his book—
has this chureh two orders of the ministry, one
regular—aaother irregular? o

. ' ‘:\ »

-~
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sabbath, &¢.—seeuting to himself a retreat, when
the assylum of regular churghes became hopeless.
.. Butnow an excellent opportunity offers in public
. debate; he embraces it; and, when the world refu-
ses apprabation, he easily supplies the defect, by
giving it te himseld.

3 ey

&
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..GENERAL OBSE RVATIONS.

That there was a public dispute between Ms.
Campbell and Mr. Walker, on the 18th and 20th
of June, 1820, is akmeost the only truth eontained in
a publication, written by Mr. Campbell; purport-
ing tobe a history of that dispute, & stating the gub-
stance of the speeches delivered by the disputants.

If it had been the intention of Mr. C. to do jus-
tice, he would have only published such notes as
were taken by disjnterested persons; the dispu-
tants themselves had another employment than ta-
king notes—those observations were aloné¢ noted
By them to which they intended to eply.¥ Mr.
T. Campbell, Father of Mr. A. Campbell, with
whose notes Mr. £. says he was favored-—page 30d,
actively commreneed taking notes at the beginning
of the dispute? but after the second reply madem!:g
Mzr. W. he ceased, in a great measure, noting;
wrote tickets and handed them across the table to
hisson. " This conduct, ¢certainly unjust, was merr-
. tioned to Mr. W. in the first recess: but he felt no
disposition to forbid it. 'Mr. Findly, one of the
judges, also mentioned this circumstance, but said

e would not cause him to desist, unless I required
. himj legt they should think he was assuming., The
" truth is, the son needed the assistance of the Fa-
ther; without whose help, the debate would not

. ¥ A shdrt publication in the Washington Repor-
ter, sighed Phuto, was the first trath published re-

specting this debate—I'am not certain who was °

the author of that paper—he has certainly done
justice to the disputants, though his signature
would have permitted him to have taken all the
liberty of Mr. Campbell. .
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-%obably have lasted throuizh’wth; firt day. Mr.

.contended with the father& the son foriwo days.
Had this 4n any degree aided theé investigation

of truth, it might have .been borne with. But it

was generally observed, that when the son re-
ceived a ndte from the father he, always made an
effort to change his ground; because the old gen-
tleman thought it not tenable. The truth is, the
son. only excells the father; in ease of communi-
catigh; but in disputation, the father as far excells
the son—and, although the Jathe? is’ deservedly

‘unnoticed by the living, it ig.not because he is

deficientgerfher in literature® or talents; but :be-

- cause, from some species of delirium, his faith, his . *
creed was as changénble in character and positi-~ -

ons, as the aurora borealis. :

On the 19 and 20 of June My C. had not the - h

power of forming his opponent; but when lie comes
to write, he makes one small enough—one easily
vanquished. - Thid isfirst manifest in the length of

his peechés compared with these of Mr, W. The
Yollowing certificate I received from a learned .
- gentlemen,member of the general assembly church, .
who attended every moment ¢f the debate.
“Debate on baptism by J walker and A Camp-

bell; length of :time spoken, by each... Each
spoke 16 times in the following proportioms:.
»Question 1st. Who were the fit subjects of Bap-

tism? X
- Mr. Walker. ' Mr. Campbell. .
Speech. minules. - = Speech. minwles.
S . SRR
8 - 18 .4 -~ 1
5 - 29 6 - 21
7T - 22 - 8 -7 82
9 . °

2 10. 26
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-2 . - 12- e .
18- 15 14 - 28
15- 26 16 - 40
17 - 26 : 18- 10
19 - 387 20 - 82
21 - 14 22 - 21
. 23 - 29 L B4 24 T
25 - 21 2 - 81 - .-
T 2. 40 |
* Q. 2nd. What is the proper mode of Baptism?
Mr. Walker. . My, Campbell.
Speech. minutes. -Spegch. minutes.
., 14 T2 89 .
3 20> pP® 4 35

Total lengtirof Mr.. C’s’gpeeches, 7 hours 12 mi-
Rutes. : . o
Total lerigth of My, W’s speeches, 5 hours 48
minutes. - 7 . -
. Difference in.fgvor of Mr. C. during the 2 days,
1 hour 24 minutes, . . S .
I certify the pbove.to be.correct. .
L S JOBN M'CRACKEN.

But thefqrm in which we find the speeches of
Mr. W.in the miserable statement of his argu-
ments, may inae'ed render them an easy prey to
Mr. C. Someof the most important observations
are éntirely ‘omifted. He appears ouly to have
introduced as many of Mr. W’s arguments as serv-
edhis purpose; & even these are presented in
such a mutilated form, that be (Mr, C.) might the
more easily manage them, Thus Mr. C. makes a
collection of argiments_ in.a pitiful shape indeed;
then displays his eloquence in causing them to ex-
pire. Had Mr. C. by writing, only irtended to re-

T ee €m ALl it e i e i et T LM AT ek et An
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bate, which. he found himself unable, at that time

" to answer, there might have been some excuse; but,

when the whole bistory of the debate is his declared
object; the world ean never approbate his honesty.
Out of many examplesi shall only note a few ; dnd
let these serve for the remainder—page 51. He re-
presents Mr. W. as asking for “a positive command
for the institution of a church.” To this Mr. C.
replies with great activity, page 528 The questien
"was never asked, fior had it any meaning; and of
course the reply was lost. The question was,”
“Have we a posifive command, for all the ac-
knowledged institutions of the church?”’ Had
he stated the question, as it was, we mjght have

expected some form of an®afsveer.2 We might then . -

have triedhim upon some,df those fites'in the church
he acknowledges. ) o .

To save himself the odium-which every inan of,
sense must of necessity attagh. so him, we have

him setting his phrases of astonishment different-

ly, in his book, from the facts, as they were deli-
vered in the debate. - When sy.mqjting of the new |
covenant, pag. 39, ‘Paul saith’the nep*covenant
¢is better than the old. Mr. W. saysit ig just the
same.” He then adds that burst of dcclamation .
page 86, ¢Istand on the first ground on which 1
have ever heard &c.’ But this he has omitted;
for then it would have bee¢n evident that he never
had read any theological work, and that he never
had been a pedo-Baptist. _ B
Pag. 65. He has Mr. W. asserting that the
church received its origin with Abraham’s cove-
-nant. But Mr. W.had no disposition to date the
commericement of the existence of a church, with
" Abraham; but throughout the whole debate he
“naintained that the church cdmmenced its exis-
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. "tence with the first person on earth that believed;
yet asserted that the church received a particu
organization in Abraham, . .
Pag. 81. Mr. W, asks, what did circumcision seal
‘to ihmael ? This question was impottant—Mr.
C. to have given it an honest answer, would have
- lost a point: but after he diverts the reader witha
few flourishes upan it, he takes an easy way eof re-
moving the difficulty, P. ‘90, ‘Mr. Walker will
¢ please to "ansgver the fellowing queries. ' 1st.

hat did circumcision seal to Ishmael? .

P. 75; In a part of Mr. W’. speech, we have
this expression—*“l maintain that temporal bless-
< ings ‘as well as #piritual are enjoyed through
¢ Christ, g were a part of Christ’s purchase”.. Up-~
on this he addh a fafv jests, and intimates a fact,
which otherwise might never have been learned,

that he hadhgard of the Covenanters & Seceders in
Scotland, P. “78. But the truth is, Mr. W, ne-
“ver made the assertion; or even Mr.” C, these re-
marks, -until they were made in hisbook. For
the satisfaction of the reader, I shall copy the
notes of ‘Wr. Miller as they were taken. ‘As all
¢ the_blessings believers enjoy, come through the
‘cofnant of grace, and as circumcisien was a
¢ seal of that covenant, eircumcision confirmed the
¢ promise of temporal blessings, as well a3 spiritu-
¢ al; but, as it was a seal of the covenant of grace,
¢ denied that it confirmed the promise of temporal
¢ blessings only.” . Throughout the debate, Mr.
W. expressed no other sentiment than that com-
mon to pedo—Baptists; mueh léss did he oppose a
sentiment of that brarnch of the church, to which -
he has the honor of belonging. Mr. C. whose
christian system (if it maybe so ealled,) has be-
some 5o general, seems incapable &f comprehend-
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" ing, that right which the covenant of grace con-:
veys to believers, in their enjoymeats of temporal
blessings; and of understanding why the earthl
Canaan was promised to Abraham and to his see
by Isaac. -

Mr. W. showed that the right which Abraham
had to that land, was materially the same with that .
which any believer had to his earthly possessions.
A blessing through Chtist, removes t{e curse from
temporal things. And this is uni.versal‘g' true, to
all saints; whether they lived under the old or
new testament. ‘Thus, by misrgpresentation,
which I hope was not wilful, and then by some

-sporting upon it, a share of the arguments ofithe
“*debate was lost. : - R
I might notice such thingy,in afpqst every page,
but why complain? the sacréd oracles have receiv-
£d the same treatment; somg®zof thege twill be no-
ticed in due time.” I would now cil] the atten-
tion of the reader t8 one, Pag. 164—Mr. C.says
Christ was born to perform ‘the mercy pomised BY
¢THE FATHER, and to remember his holy covenant,’
Luke 1 72, *To perform the mercy pr TO OUR
‘FATHERS and to remember. his holy covenant.
If Mr. C. bad ddne this passage justice, e¥bn in
quotatiod, it would have told the reader a fact,’
that the covengnt of grace had an entajlment—
that promises were made by God to children
through their parents; a .fruth which every Bap-
tist feels unwillmg to grant. . .
In Page. 196, he makes the following state-
ment ‘I would observey that at the close of the

. §¢ debate at Mountpleasant, some of the Pedo-Bap-

= \ttists (as 1 afterwards understood from some of

. J+"%the most creditable witnesses) proposed violently

7 *forcing us to quit the grourd by argumentum Ba-

-
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‘culinum:’ The truth.of this matteris known to
Mr. C. He should not have made this statement.
I will now narrate the substance of the whole mat-
ter. . Mr. Thos. Campbell, Father of Mr. A. C..
when the work was over, rose and addressed the
audience; as he had no legal concern in the mat-
ter, and was guilty of improperly aiding his son,
in the dispute, and for many years had been ex-
tremely unpopular—a few of Mr. C’s own country
mencryéd out—‘DownN THE OLD APOSTATE,” ‘Down
THE OLD APOSTATE. When tfle old gentleman began
to speak, Mr.. W. mentioned to Mr. C. to request
his father to desist; lest the r¢gsentment of the pub-
lic. would be expressed too far—Mr. T. C. had
no more right to speak than gny other man
in that assembly. He declared in that
. apeech, that he had “retired behihd the curtain”
and it was generally believed that he would do the .
most good by staying there.. .

But as it respects Mr. A. Campbell, a lading
pedo-baptist had spoken to arespectable inkeeper
in the town of Mountpleasant; to treat him weil
and keep him free of expenseg all of which was
done, Mr. W. fcels persuaded that there were no
affronts offered to Mr. A. Campbell during that de-
-bate,that he received honorable treatment through-
out that occasion, My all classesof the audience,
These complaints, however, serve to character-
rise Mr. C.—and show what those are to expect
wh? treat him well. :

The observations of Mr. C. upon the Rev. Find- .
ly are both unjust aud ungencrous Although
Mr. W.is in a great measure unacquainted with
Mr. Findly, yet his conduct as a judge in that de-
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bate was upright* Mr, Findly objected to the
reading of Robison’s observations upon the char-
acter of Cyprian, noticed by Mr. C. in page 118
—because at that time, it was an unnecessary ruin
of the character of a good man. Had any author
of good standing been brought forward to impeach
the character of Cyprian, as it _respected truth
and veracity; it would have been relevant;-and
Mr. Findly would not have objected —Because the
only use Mr. W. had qu of the works of Cypri~
an, was to enquire aftet the truth of a single fact,
whether infants were baptised or not, in that age.
But to expose what Mr. Robison supposed were
his errors, did not effect his veracity as aphisto- -
rian, o .'* .
The address of Mr. Findly 4s on& of the judges
. was only a discharge of the duty of his station,
during the debate. The judge of Mr. C. had the
same opportusity, if he thought his cause would
not justify him in using his privilege. MnF. was
not to blame: and beeause he told his sentiments |
withotit disguise, Mr. C. should not haw;?been of- . |
ferded. For the satisfaction of the redder I shall
now publish the substance of the speech of Mr. |
- Findly as handed me by one who noted the sub- |
stance of whathe spoke. - . '
“Mr. Findly remarked as follows.” ‘To my
¢ satisfaction, my brethren; Mr. Walker has

# Mr. Findly was chiosen by Mt. W. as his Judge,
not from any &‘:vious acquaintance, but for two
reasons. lst. ‘Because he‘was not a minister of the
- same communion &nd therefore impartial,and 2nd.
Because he had publicly defended the moral as-*
sociation of West Middleton against the attacksof
-Mr. Campbell, ' )
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¢ proven that the church received its *figst public:
forganization ia Abraham, by that coverant called

% the covenant of circumcision—and that in this-

4 covenant was revealed the covenant ‘of grace,
¢ which presented to men the. everlasting gospel
* and organized them into -a visible body called
¢ the church; and it has been proven to my satisfac-
¢ tion, that circumcision whs, at that time, the only

" . ¢ visible sign of that organized body, the church;

LS

“and so lony as the body will remain visible, it will-
¢ have visible signs necessagyy connected with the
¢ administration- of the covEnant of grace.”

. ¢Itis certainly admitted that the church thus

¢ defined, exists in- the present day. The chang-
¢ing of the outward siga, no more destroys the-

&church, than the changing of a man’s name, |

¢ changes his being. In this visible organization of
¢ the tovenant of grace, children 'were introduced

¢ by - positive Divine authority. It is admitted that.

¢ the sign.is changed,.but the members are not ex-:

"¢ pelled.” :

¢ There is still a sign;this is baptism; children:
¢ were fornerly acknowledged members of the vis-

*-ible church,as divinely constityted. When?"
¢ where? -or by whom is thi$ abrogated '
“ It is acknowledged that. members of the .

¢ church are entitled to baptism; but the member-.

.¢-ship of children is proved; suffer lLitle ohildren to-

¢ come unto me, for of suchis:the Kingdom-of Heaven.

“%God has, in every age ofthe church, ackmow-

¢ Jedged the children of his people as near to him.
¢ So the apostle argues Rom. 11. and 1st. Cor. 7.

.¢ And the continued history of the.church confirms.

¢-and illustrates the scriptares on. this point.”
* Brethren; it is now evident,.on the side of the-
 opposition, that their prineiples not only tend. to:
cz2 '
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¢ the denial, but in fact do deuv the being, of e
t church before the, coming of Christ—and since
“that time, their principles do dctually un’church

© ¢the whole christian werld, with the exception

¢ of that small section of the church called Baptists.”
¢ Permit me also torobserve that on the fide of
: the opposition, the question in debate was seldom
t touched; the speaker wandered ‘from the point,
¢ flew from the subject, and with' gigantic -ehrides,
¢ entered into an uncultivated fi - witticisms;
¢ and thereby attempteg to direct the attention of
¢ the audience frpm the subject- in dispute, or &-
¢ vert by touches of oratory, of rather gilded, & -
¢ painted buffoonery,” and. satyrizim, not only his
¢ opponent and the cause which he ably and judi-
¢ ciously defended; but also those precious men of *
* God who being dead yet speak. He has also
¢ awfully abused the sacréd oracles - of the diving
* God, by profanely jesting, and by turning, or en- ]
¢ deavoring to turn the 'sacred téxt from its real.
¢ import. This, my brethren, is my judgment of
* the debate. The pther judge 1s at equal liberty
*with me to speak his mind.”* A
‘Mr. C. states that he received-a letter from Mt. |
Pleasant, dated June 18, 1820. Signed Philo Jus-.
titie—which leiter he gives to the public at length, -
page 4,5 Not one word of this letter is true. = All
those who attended the public ministrations of Mr.. -
W. can attest its falsity. Neither - the publie:

“banter of Mr. C. or the dread of his mightimess on the-
miud of Mr. W. made any -change in the public
discourses either previous to, or since the debate. .

From an intimate scquaintance with'the leading

. * Mr. Martin, the other judge, did not think pro-
per to give his sentiments;. * B

e
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characters of. that place, Mr. W. knows of none
.'who have asy acquaiotance. with“the Latin or

Greek languages,” except ohe, who, whoever, is a
" gentleman; and of course was: not the author of
that letter, and if any other citizen unacqhainted
with these languages, used the signature of Philo
Justitier, ve was not in possession of common sense;
and sherefore was not entitled to credit. But the
probability is, few saw this letter excegt Mr. C.
who was well aecustomed to a dignature ¥ of like
import—and as unfairly @pplied. Why did Mr.
€. give for a truth, the mahclous surmise of an
individual? Is the object of Mr. C. the investiga- -
tion of truth?

We have an-instance of, Mg. C’s ingenuity, great-
ness of soyl, and uniexpected candor; which more
than compensates for al hms ‘misyepresentations.
As an opronent at las{}:e appesrs, generous. He
writes a letter to Mr. W, gives him an opportunity
of correcting his bosk now finishing in" the office
at Bteubenville, and with a generostiy unequaled,
at bis own expense, and to the great injury of his
purse, dedicates twenty four pages of that work to
the only use of Mr. W.in order that Mr. W. might -
correct mistakes if any .should unfortunately be
made. He had three full weeks given him for thig
gurpose-—Tbe reader will please to read Mr. Mil-

e :

r's certificate. : o

Stewbenville, May 3rd. 1828,
. T dohereby inform all who may feel themselves
interested in the informauon, that to my know-
ledge Mr. Walker, did not receive the letter ad»
dressed to my eare for him by Mr. Campbell, until.
the time specified in the letter had elapsed, say a

week or two at least. JAMES P. MILLER.
’ * Candidus.
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The probabilityis, that Mr. C. did not suffer th¢
letter to depart from-himself until the three wee!
were nearly closed- lest, u"nhapgily, Mr. W,
might attend to his request. Mr. C. knew that Mr.
W.livkd in a post-town; as a few weeks before the
debate he had directed a letter to him.. At any
rate,Mi. W, was not a private character; and ‘it
must have heen a fact, that Mr. C.knew that ifhe
- would directly send a letter. to Mr. W. he would -

" be as likely 1o receive it as ary other person.
. Why did not Mr. Cnow thet Mr. W. lLad re-
ceived that letter before he printed it? As ap eg-
-dence.of his honesty, had -he taken the trouble 6f"
asking Mr. Miller, he would have found the truth.
No—Mr. €. gust appear honest, let the tfuth be
as it will. But had Mr. W, ‘received the letter,
" what could ke have done? either put one black &
stroke upon the whole, qr have written remarks *.
and left them in the power of Mr. C.to be manag- €. :
ed as his speeches were—sothat when Mr.C. was. "7~
done with the remarks they would not have been.. “47
Mr, W’s but Mr. C’sremark 3 “
v .
b




A REPLY.

It is not our intention, in the prosecution of
the subject before us, to follow the devious track
marked out by Mr. C. This would leave the sub-
ject in that form, in which none cbuld be edified.

ut in. the establishment of our assertions, we

 shall attend to all the observations of Mr. C. wor-

thy of notice. Our first agsertion is:

. “That God did immediately, after the fall of
man, establish a church upon earth, which, bas
continued ever since—and will rerhain an ever-

‘lasting kingdom,

That there is a difference between the church
visible and invisible will appear by ebserving,

"1st. That she has a visible existence, wunder vis«

." ible laws, rules and regulations. There may be
* - membership in this visible body, without any

union in reality to Chmst:. although such profes-
sion will neither be profitable to the person im
in time, or eternity. ‘This appgars from Math. 15.

18.  “Every plant whith my heavenly. father hath

not planted shall- be rooted up.” These are
plants iuserted by merd in God’s vineyard—such
were Simon Magus, Demas &c. If they had not

been planted they could not have been rooted up. -

I would therefore define the church visible to
be, a number of the family of Adam, seperated
from the world by profession,.and united together

. as a body, in professed relation to Christ their ac-

knowledged nEp, promising obedience to his
laws, and declaring that they will receive eternal

_ salvation from tiim.

But by the cburch invisible, we mesn such
members of this visible body as are .united to
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Christ Jesus,* living amongst the members of the
visible’ church, and with them professing. This
body I define to be a number of sinners called out
of the world by the special grace of God, to eter-
‘nal communion ard feHowship with him—and this
effected by the agency of the holy spirit, sent by
Jesus Christ the Lord. - ' ’

The scripture repregents the churchyof.Christ, * »
a8 composed of the difideent. classes I have speci-
fied. Math., 18, 27. “$ir, didst thou not sow
good seed in thy field? from whence then has.it
tares?”’ The distinction is also warrantable from .
ist. John 2, 19. ‘They went out from us, but.
they .were not of us.,” -From which itis evident
~ that they stood in some relation—it was not carnal,

for no such-relation -esists in the church; itmust .-

then have been im some sense, spiritugsl. But< ".
they were not in fact spiritually united; because .
¢ they were not of us.’ Itis evident that all the
union such professqes had to the cburch, was
& professed visiblg relationi~—They had nothing +

,®

*Why some distinguish the old and New Tes.~
tament church, by calling the Intter the Gospel
shureh I cannet'well upderstand. The dispcnsa-
tion of grace under the old testament, wasthe
gospel, although it wasun the form of law: They,
were therefare as truly .members of a gospel
churchy a8 we are. To dercribe the New-testameat

church by the appellation ‘of gospel church, scems

rather to deny that the formur dispeusation was
the gospel. .
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more, “they were not united to Christ. “They
went out from us.*

Several things were. necessary: to constitute a
ehurch of Christ. .

1st. They must be a body seperated from the
world. The Greek word eklesia, usually transtat.
-ed church, very well expresses this—called out of
the world by the ordinances appointed by God for
that purpose. 5., '

. 2nd. That the bady, thus called, be considered
as purchased by Christ; seeing they, with the rest
of the world, were enslaved by sin, they must be
a‘body redeemed—they must possess a plea of
Justification, speh-as the Judge will admit. This

,is the righteousmess of Christ. ilence the song
of. the trne members of this body—Rev. 5. 9.
Phou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by

“ thy blood, out of every kindred, and tongue, and

ople;, and nation.

-~ 3rd. That they be recognised by Clirist, as his
people, to whoin he gives promises, and all the or-
dinances of his house. : -

4th. That he stands related to.them by a mar-
riage covenant, in which they are his Spouse and
be their husband.

That such was the church under the old testa-
ment, will appear from a few considerations.

1st. They were distinguished from the world
by Ged himself~~Amos 3. 4, ‘Yot only have I
known of all the families of the earth.’ Here was
a rtelation acknowledged to the Jews, distinct

~ ,from all others. Considered “abstractly as a na-

#It would not have been necessary to be so ex-
plicit in the abeve distinction had it not been ma-
terially denied by Mr. C.

-
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tion, the relation of all nations, to God is the same,
It is true, that under a theocratical government,
they possessed more privileges. than otber na-
tions; but the differehce of privilege will not va-
* ry the nature of relation—Considered as a nation,
- they were governed by a positive law from Hea.

ven, specially awd particularly revealed,~called -
.. .the Judiciadl lmw—but, to a certain degree, he .

‘knows al) other nations in the same sense. The.
law of nature is also the divine privilege of na-
tions, although Heathen—and, to all the extent
that this law goes, has all the natural authority of.
any law. But the passage cited, expressesa dis-

tinct relation, gwhich can only be understood of
the church. . . -

-

“the true language of a member of the -old-testa-
ment chutrch. “The angel who redeemed me from

all evil” The redemption of the church was ac-. -
knowledged from the beginning. Isaiah 63. 9.¢In.

~all their afflicion he was afflicted, and the an-
. gel of his pregence saved them; in his loye and ia
his pity he redeemed them, and he bare them and car--

ried them all the days of old.> But if any should *

suppose that this was a prophetic -description of
the New-testament church, letthem atgend to the
words cited—that which he will do; be has done
in‘the daysof old? - .- ' s

3rd. That they were .organized his people,is® °
. evident from their being frequently calléd in scrip- -

ture, by God himself, émy people.’.: *‘The congre- *
gation of the Lord.) &c. Nay, ,their unity asa
body is directly expressed, Song 8. 9. ‘My dove,
my undefiled, is but one.)
-4th, That he stood related tothem,by a mar-
L ] . o .
. Y

I .

2nd. They. were a people purchased. Jacob
acknowledged this, Gen. 48. 16. He speaks in- -
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riage covenant, is expressly declared, Isaiah 54, -
5. dor thy meker is thine husband; the Lord of
Hosts is his name.” Jer. 3. 14, “Turn, O back-
sliding children; saith the Lord: for Iam margied

. unto you. :

But against this doctrine’Mr. C. zealously con-
tends. He is probably» the first Baptist writer, -
that so fully asserts his opinion in opposition to it.

‘Mr. C. not terrified at any aseertion, throws off
all disguise, and lets himself -appear. However
evident the truth of the New and Old testament
church being one, is; yet the conffrmation of a fa-
vorite point demands its sacrifice~—it must be of-
fergd, an objectis to be gained. Mr. C. must be
well aware that it mever entered the minds of. the
eriginal Baptists to pass this sweeping revolution, by
cutting off all the Old-testament saints, by one
dlow from church membership.

P. 26. ‘This remnant according to the election
‘of grace’ did not continue in the sameiwisible state in
¢ which they formerly existed. This remnant was -
“the root or beginning of the new testament
¢church. This remnant bad no priest, no pro-
“phet, no king, no temple, no sacrifice, but the
crucified Jesus’ &e. It-is therefore evident th
a difference of  privileges must make a difference
in the identity of a body. A man cannot be the
same now he was gen years age; for this unan-’
swerable reason; he was. then poor and he is now

rich. 8o the ehurch bas had her times of pover- -
.ty and persecution; her wealth and prosperity:’

she cannet therefore b¢ the same now, she was in

former times.

There was a time when she needed her temple,
altars, priests &c.—but the arrival of her Lord has
made her independent olt;thm. Is - she therefore
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" not the same body? " But will Mr. C. argue, th

the difference of circumstances will destroy th
identity of the church? He will then destroy e-
veq identity itself—scarcely any individual body
is one heurin the same precise state. )

But the church has now her crucified Jesus—
So had Abraham the father of the faithful “he saw
his day afar off & was glad.” Chri@t was seen by all
in the same way—viz. by faith. But when Christ
didappear in the flesh it was to ‘confirm the promi-

ses made unto the fathers:” that is, to the old-tes- -

tament church, Rom. 15, 8. These promises were

the ground of {heir faith. He was their hope,
. their righteousness. Jer. 23, 6. )

Christ was the person revealed in the first in'p-
mise made to man. He is as truly the substance
of the Old as of the New testament. “All things
must be fulfiled, which were written in the law of

Moses, and in the prophets, andin the Psalms, con- -

cerning me.d Luke 24. 44. The difference be-

* t{ween the faith of Old and New testament saints,

oould never affect the justification of either; both
possessed the same legal plea, and the same way

of claiming it—and each had fhe same free grant

of eternal life in the. everlasting gospel. Christ
came to increase both the privileges and numbers
of the New testament church; but not to destroy
the former and creafe the latter.

But his last reason, is fatal; it decides the point;
.none must controvert it. Page.26. ‘To this soci-
* ety of Jews, this remnant, according to the elec-

tion of grace, the Lord added, the saved daily”
“This was called the first christian church Acts 2.
47. But the honest reader will turn to the scrip-
ture passage quoted by Mr. C. and he will find the
ergument has this disadvantage, that its proof is
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ot in the Bible; and its highest authotity is Mr. C’
brain. Read'the passage—“and the Lord added
to the church daily, such as should be saved.”®
But where have we any account that this¢was
called the first christian church?’ a writer that
can make scripture is never at a loss for proof.
But Mr. C. unhappily connects a deelaration of

ethe apostle Paul,in his epistle to the Romans, with

this expression of Luke, in the book of Acts, hecause
Paul, when he speales of this remnant according to
the election of grace, includes all the Jews
‘saved daily’ Act. 2. 47—of course, (common sense
says) there could be no addition to the remnant.

This argument is therefore defective in two re-
spects—1st. a part of it is self created—because
they are not called the first christian church—
2ndly. Because those converted by the ministry
of Peter were not added to the remnant saved ac-
cording tothe election of grece, being a part of
their number~ Let us inquire for the: simple fact!
Itis: those converted by the ministry of the apos-
tles, were added to-the church, which anounces
to us this truth, that-before this . time the church
of Chirist existed; these converts were not the *first
christian church’—but as addition to the church.
I believe that Abel, Enoch, Panl and Peter, were
equally members of the ‘first ohristian church;’ a-
gainst which assertion, we have not a single hint
giwven in all Divine revelation.

‘Query—was it the Jewish nation, or ‘the first
¢ church of Christ converted in Jerusalem, to
¢ which the Lord added such as should be saved?®
Page 42. Mr. C. grants, very properly, that it could
not-be the nation; and mast therefore be the first
Christian church. This was in the first place,
usgless; because that every one who can read the
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scriptures, knows, that the first New testament
believers were Jews, of course could not be ad-°
* ded to the natisn. That they were added to the
first Christian church, i true, if by the first Chris- !
tian church is meant that precise church. to which,
Abraham, Moses and Paul belonged—and that
there is amother first or second church, is the
thing to be proved - ..
The Jews, like other nations where the gos-
pel is, had a twofold relation:to God; as a nafion
and as a ehurch—but these relations were as dis-
tinet in their nature, then, as they are now. As
a pation; they had privileges, which nations under
the New.testament have not. Gbd was their orly
lawgiver, and govesned: them by positive laws, re-
vealed for that special purpose—and chose their
kings by particalar-appeintment: hence their gov-
ernment was theocratical. They were also privi-
leged with being a nation, professing the true re-
ligion; which profession they were bound to make,
by positive law. They were a nation of professors.
But distinct from this, they were the church of
Christ. And although these relations were distinet,
they met in the same person. A simple statement
of the truth will enable Me. C. to understand it, at
" - least almost any other person may: As the mem-
bers of a nation, even baptists will elect officers,
take civil offices, collect debts, make contracts,
&c. Thesame persons as members of the church,
will go to sermon, take the sacrament, engage in
religious.duty, &c. To understand this, you will
eomprehend our assertion, that the Jews were both
a nation and a church. A natign receives ad:
" dition, by births, longevity &c. A church re-
ceives -additioh by conveysions, aecessions &e. .
‘Seth, Abraham, and Timothy, were members of
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the same church, although of distinct nations. In
Christ Jesus there is neither Jew nor Greek. The
privileges of the Old testament saints, prove their

. character as a church. They all professed to re-

ceive eternal life, by sacrifice. This they declar-
ed by the continual sacrifices they offered: ‘which
could nqt have any meaning, but a typical repre-
sentation of the blood of Jesu§, The particular
efigacy which that sacrifice now has, was tdught
them both by the flesh they eat,& the blodgd that was
sprinkled upon them. Compare Exod. 24, with
Heb. 8. Fyom which-itis evident that blood le-
gally offered’in any age.of the world was typically
the redemption of the person offering.

This blood was either typically or really offered-
- - —the church before the coming of Cbrist, did

“the former, and Christ himself the latter. The
Jews acknowledged by this, that in all ages of
the world saints met in Christ Jesus, and had
communion in his blood. This doctrine is mate-

“rially .conceded by Mr. C. He grants that David,-

Samuel, Isaac &c. were saints. Page 44. But when
a number of these sain{s, under the Old testament
collected for religious purposes, bad dedicated
" themselves to Gog, and pledged themselves indi~

widually and as a body united, to walk ‘in the law -

of the Lord, and keep his commandments,’ why

will Mr. C. refuse to have them called by the

name ¢eklesia?—a church called out of the world.

But in every age of the world, such a collection

was found united to God and to one another—

therefore'in every age of the world there has been
% ‘ »

a chruch. .

It is conceded that this body, under the present ,'.

dispensation, possesses more privileges than in
former periods; yet the ri)de;:ity of the body, is the
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same. A saint may have more enjoyment to day
. than he had yesterday, but he remains the same
person. If the ‘doctrine of Mr. C. be true, ihe
church, in the time. of the heathen, parsecutions,
was & distinct body from that church in the reign
of Constantine; nay - we have had, upon the,
same principle, .more than a thousand .distinct
churches since the.campencement of the New-*
testament dispensagiop, & Sug has had at least o
.many chaoges in hér history. | - . '

* Mr. C. objects to an ‘argument Mr. W, had
given on Rem. 11.17.18. <And if gome of the
* -branches be broken off, and thou, being a wild"
- olivé tree, wert grafféed in among them, and with
them partakest of the root and fatness of the Olive-

tree, boagt not against the branches.’ He dsclares - -

the coniment of Mr. W. to be contrary to the scope
of the passagey and the- intention of -the writer—
¢ which was to show that God had not casf away,
<and finally rejected his Jewish people* although
-¢a great majority of them was cast eway. P, 26.%
.1 reply, that when any writer, intends to esta-
blish a.Jeading principle, he, mostly travels to that
- end by a'series of arguments, But it does o in-
justice to the writer, to reason, either from the po-
~ sition he intended to-prove or any intermediate ars
" . gument; because, no honest writer will prove a

*Rejection ‘of his Jewish people’ could mean
no more with Mr. C. than the rejection of Tyre—
Babylon, Greece, &c. . Becatise ‘hig Jewish peo-
" ple’ had only the ‘same kind of relation.—There -
ar® only the two relations; church and national.
Mz. C. says they had pot tlée first—all then that is
left for them- is the second. Reader, judge for
yourself, . T

-
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position, from false principles: this is true of all
sound books, and is beyond all dispute, when we
speak of divine revelation. Supposé the Apostle’
had this general object in view, which Mr. C, says
—there is no injustice done. This is one of Mr.
C’s logical proofs—he hastens the reader beyond
the apostfes arguments, to ‘something—he calls
the ‘Apostles intention’—dest his reader might
pause, and view the process of divine argument,
by which the apestle came to his conclusion. -

The whole scheme of Mr. C. on the passage is .

false rcasoning. I observe-that next te divine sov-
renity, the humility of the New testament
church, is the ¢Apostles intention.” Read his con-

clusion, v. 20. ‘Well: because of unbelief they

- were broken off. and thou standest by faith. Be

not* high minded, but fear” The Apostle thus
reasoned. The Old testament chur¢h “was unit-
ed ‘to Christ the Head, and had received all the
ordinances of the gospel—yet by its apostacy

¢

had ¢ lost its . standing—its rolten branches -

were cut off by Christ; some -few branches re-
mained, among which were grafted in members
of other nations—grafted into the same stock,
partaking of the same nourishment. You must
take care Jlest, by apostacy, you in turn, be cut
off, : '

This tree had taken root in the covenant of
grace; it was planted nigh a riyei; it was watered
every moment. The ugap of the church had of-
ten cut off its fruitless ‘branches—his servants
had dug about it. Notivithstanding of all that had
been done, about the time that Christ paid hér a
personal visit\tiig tree bore little-else than leaves;
its fruitful branches were few; now, according
to the decree ‘of reprobation, Christ broke off all

. . < .
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the fruitlessbranéhes, and in ¢heir room graft-
ed in Heatheds: not into "another stock, (as Mr.
C. would bhave you believe,) but amongst the
branches that were left standing. The few saints .
that Christ found on earth when he came, were
living .branches—they were ready to receive
him—the faith of their fathers Jooked forward to
the happy period—‘Abrabam saw his day afar off
and was glad’ ‘Moses, Samuel, David, &c.
Were branches of this tree, as were all" the saints
before and sinee the coming-of Christ. The only
‘difference, stated by the Apostle is, that the saints
ander the Old testament were the natural branch-
es, while sinners called from other nations, were
insertqd into the same tree by grafting. .

Mr. C..afraid of those inferences which com- -
mon sense would draw, endeavours to patch his
defective system——'"The good olive tree, was the
 +*Jewish nation; the natural branches denote the
¢ Jews; and grafting expresses union by faith to
¢Jesus Christ, the' life giving root’—Well aware
that some ‘might object to this nowel theory,he
‘anticipates this. ‘Some rhay objeet to my applying
‘the same metaphor, a good Olive tree; both to.
¢the Jewish state and chnstian church.’ P.29.
1 acknowlege myself one of the objectors; and I+
think for a very good reason,—Because, the theo-
1y destroys the - metaplior. While the apostle
uses the figure ‘good Olive tree,” and applies the .
same to the church, l-cannot tell by what autho-
“rity Mr. C. changes.its very nature and applies it
to the nation éf the Jews. The ‘olive tree’ ntust
thewefore, mean two thinge, in their nature en-
tirely distinct. . .I shall now for a moment reason
on'Mr. C’s plan: The good' olive tree in the 11th.
of Rom. means the Jewish nation; this nation be«

. .




this stock, of &ourse, were ‘made members of
the Jewish nation—and therefore all christians
are Jews, bound by all the Judicial laws. ‘A man
who gathers a burden of sticks on the sabbath day,
must ‘be stoned to death.” Christianity has been
a great increase to the Jewish nation. But to-
rid himself of this very natural conclusion, speak-
ing- of his own comments, lie says—‘Thia only
¢shows, that either in a different sense, orin a
‘ higher sense, the same words may be used. For
¢ instance, a man’s children, his lands and his live
¢ etock, are called his property; now it is obvious
¢that they are not all his property in the same
sense.” Let this be granted; yet Mr. C. is mot
delivered from the dilemma. Because every
man’s children are his own in the. same
sense—his lands, his live stock in the same sense. *
If a man having children, lands, live stock, &c.
would in consequence of thie death of a child,
adopt the child of a stranger, he would not in-
graft it ameng his live stock, as Mr. C. supposes,

but. among his children, the child would not be
any addition to his live stock, or his. lands, but te-
his children. The Apostle spcaks of but one
alive tree, and ot the branches of the same tree:
but thewngrafted branchesreceived the same sap
and nourishment which those branches, belong-
ing to the tree, received when theystood. Tke
escape which Mr. C. tres to. make, will not do
with readers who possess common 8ens€—no pers
son. will beiieve Mr. C. that we are eugrafted into:
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. New testament dispensation, that a tree would

M BAPTIEM.
the Jewish nation——or, in other wﬁds,#
are notv Jews. - v P
In a word, Mr. £.all you have establishthis

every turn you take; is, that the church
derwent all the change by the introduction of the

undergo, that lost some of its branches by the
knife of the gardener, and had others ingrafted in
their room. Yet ask a child and he will tell you,
the tree is the same.
Mr. C. makes an attempt to state the relation,
between Christ and the Jews. ‘Jesus Christ was
their relative ‘accordipg to the flesh.” ‘He came
¢ unto his own (by nation) and his own received
¢ him not.> That Christ was their relation accord- 1
ing to the flesh, is not denied—but the question
is, had he any other than a natural, or national re- (

- lation? However, in the same place Mr. C. grants

‘he ‘was federally, or by covenant their King.’ P.

30. These expressions are not so improper, did

Mr. C. not undeceive the reader by letting him
know, that by Christ being ‘federally and by cove- |
nant their king, he means 8o, in a ‘natural or na- ‘
tional sense®—or in plain terms he was their eci--

vil king; for, if.he was their king only in a natural

or national sense, then this propositien must be 1
true, that Christ Jesus was the civil king of the
Jews—He -was their temporal king. The Jews I
have not been so much - deceived n their espec-
tations, as people have generally imagined— |
they expected a temporal king—Mr. C. says, t
was his character. An individual Jew who he
the same opinion of Christ with Mr. C. asked min
10 obtain the division of an' inheritanee he found,
however, he was mistaken; Christ’s m? was,

*man who made me s judge? Luke 12. 1
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‘e say that Christ was the alone king of the
rch—¢‘He was set my king upon the holy hill
ion’ Psalm 2, 6. ‘In every age of the world
"#R held this office without™ variation. ‘Jesus

Christ, the same yesterday and to day and forever’
Heb. 18.8. Moses was king in Jeshuran—yet
he was but a servant under Christ. Heb. 3. 5.
‘and Moses verily wasfaithful in all his house as
a servant,’v. 6. But Christ as a son over his own
house.” Mr. C. will. reply that it was a national
. house over which Moses was a servant,and a New
testament house over which Christ was a son.
This cavil may be ended bya few observa-
tions. :

1st. The place on which Paul founds, his as--
sertion respecting Christ; 1s evidently, Psal. 2, 6,
7, which can only respeci Christ’s eternal appoint-
ment, as well as his eternal sonship. The church
- under the Old testament, is frequently named
<rom the hill on which the house of God stood,

Zion. But Christ at the time David penned that

Psalm, was a son over that house. The apostle tells

us that all New testament saints belonged to the
- same house over which Christ was a son—read

the verse.*But Christ as a son over his own house,
whose house are we, if we hold fast the Confi-
" dence: and the rejoicing of the hope, firm unto the

end. .

2ndly. The position proposed to be proved by
the apostle was, that Christ was superior to Moses.
.But 1f he spoke of two separate kingdems, and con-
trasted their ‘officers, it was impossible to prove
the thing intended; and if he had gained the point,
it would preve this, that as Christ was the king
of the church, he was greater than Mdses dr any
other general that leads armies. The powersof -
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the church and of the state ame so very di
that no such conirast could be made. k.
3rdly.” In whose pouse was Moses a sefy
‘It was not his own property, he was only a ‘S0
van?’—The house must even by Mr. C’s acknow-
ledgment, have been Clrist’s—I conclude there-
fore, that the house over which Moses was a ser-
vant,was the same over which Christ was a son.
But Paul states that this house is the one to which
believers, under the New -testament, belonged
Heb. 3. 6. , .

The authority king David or any other JFewish
king exercised in the church, 'was distinet in its
nature and exercise from that authority they - ex-
ercised in the Jewish state—this power in the
church whas Lheld from Christ as “set king over

" the holy hill of Zion’—In this sense Christ' is said
to be the Root and offspring of David.” Mr. C’s
theory, will in some maunner, account for his being .
the offspring of David—but in no sense accounts i
for his being.the Root of David. :

Mr. C. will however, end the matter by one fin.
ishing stroke—<Thou_stadest by faith, is the sole
¢ cause of union to the good olive, and the only
¢ means of participation in its roots and f¥t-
¢ ness, assigned by the apostle: anil at one stroke

"¢ cuts off the whole system which my opponent in-

“ deavors to prove from this chpter’* page 80, 31.
—I reply that ‘thou standest by faith’—was as

really the mode of the standing of old, as New tes-

fafrent saints. We ware certain this was the mind~
of the apostle Paul in Heb. 11---where he men-

* To Mr C’s plan of using this argumtent against
infant Baptism, or the ehurch membership pf in-
fants, I shall afterggards attend. o
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- tions a considérable number of the Old testament
branches, remarkable for this very faith of which
Mr. C. speaks.

The passage quoted by MrC. proves the same
doctrine; Rom. 11. 20, ¢Well; because of unbelief
they were broken off, and thou standest by faith,

" be not high minded but fear’—Any just interpre-
ter would give this paraphrase, unlese it would
be the death of some favorite system: Gentile con-
verts, be humble, you only stand by faith as mem.
bers of the church—the Jews. once stood as you
now do, but- refusing. credit to the everlastin
gospel, were broken off. But I would ask Mr. C.
if unbeliefbe not the contrary of faitl:; if faith be
the uniting principle, then unbeliefl must be that
which disunites. The church now stands united
to Christ by faith—query, cannot many of her
professed members be broken off by unbelief?
what was the end of the seven churches of Asia?’
they, like us, once stood by faith—do they now
80 stand? no; these branches are now broken off,
because of unbelief. - Indeed, common sense will
s?', that the branches which are grafted in instead
of those broken off, stand 1n the same sense united
to the trée, those did which were broken off—in
their turn may be broken off in the same manner.

But the same doctrine is established by the a-
postle in the same chapter. The return ot the.

_ Jews, in the glory of the latterday, shall be their

return to the same relation they formerly occupi

ed, before they were broken off. They were cast”

away—From what>—Their ‘national standing, .

says Mr. C. No—for this was in reality no loss—

they might have had more civil liberty and. inde-
pendence as Roman citizens,than they had’ enjoy- -
ed for many centuries. ];l'hia‘-could be no great'
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evil. But the truth is, they wert

their relation to the ehurch. v.

casting away of them be the re

world, what shall the reconcil

but life from the dead?” Their c

plies their loss of their church st .

consequent privileges: but the receiving ‘of them,
. theirhappy return to the same relation they for-

merly had, and to much greater privileges than

they ever enjoyed; therefore called ‘their fulness’

ve 12, |

- The reader will do well to attend to the last

clause of v. 15—‘life from the dead’—In the same

moral sense in which people die, they shall arise.
. M. C’s theory is, they died as a nation; they will

arise a church: or systematically—they died as.

a nation, they will arise as a nation. Thuywere

cast away as a nation—their reconciling will be

the life of a nation from the dead—that is, we

will have anew nation, recorded on our maps, thad

have been blotted out for ‘more than eighteen

hundred years. = Ministers or members of the

church, is this your meaning when you pray for

the return "~ “* - Tews!!! -

. But the reconciling’ used in the passage
- quoted, al es the same position. hen a°
friend is ¢ with us, means are used to re-
concile h en he is reconciled, he is only

brought b~ , uis former standing. The Jews
‘were once, the friends of God—they wete offended
‘at Christ—he is called ‘a stone of stumbling and
a rock of offence’—‘the reconciling of them’ will
~be their restoration to their former state of friend~

‘ship.
T ﬁr. C. calls our serious attention to three deci-
sive considerations, on this subject, page 27. ‘I
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“seriously entreat all Pedo Baptists to consider .
se three facts. They are plain and decisive.
e whole New testament is predicated upon
“them. The first of them viz. That the Jews
¢ were cast away and rejected, as being the peo-
¢ ple of Ged* on those peculiar accounts wlich-
¢ designated them ‘his people,’ made way for re-
¢ conciling the world, become ‘the riches 'of
¢ the Gentiles,” and introduced a new era in the
¢ world; the constitution-of a new state of things.’

We shall reply to the separate items of this ‘se-
rious fact.” That they were caswaway and reject-
ed as a nation, is true. That this is a fact as
they were the people of God, is also true. i
But it is equally true that they shall again e col- |
lected together as his people—This is the doctrine :
of the chapter from which we reason. 2ndly, made
" ¢ way for the reconciling of the world.” This is

true. They, as a church, were in covenant with.

Christ; but this in a great measure, was confined
. totheir nation. In the Providence of @od, their

nation must lose its character, & its members their

church standing, to make room for the Gentile

world. 3rdly. ‘To introduce a new era in the world’

~I suppose Mr. C, means the commiencement of the

christian era, }823 years ago—no christian will

~* What does Mr. C. mean by calling them “the
people of God? He will do.well in -his next book,
to distinguish between ‘the people of God’-and the
church— either they must have been his -people,
.88 other pations were, or his people as separated
from others—i. e. eklesia, called out from other na-
tions. He will theu satisfy Mr. Ralston &c. Mr.
V. on his assertion that the church of God and of
Cbrist i3 not the same. *™ T,
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object. 4thly. ‘The canstitation of a new state
things’—It by this, he means the change of the out-$
ward dispepsation of grace, an increase of privile- %
ges he will still do~— : R
His first fact has done nothing for his theory—
. thechange has not affected the identity of the body,
or contradicted any position we have been estab-
lishing. .
Letg us hear his 2nd. decisive faet, page 27, 28,
¢ That the remnant, according to the election of
¢ grace,’ continued notin the former state of the Jew-
¢ish natiofi; but hecome the people .of God in a
¢ spiritual and everlasting relation, is essentially
¢ distinct from their former state; is the accom-
. ¢ plishment of many promises and prophecies n
¢ the Old testament,and .fitly characterizes the
¢ christian church, ‘the kingdom of Heaven, in
< comparison of the ‘worldly sanctuary;’ the ‘Car-
¢ nal commandments’ and the ‘beggarly elements of -
¢the Jewish state.” Let.us examine thiz ‘fact’ in
_ its full foree. 1st. “That the remnant, according
to ‘the elaction of grace,’ &c. Thase who did net
believe, continned in the same natipnal standing,
that this remnant did—the civil power of the Jews,
at that time, was very limited: the. gcepire
had departed from Judah,in a great measure,
when Herod hecame their governor. But the rem-
pant,according to the electien of grace, no more
refused theiy civil subardination, than the other
Jews did. Paul, one of this remuant, acknow-
ledged their power, long after he was attached to
the remnant. ‘I wist mot brethren, that he was
the High Priest; for itis written, thou shalt net
speak evil of the ruler of thy people.” acts 23. 5.
‘Thatit was necessary in order to become one of
this remnait, to throw off national allegiance, is a
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new doctrine.. The heathen, I grant, did urge it
—even the Jews pressed this upon Christ, that
ke was not the friend of Casar. Mr. C. should
not have revived their assertions. The apostles
& their successors, have sufficiently answered these
objections. To lose ‘national character,’ by re-
ceiving the character of ‘Christian,” is never ne-
cessary. The friends of Christ may belong to both
kingdoms—and, as far as is consistent with the
moral law, yield obedience to both.

If, by ‘loosing their national character,’ Mr. C.
means that they were willing to be incorporated
with other nations; this is true; because, so long as
the administration of the covenant of grace and the
kingdom of Christ was confined to that natioo, as
a necessary precaution, to preveat corruption—

such incorporation was forbidden—this is a cir-

cumstantial difference, but nothing more.

- The 2nd part of this fact is, that ‘this remnans,
¢ in a.spiritual and everlasting relation,’ &c. That

every sinner, in the day of his conversion, whether’

Jew or Gentile, forms a new relation, is true. If
this be the meaning of Mr. C. it is conceded. But if
he means that believers under the New testament,
hold any distinct relation to. Christ, from that re-

‘dation which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and all

Old testament saints had, it is denied, for reasons
already given. The remaining part of the fact
only regards the distinction of privileges; and,
therefare, affects not the being of the church. It
was, indeed, the blessing of this remnant and their
successors in the church, to be delivered from the
wealz and beggarly elements of the Jewish dispe_n‘
sation—these were no longer necessary—Christ
their substance was colx‘:nez, & appeared to ‘putaway’
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hand

gn by the sacrifice of himself.” ~What is decisive -

in this second fact for Mr..C.? .

‘The third and last of these thrée,viz. that
¢Jews and Gentiles were, to a -man, concluded in
¢unbelief in relation to christianity, presents the

¢whole world on the same footing. It presents..

¢Judaism and Gentilism, asbath distinctfromand
¢ essentially opposite to christianity.” P, 28. All
this is materially true; and what is thereby made
for his system? Christianity, I grant knows no
niational distinction—Jew, Gentile, Barbarian,
Scythian, bond or free, are alike. It wasnot the
will of the Head of the church formerly, to extend
itto other nations; but fromany thing in the na-
ture of the gospel, it never knew national distinc-
fion; before the time of Abraham, it was not con-

fined to any particular people; and even after that .

period, until the coming of Christ, without respect

of nations, some converts were admitted, which

were not only a pledge to the church at that time,

_that the gospel would be extendeil, but also prav-

ed-that the nature of the gospel, .as then adminis-
tered, admitted of subjects.(rom other nations. F
grant that Judaism, after the death of :Christ, was,
in point of efficacy, no-better than Gentilism; but
what was it before:that peviod? this is the gques-

dlon in dispute. ‘'Will'Mr. €. pretend to say that

the religion of the Jews, before that period, waine
be#ter than Qentilism? If he did not intend-to

prove this, I cannot undérstasd what he intended .

to prove by this last assertion.” ' - :
ow ‘let all Pedo-Baptists,” according to Mr

C’s. request, ‘serionsly consider these threq facts” . -
.—and, when done, they will believe as before.-

But if ‘Mr. W. succeeded in proving thetthe:

' Jews were, ‘considered as a people, married to the

-

A Es
P
%
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Lord, he has made nothing; for .this relation was
actually disselved by regular divorce—and with
that divorce, fell the Jewish church. Let us
hear ‘Mr. C. ‘As anation, I have already shewn
¢ the Jews were married to the Lord, and, as a na-
‘tion, he divorced them. He then formed a re-
¢ Jation more close, and altogether spiritual, with
¢ a remnant of the Jews and a remnant of the
¢ Gentiles—which," as christians, he espoused to
‘hiymself. It is not true, that the bride is the same -
fnow that she ever was, any more, than it is not
1 ‘true, ‘that the christian church is similar to the
‘Jews. I must refer him (viz. Mr. W.) to the
¢ consideration of Jer. 8. 8. P. 54 .

The marriage of Christ to a nation, is & new
thought—and Mr. C. the inventor. A reader ne-
ver terrified at any expression, however contrary «
to scripture, may admit it; I cannot. The term

- marriage, when used figuratively, is only used to
«designate intimate relation. 1 believe that at can-
not be said, in any sound sense,that Christ is
aoarried fo a nation—~—or 18 ita fact that HE ever
.atoad more intimately related to one nation than
Ao ‘another, considered as a nation. It was, in-
deed, the alone privilege of the Jewish nation,
far 8 long period of time, to have the church with-
in its confines—TIt is all the privilege of BRITAIN
:and. AMERICA, to possess the church. Yet a
national character to the Jews, Britaing and
Americas was, and is distinct from their chureh
‘relation to Christ, their xiNe and ugap. Christ
indeed stood related to many of the Jewish citi-
Z&ns, not as citizens, but as professing believers.
He stood externally related to the Jewish nation;
not as a.nation, but as a nation of professors af
the true religion. We-have the positive assertion

. o
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of Christ in opposition to the scheme of Mr.
‘My kingdom is not of this world.” John. 18. 3&
Mr. C. will grant that a nation, considered a
such, is & kingdom of this world. And if Christ
stood related to the Jews as a civil kingdom, consid-
ering them as the spouse and himself as the hus-
band, how could HE say, ‘my kingdom is not of
this world.’ ‘ : :
The very passage to which Mr. C: refers his
opponent, Jer. 3. 8. he should have kgept a pro-
found secret, if he intended to establish his point.
The passage oontains the death warrant of his
system respécting the church—The truth is, there:
18 not the least hint in the passage, of Mr. C’s the-
ory, because the prophet mentions the tribes that
were cast away, as distinet from the tribe of Ju-
dah, with whom the church remained, and with
whom it was found when -Christ came. Read
Jer. 8. 8. ‘and I saw, when, for all the causes
whereby backsliding Israel, committed adultery, I .
had put her away, and given her a bill of divorce,
yet he{.treacherous sister Judah feared not.but
went ahd played the harlot also.” It is evidentto -
any reader, that the divorce respected ‘backslid-
ing Israel’ and not ‘Judab.’ Before the prophet
- Jeremiah wrote, the other tribes were entirely se-
perated from the charch, never fo be reunited,
until the fulness of the Gentile nations would
come. With respect to these, the word divorce.
is used, and is a very strong declaration of their
doleful state, as separated and as broken off from,
the church, the good Olive tree, and left to inter-
mingle with. the heathen world, and learn their .
ways. Mr. C, makes no mention of this fact in
. the text; but actually applieg the term ‘Divorce,’
to the whole cliurch. But perhaps, he never

-
. 4 -

o




PTISH. 4b

care himeself. The conduct
r than'that of her sister, Is-
1ing by -all the Divine Judg-
ived; yet'-God declares, that
— iem -or meew. 0 of the relation, between
him and Judah, (as Mr. C would have it) v. 14.
*Turn, O backsliding children, saith the Lerd, for
i am married unto you.” Thus, reader, you have
- found the premises of Mr. C’s conclusion in his
book, but not in the BIBLE., )

This doctrine is certainly true, that a believer
may commit the most aggravated sins—What act
of -prophanity was greater. than Peter’s? what
adultery more aggravated than David’s, or what
Idolatry worse than Aaron’s? Yet the scripture
gives us no hint, that therefore, the selation be-"
‘tween them and Christ was dessolved. The con-

-duct of Judah, I grant 'was -no better thay the cen-"
duct of Israel; yet he refused to diverce her, but
‘entreats her kindly to return, for he was married
‘to her* :
. "8rd. ‘With a remnant of the Jews and a rem-
¢ nant of the Gentiles.he has formed & -more close:-
and spiritusl union.’ 1 beseech Mr. C. to look at
this again. For what union is more close than
the unionof marriagé? ‘For this cause shall a
‘man leave his father and mother, and shall ‘be
joined unto his wife, and they two shall be one
flesh. This isa great ‘mystery but I-spesk -comn-
gerning Christ and the church’ Eph. 5. 31.-32. Of

*Mr. C’s reasening on this Divoree, savars 0o
much of a wilful sophism; he must have read the
‘passage—it seems -impossible he could have mis--
taken its meaning—he should not wilfully misiead
one.ignorant reader.

N
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whom did Paul speak in this place? It Gi§
be of New testament saints omly; beci§
remiah had said, that the Old testament SHER¥
was married to the Lord; and Paul deelares n¥
ing more. The marriage between Christ and the
church is so intimate, and of such a nature, that
it does not admit of separation. ‘I will betroth
thee unto me for ever,” Hosea 2. 19—But np says
Mr. C. ‘they may be divorced’—¢finally put away.’
5th. But this union of the New testament
church to Christ , is not only more close, but is al-
so as digtiret from the union of the Old testament
church—a ‘spiritual union.” I would ask, what
was the union, if if was not spiritual? The pro-
mise of Christ, the spiritual seed, was given to
Abrabam in uncircumcision, as. the apostle
shews; to ibtimate that he stood the father of the
* faithful, whether.Jews or Gentiles. Does Mr. C.
desire the reader to believe this proposition, that.
. «the Divine Being, was united to the Jews by a car-
nal relation? He seems to hold this doctrine, % o
denying that the relation was spiritual, Thisshall *
afterwards be discussed. ,
We shall only observe on the passage quoted
'from Mr. C. that Mr. W. never did say, oréven
" " read of any one saying, that “the cfivistian church
13 similar to the Jews? He. said the Old and .
New testament church were the same. If they be
not, Mr. C. hes not given us any reason, sufficient
to make us deny fthe assertion. He has; indeed,
with eager search, discovered a great change of
circumstances—a great ,difference in privilége,
between the two . dispensations; and these afé hot
denied. But all his arguments ure insufficiegt to-
make us believe they are not the same. Negyer-

son can believe his system of relation, until he
» i ‘ . ‘

P
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nan, when married, heing found
sickly, 18 not the same person
rwards, when her husband has
d she is now become strong and

1stered up his strong facts, to -

which, even scripture metaphors must bow, P. 28.
stubborn facts—but after investigation, even com-
mon sense refuses to bow.. He creates thousands:
of new beings, every second; by his system,
every change in circumstances creates new beings
——but these new greatures are all the product

of Mr, C’s brain, out any foundation; or even -
materials upon which he could go to work—--Yet .

he has made one new church, five new covenantsy-—
one new Olive tree, which he calls national----then
all the new arguments, upon which he .builds the
new system. Thus has he outstripped the pro-
phets, the apostle, all Divine revelation with all
his predecessors. *
Before I leave this subject, I would invite the
reader to review Mr. C’s system, in its true dress.
And, in order that any enquirer may judge for

-

himself, I shall present both sides of the propo-

sitions now discussed.

Mr. C. I grant that there were saints under the

Old testament.
Mr. W, Yes but they had no place of residence:

no house of God; no church: further than mob- -

assemblies, civil meetings.*

i ® Mr. C, seems to grant.in his strictures publish-
ed against Mr. Ralston, that there was a church
under the Old testament. But Mr. R.or Mr. W,
koew of but one church, and that the church of
Christ—but Mr. C. never granted that the Jews
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_ Mr. C. Believers, under the Old
communion with God—but had
with one another, because they di
church state.
v Mr. W. The church of Christ r
. gospel address in the garden, in the cool of the day
—that by this Divine sermon and those which im~
mediatelyfollowed, a church was formed-—that
Naah, Aaron, and Paul, were preachers of the
same church—existed in a church state—held
communion with Christ—and with the saints of
their age.
"* Mr. C. People under the O® testament, attend-
ed sermon, as'a nation—as citizens they prayed,
they praised—their religion consisted in a collec-
tion of civil rites. The ceremonial law was a civ-
il law, all its purifications were only for the pur-
-pose of cleansing them as citizens—~When they.

. did not properly attend to these civil rites, in ta-

king a civil ordinance called the Passover, ‘Heze-

. kiah prayed for them and they were healed.”

On their sabbath days 'they transacted all man-
ner of worldly business that did not require la-
bor, because they had only a worldly, a natural-
existence----and, of course; were great enemies
to-moral societies. Theirsanctuary was only call-

* &d a worldly sanctuery, because in it they transac-
ted worldly business.
_ Mr. W, the ceremonial law was the gospel of

originally belonged to that church—yet his con-
cession to Mr. R. on that subject, evinces a change
of mind produced esther from a convietion, that
he had taken false ground; .or, what is more pro-
bable, he became-afraid that the reader might mise .
take him for an infidel. e
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Christ, given in a legal form, had Christ crucified
for its substance—mankind sinners for the per-
sons to whom it was addressed——and eternal
salvation for an important object. That Christ
never had but one spouse-——This was the church,
the bride, the Lamb’s wife, ‘my doye, my undefiled
is but one.’ This spouse was composed of Old

and New ‘testament members—Who in all ages -

of -the world, associated themsslves together in a
body, thus called the church.
- Mr. C. That the nation of the Jews was not a
churchl can easily prove—That Christ had no
church at that time is equally evident—but what
tht:ly were, I cannot tell, or even yet have tried to,
tell. . :

Mr. W. It is easier to pull down than to build' up
—Deists have pulled down the New testament

chirch, as Mr. C. has done the o)ld; but they or-

Mr. C. never attempted to establish any thing up-

on the ruins of the systems they have attempted to

destroy. :

. Mr. C. may be unwillingto admit the preceed-
ing language as his own~—although the language
be not his, the sentiments are, and must appear so
to every candid reader.. Mr. Ralston’s misrepre-
gentations are such as every man.would make that
would read ‘it attentively, and such as Mr. C. in-
tended to make; but, when stript ofthe dress,
and unfleeced of their wool, M. €. becamé asha-
med of his own wolves, , ~
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1T PROPOSITION.

- ‘That God never did enter into any covenan
with fallen-man but the covenant of grace, which
is now, and ever was, the alone security and hope
of the believer. N

This covenant is defined to be a contract made
from eternity, between God the father and God
the son; wherein God the son did, as the foederal
head and representative of all whom the Father
gave him, agree to satisfy all the claims of the law,

" and thereby fulfil the condition of the covenant of
works, and bring in an everlastiug righteousnese.

That such a.covenant was made, is evident, ‘
Psalm, 89, 3. “Ihave made a covenant with my  _ |
"chosen.”. That it was an everlasting covenant,
is evident from Heb. 13, 20. Now, the God of |
peace that brought again from the dead our Lord ‘

" Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep, through {
*the blood of the everlasting covenant.” That \
Christ was a .public person in that covenant, ap- :
pears from Heb. 7. 22. - “Byso much was Jesus
- made a surety of a better testament.” Finally,
that Christ agreed in that eternal contract to ful- ‘
fil the condition of the covesnant of works, and ‘
thereby satisfy all the claims of the law, is proved
from Psalm 40, 6, 7, 8. . Sacrifice and offering l
thou didst not desire: mine ears hast thou opened:
burnt offering and sin offering hast thou not re-
- quired. Thensaid I, 1o, Icome: in the volume of
the book it is written of me, I delight to do thy wild
O my God.” . : ‘

But the denial of this doctrine constitutes a

great part of Mr. C’s work—he has Been more ‘in-
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ventive in the formation of spurious covenants,
than the Roman Catholicks were in sacraments—
they formed three spurious sacraments, but Mr.
C. has formed in his own brain, five new cov.
enapts, which he adds to the two found in the
scriptures, making seven. It indeed lies upon
Mr. C. to exert all his genius to create cov-
enants; it is evident that circumcision was the
seal of some covenant, this materially is not deni-
ad by Mr. C. although he'is not” willing to go so
far, as Paul’s opinion on the same snbject. But
no person had ever asserted that circumcision
was a seal of the covenant of works. It will not
do for the system of Mr. C. to make it a seal of the
covenant of grace; and therefore, some other cov-
¢nant must be made, to which this seal can be ap-
plied—bhe thinks he has succeeded. We shall en-
deavour to collect his observations upon the sub~

¢ With regard to what he (Mr. W.) has said con-
¢ cerning the two covenants being the same, 1 am
¢ authorised, from the Old testsment and the new,.
¢ to affirm that they are not.” *On what ground
¢ does my opponent affirm that these covenants are:
¢ the same, that is, what he calls the cavenant of
¢ grace, or I, the new covenant, and the covenant
¢ of circumcision?. Do we not read that there
¢ were different covenants made with Abraham?-
¢ one called by Stephen the proto-martyr the cov-
¢ enant of Circumcision and ome called by Paul,
“in his Epistle to the Galatians. “The cov-
¢ enant confirmed before of God in Christ, which
¢ was 430 years before the giving of the law—

¢ Why then call those covenants the same, the

¢ one revealed to Abraham when 75 year old, de-
¢ parting from Haran, Gen. 12, 3. 430 years be
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¢ fore the'giving of the law;[and the .other made
¢ with Abraham.when 99 or 100 yeass old Gen. 17
"$ called the covenant of oircumcisior.’ Page -
‘© 13, 140 : : o
As to the date of his two covenants, I begleave ~_
to differ with Mr. C. for this reason, that the cov- .
enant mentioned in the 12th, of Genesis, has in*®
deed a promise, but “there is no particular men-
tion made of any thing then instituted, as a con-
firmation of that covenant; the simple specifica-
tion of the terms of a contract, may indeed be con-
firmed by the veracity of the contractors; but with-
out a’seal the contract may'be said tobe legally con-
firmed; but until the institution of circumgision we* *
have no particular specification of a seal,-or con-
firmation of a covenant. The, calculation of Mr.,
David Pareus, whose character for accuracy will |
. be disputed by none except Mr. C. before whom
John Knox, justly.stiled the Apostle of the refor-
smation—-or even Paul the greatapostle of the Gen-

* tiles, fall with the least exertiont of Mr. C’s potent
arm.* . - ’ .
He ¢ommences his calculations not as Mr. C,
does from the 12th of Gen.but the 15th. From

this event to the birth of Isaac 15 years, From
. the birth of Isaac to the birth of Jacob, 60 years,
Gen. 25,26 from the birth of Jacob, to his going
down into Egypt 130 years, Gen 47,9." From his

* When Mr. C. is passing strictures on Mr. R.
the father of the reformation, gets their equal
share of his ‘wonder working’ pen. In this re-
specthow keenly he unites with the Papists in
the ruin of these good men, It musthe a pitifyl
system before ‘which even the reformation must
fall. Mr. C, Inothi seauton to know thysell.
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going down into Egypt, to his death. 17 years. Gen.
47, 28. From the de;th of Jacob'to the death of
Joseph 53 yours. Gen 50, 26. - From the death of
Joseph to the birth of Moses- %5 years. From the

birth of Mosesto the going out of the children of =~

Israel from Egypt 80 years. In all 430 years.’
The time meutioned by-the apostle Paul. The |
accuracy of this calculation will appear upon par-
ticular observation, and completely justifies the
opinion of dating the time from the ptophecy in
Gen. Chap. 15.- This covenant in that -particular
revelation was confirmed by sacrifice; te which.

" .we shall attend in its proper place.

A

But Mr. C. is ‘authorized from the Old testament
-and the new? to declare that the ‘covenant made
before the birth of Isaac, and the covenant made

« at the institution of circamcision, were distinet
covenants. In replyingto Mr. C. I care not whe-
ther he selects for his purpose, the covenant he™

" supposes made in the 13 chap. or the covenant
mentioned in the 15th. The only difference it
will inake, is, that on his plan of forging out: cov-
enanante, it will place another on-bis. listymaking
-in all; eight. ‘ :

Let us grant, that a covenant was-made in the

" 12th chap. of Gen. What then does it’ contain?
1st a promise ‘I will make of thee a %feat nation,
and thou shalt be a blessing, and I will bless them

. that bless thee, and eurse them that curseth thee,

. and in thee ehall all families of the earth he bless-
ed’v. 2. 3. and again v.7, unto thy seed will I
give this land. These are the only specifications of
a.covenant in 12th chapter. The five following

. things are contained in-these verses. 1st, That he

should be the father of a great nation. 2nd. Thet

kis name should be very celebrated. Srd. That
v ’F 2.

- v
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.his seed should inherit the land of Canaaen. *

R : P

God would protéct his friehde—and curse his ene- 3
mies. 4th. That-ablessing through® him should - “~§.
extend-to all the familes of the earthit 5th. That - -

‘Let us next examine Mr. C’s New and distinct
covenant, the covenant of circumcisionn This is ™~ -
mentioned Gen. Chap. 17. This contains lst. ag
promise that his family should be great, “I will
multiply thee exceedingly.” ¢Iwill make nations o
of thee’ V. 2.6. 2nd. With this multiplied pos-
terity -he would make an eyverlasting covenasnt.

V.8. 3¢d. Circumcision is apointed as a sign, or -
seal of this covenant. But Mr. C. asks ‘why does
my oppeoneat say that these too covenants are the, _
same?’ I answer, because they contain materially
the same things. Not any blessing contained in -

* the former covenant, but is either expressed, or+

implied in the latter. If weiwrerein persuitof anew -
covenant, we should look for new promises, new
stipulations—new parties §c.—but not finding

‘these Mr. W. was compelled to pronounce the

cevengnt of the 18. 15. and 17. Chap. the same. ° -
If Mr. €. had possessed a genius as productive of
circumstances and. principles as he was of cove-
nants, he would at least have presented his read-
ers with a sufficient number of these that would
have inclined him to think that these were distinet
covenanis. . ' ‘ ) t

We shall however, aitend to some of Mr. C’s.
reasons, why we should consider the covenants of .
the 132. a#d 15. Chap. as distinct; and find if it be

ible to consider the sentiment expressed by

r. €. correet. 1.would just premise that the se-
cond or third, or any number of the revelations of .
a covenant will not constitute them separate

_contracts, This alone can be inferred, that there  +

W
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were distinct reasons, why such renetitions shonld
be made. These reasons were either the particular
circumstances of the person to whom the revela- |
tion was made, or the giving of some additionsl
revelation, either of promise, command, or threat-
- ing. Not to concede this premise, will, at least
#dd a thousand covenants to Mr. C’s seven! it
will add hundreds of new commands to the com-
« mon list; because we have the same precepts of-
ten repeated, according to Mr. C’s plan, every re«
petition of the same command, will make it a dis~
‘tinct command. The truth is, the same covénaat,
the same command, is in.scripture often repeat-
ed—and every repetition was made from distinct
reasons, and under different. circumstances.
" *Hencethe reasons given by Mr. C. for distinct co-
venants have nothing to do with the being of the
covenant, they only respect the circumstances be-
lon%ing to it. - ’ .

‘Do we not read, that there were different co-
, ‘venants made with Abraham? one called by
¢ Stephen, the proto-Martyr, the covenant of cir-

¢ cumcision, and one called by Paul inbhise
‘tle, to the Galatians, the covenant confirmed of
¢God in Christ four hundred and thirty years be-
‘fore the giving of the law’ P. 13. 14. That
Stephen ‘and Paul give different names to the co-
venant is not denied, will this, however, prove
different covemants? If two writers refering to a
certain contract, cite separate items, and each
designate the confract, by such items, would Mr.
C’s conclusion be just—that therefore there must
have been two contracts.® The name given by
. Paul, (if we may call it a name:) arose froma
- peculiar eircumstance, that it was a contract be-
' tween God and the Church, concluded and con-

.
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firmied by appending a seal four | ____.. .. _ ‘hir-

"ty years - before the revelation of the law from

, Mt. Sinai.- But Stephen speaking of the same co-
venant, and quoting it for a different reason, en-

titles it a covenant of circumcision, The differ-
" ent reasons, these inspired pen-men had, for refer-

ing to this cevenant,of course give the different
* pames to the same translation. . .. )

Stephen was. addressing the Jews; he intimated

to them their true character: that they were a

people peculiarly hardened, And in order to pre- .

sent this<to their understanding—he intimates a

- doetrine, they did not-deny, that they were peo-
gle incovenant with God, that they were yet un. .

er the obligations of this covenant, this they con-

", fessed by their acknowledgement of the rite of °

circumcision, because that feoderal compact. be-

tween God and Abraham wasthe covenant of cir-

cumcigion. This is the evident reason why he
refers to the 17, chapter of Genesis.* ~

But the apostle Paul drawing his argumeatfrom
the date of the covenant names it accordingly.’

Let it be granted, that these inspired men had re--

spect to two seperate dates of the same covenant,’
what_ plea does this afford Mr. C?~ Will he think’

to prove from this, that they must be distinct. Yes

*It is evident Stephen was no baptist, Mr. C.
says this covenant to which Stéphen refers only.
secured the land of Canaan, but the cause for
which Stephen was pleading, .neither knew par-
ticular spots of the world, or yet particular na~

tions. To have quoted the covenant of circums .

cision would, according to the Baptist view, have.

established nothing for the obligation of , the

church, -

-

.
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is plain season. ‘Phe one re-
m when seventy five years old,
Jaran Gen. 12.3. four hundred
refore the giving of the law; the
Abraham, when ninety or an
. .- . Jd Gen. 17. Why I eay-call -
¢ these two, the JAbrahamic covenant?” P. 14, Ans.
Because the contract was made with Abraham
first, ‘when he was 's_eveut{ five years old, and
again repeatéd with some thimgs additional when
ninety nine’years old. I call both the same cove-
nant because most people deny that the simple
repitition of a contract under different circumstane -
'ces and for different reasons, necessarily implies
a new comatract—with this, comnion sense agrees
1st. when Abraham was first called out of - Ur of
the Chaldees and constituted the father of the
faithful, he received the first revelation of the co-
venant of Grace Chap. 12. 2nd. When God re
vealed to-him the mournful captivity to which his
posterity should be reduced, HE repeats the same
covenant, for the further confirmation-of his faith -
—HE then gives an additional confirmation of ‘the
same covenant, by typically presenting to his faith
the security and light of the church in the day of
adversity, that whife they passed “through the
burning Tiery furnace—they should be favored
with the light and eomforts of the gospel. Chap. 15. .
8rd. When the blessings of this same covenant
were for many ages to be continued te his posteri-
ty of whom Christ was to be born, and who were
also now organized as a ¢church—nE now reveals:
for the third time the same covenant and for the
first, appeared as a sign, or seal, the rite of circum-
cision. ;
But Mr. C. would have the reader to believe
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that it was impossible that t
same, because of the lapse of ti
velations made to Abraham.
may judge of the strength of
recapitulate the substance of
. The first revelation of the covn . . _ .
made to Abraham, when seventy five years old,
about ten years after when the faith of Abraham |
needed a peculiar confirmadon the same - cgve-
nant was again revealed, with the necessary ad-
ditional confirmations. Lastly when this was fn
" agreat measure to be confined to his natural p os-
- terity, and it became necessary to add a seal, ue
.agsin revealed the same covenant and added cir- -
cumcision. Of these covenants I may either
speak in the singular or plural number: If I
speak of the substance, without refering to any
circumstance; I mention it in -the former sense;
" but if I refer to the different revelations mage,
then with the apostle I neme it in the plural—cove-
nants. ‘ '
To ‘argue from them as one, and the same, 1s a
‘blunder too glaring in this enlightened age.
‘Whatever the apostle calls them; he preservesjthe
¢same number to whom says he, pertain the cove-
¢ nants of prdinise, again, to Abraham and his seed
¢ were the promises made. On these two cove-
¢nants which are of such ancient date, were the
"¢two dispensations founded; the Jewish and the
" ¢ Christian.’ P. 20. Such round assertions deserve
clear argument, or else the reader will be digpos-
ed to'say; we have nothing but assertion, and in-
deed such a conclusion appears evident. When
Mr. C. does net even attempt either to form the
distinct nature or substance‘of covenants, from
which o draw his new-fashioned conclusign..

~
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3 covenant of grace has many

ry gospel promise contained in

the apostle spoke of these - pro-

d them in the plural number,

1ated the covenant by the. dif«
ferent revelations—or the numerous promises it
contained, he uses the plural number—but who
w;gt hence infer, that there was a plurality of cove-
n Se :

That the Jews derived their blessings from the
covenant of circumcision is also true; but when
we attend to the particular specifications revealed
to Abraham in tgat covenant; even the slightest
attention will render it evident, that other nations
were equally included. Gen. 17. 5. ‘Neither
shall thy name any more be called Abram but thy
name shall be Abraham; for a father of many na-
tions, have I made thee,’ v. 15.16. ‘And God
- said unto Abraham, as for Saral thy wife, theu
shalt not eall her name Sarai, but Sarah shall be.
her name. And I will bless her, and give theea
son also of her, yea, I will bless her, and she shall
be a mother of nations; kings of people shall be
of her.’ ltisobvious that in this covenant of cir-
cumcision, Abrabam was constituted the father of
the faithful; the ‘nations born in a day’ should,
from the items of this contract be constituted his
seed, and of course, Christians in all ages of the *
world, will be founded upon this covenant.

~ Althoygh we-grant that the New testament is
foundeyupon the covenant mentioned in the 12th.
Chap. yet we deny that this dispenasation is exclu-
sively fourded upem that revelation of it. Were
we so prolific of coveriants as Mr. C. we would
however, deny that the New testameat .church,
was founded wpon the revelation, mentioned in
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‘the 12th. Chhp. and assert
eovenant of circumeision, we a

.the passages just quoted, itis

covenant of eircumcision,- s
vea to the covenanters, as re
they were the church in a fo
was Abram called Abraham?
be the father of nations, or Sai

. she was to be the mother of n

der enquire upon what covenar
-are founded, [ answer upon that
Abrabam. was constituted their
took place in the covesant
Gen. 17. :

" Another circumstance rende:
trine more obvious, is that in th
Isasc was promised. This son

‘whem Abraham became’ relat:

nations, who would become ¢

gionof Jesus. These are the cl

in the same spiritual sense, e
apostle Paul, who certeinly agrees with the view
I have.gtten—lays down the same assertion, and
for the proofof it,.quotes the covenant of circum-
cision Rom. 9,7. - ‘Neither beqguse they are

. the seed of Abraham are they all ‘children;

but i Isaec shall ‘thy seed be called.?

"The apastle " quotes Gen. 17,-}9, a part of the

.¢ovenant of civeumcisions, it' remains evident that .
upop this covenant the aposgle founded that rela-
tion which all believi ions have since claimed
ta-Abrabam. Now let #r., C. settle this point with
the apostle Paul. S *
. 1 sball mention anether reason why the:qpinion
of Mr. €. yespecting this covenant mnust be ab-’
surd. F:mesn the tegm by-v‘hichit % expressed



ted sense in scripture; [ answer that the term ever-
lasting,. means duration without end—this is its
literal and only meaning, and is never otherwise
uged exceptin figure. Mr. C. calls this play upon
the word everlasting, page, 62, ‘The term ever-
¢ lasting is often used  as a relative term in the
* scripture, and in the very chapter in which the
¢ covenant of circumeision, is called an everlasting
¢ covenant, in their flesh, we have the term so
¢ used v. 8. %and I will give the land of Canaan for
¢ an everlasting posseesion.” In this he presents
his reader with two reasons why the term everlast-
ing cannot mean forevér. The 1st is thatit was to
be an everlasting covenant in their flesh—and-*
therefore could not outlive their “flesh. The 2nd
is that the land of Canaan was given for an ever-
lasting possession which could not contifiue any

longer than the time of the Jews inhabiting ‘that -

land. . ' ‘
‘Letit be observed as a fact, that Mr. C. and the

" Universalists, convert the meaning of the word

evérlasting, to signify a limited time, just as it serves
their respective purpeses. The Universalian says,
that the term, ever)asting, means éternity when ap-
plied tdthe future happiness of saints, but when
applied to future punishment, it is takex in a limit-
ed sense; to the feelings. of the human mind, the
one'ig admssible, but the other too painful to' be

. admitted. So Mr. C. wilkadmiit this term in its full

sense, if applied to the, New tesament chifch; for
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his system is not thereby injured: buty
plied to the privileges of (he saints un
testament, and especially to a covenam"
circumcision is appended; then it can only méug.,
few years. * 3

That the term everlasting is used in a limited
sense.I have granted, but have also observed that
itis only so used when in figure: for example, hills
are called everlasting Gen, 49, 26. Yet Mr. C. will
grant that it weuld be very absurd, to draw litcral

" conclusions, that depend upon terms figuratively

used. Upon the principles established by Mr. C.
in his reasoning upon the term everlasting, I estab-
lish this theory, tbp\t the word river only. means
drops of water, occasionally falling, because the
Psalmist David declares that, ‘rivers of waters run
down from his eyes.” If we endeavour to estab-.
lich any position, from the use of the word everlast-
ing in scripture, its figurative application is imme-
diately presented by an Universalian or by Mr. C.
After all their efforts they succeed in establishing
this assertion only—that the word everlasting, when
figuratively used is tal-en in a limited sense. But
let me ask any Baptist of common_sense, what is

" the meaning of the word everlasting? he replies—

forever, eternal, duration without end. 1 am afraid,
therefore, when Mr. C. endeavours to hidé him-
self behind this figure, that some farmer will chase
bim from behind it, and expose his retreat to the
world. The plaee to which Mr. C.refers,
respecting the Jewish covénant, is a simple
statement, and therefore the word everlasting must
have its simple meaving. To give an honest ex-
planation of such passages of scripture, every
ward must have its proper and natural significa-.
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1 Mr. C. and not Mr. W, that
rd everlasting.
Canaan was given to them for
sting possession, should be ad-
y be in this sense, they were
) ~2r. So Paul reasons upos the
promises of this land, originally made to the Jews,
in Heb. 4. He shews that it was given to them
for a rest, but not for the only rest. v. 8.  ‘For if
Jesus (Joshua) had given them rest, then would
he not afterwards have spoken of another day.” It
was with the rest of Canaan as it is with the sab-
bath, a figure.of an eternal rest. Such indeed are -
all temporal blessings to God’s people, they are a

. token, an earnest of spiritual favors, to be eter~

nally enjoyed with God in the heavens. In this
sense Israel received the earthly Canaan for an
everlasting possession: the order was first an
earthly, then an heavenly Canaan, the first a figure,
the second a reality; righteously to enjoy the for-
mer was to possess the latter in figure.

‘We shall now call the attention of the reader to
Mr. C’s. observations on Gen. 17. 18, 17. ‘He
thatis born in thy "house, and he that is bought

- with thy money, must needs be circumcised, and

my covenant shall be in your flesh, for an ever-
lasting covenant.’” Hear his comment. ‘But so
¢ long as they continued in that covenant, were
¢ they to.enjoy that land: nor could they have a
¢ covengpt in their flesh which would last longer
¢ than their flesh.” page 52. '

The most obvious meaning of ‘this passage is 1st
that the covenant which God made with Abraham

" had a sign or aseal, that this sign was* murked in

the flesh; by which it'‘might be discovereq that he
and h1s seed were a people in covenant with God.
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2nd. That the blessings of
sign of which was marked in t}
and in the flesh of his seed, we
The matter of which covenant -
“To be a God unto thee an
. thee? ' '
* 8rd. That the conclusiondr_.. |
be false, is indeed sclf evident, because a covenant
or contract may last long after the seal, or the
evidences of it are done: e. g. The grandfather
of My. C. bought and afterwards occupied a farm,
th'e contract has not lost its evidences and seals;
yet his grandson Mr. €, occupies the same inher-
jtance and that by the same contract: and upon
the same principle, Lis {ssterity may occupy it for
a thousand years. So the Israelite while he lived, -
carried with him the seal or token of this covenant,
and being found in Christ when he died, he went
to heaven to reap its everlasting fruits. Thus he
went to an everlasting rest to enjoy the blessings
of the cavenant of grace which were sealed in his
flesh, while he was in this world.® - ~ o
We have now succeeded in either adding one
more covenant to Mr, C’s seven, or reducing their

_ ®Mr Csreveling mode of argument often runs
him against ecommon sense—so eager is he to .
prove that the term everlasting only méans some
short time, for fear of it§ (rue meaning being ap-
plied to the covengnt of circumcision, that he at-
tempts to establish this pasition, that the obliga-
tions and privileges of all contracts eontinue osly as
long as the mark or seal on the paper continue.
This covenant could eontinue no longer. than the
lesh. Upon his principle there is not a man in
Einigland holds apy langs by just title; for although
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: reduction is the most prob-
stipulations are revealed to us,
to depart from the common
pon this point: and indeed we
'y any one should. In Gen.
o st revelation of the promise.
We have the sgame renewed and confirined by sa-
erifice in the 15 chap. and this sacrifice to be per-
formed under.such circumstances, and with such

. rites, as to intimate to Abraham the sorrows of his

offspring; yet, however great their troubles were
to be, this covenant should exist in its full force and,
and be their security; therefore a ‘smoaking fur-
nace and burning lamp’ passed between the cut
pieces of the sacrifice. We have still the same
promise, but more fully revealed in the 17 chapter.
But here the covenant was not to be eonfirmed by
sacrifice; as in the 15 chap. or merely its promises
committed to his memory, but a lasting memorial

. of it engraven in his flesh, in the rite of circum-

cision. :

In my turn, I wounld now ask Mr. C. wh¥ not call
these covenants the same. One Lord proposing it,
one body, with whom the eovenant was made, the

the titles may be preserved on record, yet this is

. .pot the signature of the contractors,it isenly a

proof that such covenants did exist; the rite of cir-
cumcision may be lost, and therefore this seal of
the covenant of grace is no more. Will Mr. C.
say that therefore the moral obligations and privi-
leges of that transaction are also done while yet a
faithful record of the covenant and seal is found
in the word of God, and the moral obligations of
the contract remaining, and the spiritual privileges
of it still dispensed?. a2 L e
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same blessings always promised, even blessings
temporal and spiritual. Why, Mr. C. not
call these covenants the Abrahamic covenant,
when, in the first making, as well as in the renew -
al of this covenant he sustained his feederal or re-
_ presentative charaeter, he made and renewed i
as the ‘Father of the faithful? . . :
" But will Mr. C. still insist that 4or 5 covenants’
. were made with Abraham, as many with Isaac and
with Jacob? Then I invite the reader to compare
_the view he has given us of these covepants, with
.the representation God himself hes given us, in
Psal. 105. 8,9,10. ‘He hath remembered his
covenant forever, the word he commanded to a
thousand generations: whiech covenant he made
with Abraham and his oath unto Isaac, and con-
. firmed the same unto Jacoh, for a law, and unto
Israel for an everlasting covenant.’” This eove-
nant even by Mr. C’ concession, was the eov-
enant of circumcision. . It promised the earthly
Canaan, v. 11, This possession in the revetlation
of that covenant was securéd upon the same pre-
cise principles that the same. ¢ovenant in its pre-
sent administration gives us our bread .and makes
.our water sure—and this given to us for the same
reagon it was given to them, mentioned in the same
Psalm, to enable us to discharge our duty, v. 45:
‘That they might observe. his statutes. and keep
his laws.” . .
Mr. C. attacks the Pedo-Baptists with an host of
arguments, founded, as he'supposes, upon the 8th.
of Heb. and musters up almost every verse in the
chapter to his aid. P. 38, 89.,40. * Before we -
‘present you with a reply to his observations wé
would premise: that there is'an artful way of
sTunming over scripiure,. either. in order to forma

.



‘H

'] BAPTISM. 67
|

i

1

those who never read it with
n, and who indeed prefer any
e ..e revelation; or else to delude
“the ignorant and well intending part of mankind.
Thus the followers of Immanuel Swedenburger,
_prefer his wild deliriam, to amy doctrines however
fairly laid upon scripture; they prefer the dream
of a fanatic to the solid declarations of God’s
word. ’
© It is in this manner Mr. C._plays upon a few
deluded peaple. When he finds it" necessary he
suffers his inventive mind to create scripture as
we have shown in the General observations on his
work. If the literal expressions of scripture seem
to answer his purpose, he urges it—and heaps an-
athemas upon. the man who deserts it. hen
you succeed in binding bim fast with express leiter
—he instantly musters a pile of Lexicons as in
P. 151. By these he succeeds in proving that the
words used in scripture cannot mean what every
English reader would suppose. Thus Proteus-
like, you catch him in one shape, he escapes in
another; and all to support his nevel theory.
Wore it not, that it is impoassible to tell how far
a person may be deluded, I eould mot think that.
even Mr. C. believed the comment he has give
us an the 8th. of Heb. :
Dr. Gill, an eminent Baptist, has given us a ve-
#y large comment upon the seriptures.. On almost
every verse he gives us a great variety of senti-
. ment, and presents his readers with different
opiniens—Mr..C’s system was not invented before
the time of Pr. Gill, and with all his variety he
riever names the opinion of Mr. C. We shall pre-
seat you with a short extract from the Dr. upon
“the Chapter- from: which we .dispute, that you.
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may compare the sentiments

tist with his successor Mr. (

¢cited from Jer. 31. 82. in w. [
¢ new-covenant, so called not because new made;
“¢for with*respect to its -original constitution, it
" ‘was made from eternity; Christ the mediater of

‘it, and with whom it was made, was set up from .

¢ everlasting, and promises and blessings of grace
¢ were pyt into his hands before the world began:
¢ nor is it merely revealed, for it was made known
‘to Adam, and in some measure to all the Old tes-
¢ tament saints, though it is more clearly revealed

*than # was; but it is so called in distinction’

‘from- the administration of it, which is waxen
‘ old and vanished away.” -Dr. Gill or Mr. Bootlie,
Baptists of the old school, would have been offend-
ed with the views of our modern disputant, and
no doubts would have saved Pedo-baptists the
trouble of replying—we shall however give you
his -opinion. -

In order to present fairly to the reader the
view of Mr. C. on this chapter, in order to give
areply—we shall give you a summary view of the
reasons why these covénants cannot be the same.

1st. Because it is called in that chapter a Better
covenant, established upon better promises. v. 6. 7.
The first was faulty—the second faultless.

2nd. Because the cevenant promised in Jer. 31.
is called a new-covenant and the covenant which
he would make with the New testament saints,
would not be according to the covenant he made
with their fathers, v. 8. 9, - .

3rd. From the items of the covenant itself v.
10, 11, 12. which covenants differ in four respects
1st. The law of the first was written on stones.
The second upon the heart. 2nd. In the first he




mised to the subjects of the old as such; but to the
subjects of the newas such is the forgiveness of
sins promised.
4th. Because the first covenant waxed old and
vanished away.
We shall now attend to these objections, in the
- order of the summary given. The New testament
is called -a better covenant for three reasons. 1st.
The ehange of priesthood—2nd. It is established
upon better promises.—3rd. It is faultless. To
the first of these I reply, that the New testament is
better administered than the Old, because Christ

himself is the high pricst, and his own body the -

sacrifice. But this covenant under the former
administration, was executed by persons who
‘'were only typical of this high priest: these were
falible, changeable, and mortal men. Christ the an-
titypical person in the ‘fullness of time appeared.’
‘He .entered once into the holy place, having ob-
tained eternal redemption for us.’ The word us-
ed by the apostle is dia the ke justly translated a
will ora testament. ‘Because’ says Mr. C. of-its
¢ being the usuel name for the will, disposition, or
¢ arrangement, which is rendered wvalid by his
‘death’ This definition is just; I would therefore
ask Mr. C. if the change of the administrators of
a testament will change the will itself? I answer,
no—if those administrators refuse to serve, that
- have been appointed, or if they die in the midst of
executiori; other administrators are. appointed;
~ hut not another will made, as Mr. C. would have




Ve -
7 . * BAPTISM

it. The extent of the apostle
chapter cited, only proves
priesthood, made by the comin
a better administration to tl
than our fellow-heirs had unde
sation. Itis not possible that g
ed with the common transa
administration of wills, can credit Mr. C’s expla-
nation of Paul’s words. '
20d. Reason why the covenants cannot be the
same. The NEw is established upon better pro-
mises than the oLp. Although we should afmit .
all Mr, C. says upon this reason, in its fullest ex-
tent, what would it estabhsh for his theory? no-
thing but that which is conceded. That the heirs
to whom this testament was first administered, fre-
quently received their promises through types, is
conceded; these favors were oft ‘given to them
wrapt in thick vails; through which their faith
“had to penetrate, in order to reach the promise.
These types, this vail, is removed, and the heirs’
have now more ready access to the same will: Mr.
C’s inference, ‘therefore the covenants connot be
the same’—is without a premise. Again, reader,
admire Mr C’ ingenuity. Because in process of
time ‘and change of circumstances, heirs have
more convenient acoess to the benefits bequeathed
them by their common FATHER, and of consequencé
more enjoyment in the possession of these bless-
ings than t{ose had, who were the first heirs—he
takes it for a natural consequence that therefore
the will cannotbe the same. Who can subscribe
his creed? - -
3rd. Reason. The first covenant was faulty—
the second faultless. Ireply, that Mr. C. will
net suppose that there were any immgralities
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The DIVINE BEING Was a
itive defect) indeed was
nistration, it was dark, clou-
: administrators of that dis-

guilty in not believing the

po e e 1ant, and refusing to obey its
law. Both these are conceded. '
Fault was found either with the covenant itself,

_or with the administration. It could not be with

- e

the former, without blasphemy, it cannot be al-
ledged that fault can be found with any covenant .

.of which God isa party, its law was divine and for

that time was as positive in its injunctions, as ‘thou
shalt mot kill.> The ceremonial law which was
the law of that dispensation, an existing command
founded upon the Divine will, possesses all the ob-
ligation of a command, founded upon the Divine
nature, although the foriner of these mayhe re-
pealed or changed by the peity, yet while “enjoin-
ed, they possess the force and perfection of the mo-
ral law, . : ‘
It could not be the substance with which the
fault was found, becausethese were blessings:
drawn from the divine bounty, by those to whom
God, in that covenant had promised, that ‘he would
be their God and the God of their seed.” It fol-
lows. that the fault was found only with the dis-
pensation, which 1 have shewn did not affect the
being of the covenant, the only thing in dis~
pute.* o : i

*For the satisfaction of Mr. C’s Disciples we
shall give them asummary of his three reasons
why the Old and New-testament cannot be the -
same covenant. S

B and C were the sons of A. When A their father
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Objection 2nd. Compreher
The first covenant was old, tl
The new. covenant was no
to the old. .

To the first of these I repl;

_pensation iscalled a neweov___. .. ___
reasons—the first of these must be, that the cove-
nant or will, must be entirely new, this however,
is impossible; the promises of that covenant which
were made unto the fathers, its first heirs, were

_ confirmed by the death of the testator of the new-

" testament. ‘Rom. 15. 8. Now 1 say that Jesus

Christ was a minister of the circumcision, for the’

truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto
the fathers.” I would now ask Mr C.If one testa-
tor can by his death confirm two distinct wills?

he must answer, No; however numerous the items -

died he’ left them equal shares of a very large es+
tate. B was the oldest and come first into the
possession of the estate, There were, however,
three difficulties that B had to encounter. 1st He was
inexperienced, there were many things be could not
understand. 2nd. The administrators through
whom B had to look for his estate, were also ig-

norant, and, in many instances, not faithful. S8rd.

In the early times in which B come into the posses-

sion of his estate, none were capable of making -

him understand the will—B was often perplexed,

and had but little comfort. But when his young-.

er brother become of age, the will was understood;
the first administrators dead,anda { CoE
_ of wills fixed in law—Now because

cumstancial differences, who will s

C were not brothers, or the will

C. believe himself that ‘thiey wrere uc
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,thetestament is but-one, every
y the death of the testator, as
re a -separate will. Numerous
belonged to the covenant of
3 administrations: the fathers-of
— - the apostle wrote; were heirs .

of that covenant; the promises made to-them, were .

inferior with respect to evidence to those made

since—yet they were confirmed by the death of
.Christ the testator, and, by fair coneequence, they
-were the -promises of our ' covenant, -confirmed to

tbem and us by the ‘onee offering up of himeself.
~ But ‘the new covenant was not to be according
to the old’. This is Mr. C’s 2od. -reason. Iask .

‘why it wagnot to be according toit> Was it in the -

enjoyment of God by faith? No: for.while the evi- -
dence of their faith was inferior to purs; yet the
being of this grace was secured to the subjects of
that djspynsation, in the very revelation of the cow
enant. °I will establish my covenant between me
and thee, and thy seed after thee, in their genera- -
tiens - for an everlasting covenant,"to be aGod unte
thee and thy seed after thee’ In what respect
then did they differ? Answer only-in the admims-

" tratiori, which is graated.

“We now come to Mr. C’sthird reason,why these
eovenants cannot be the samge, viz. - That the items
of the :covensnis were not the same, :Ist. - ‘The
law of the first covénant. was written on - stone’—the
law ‘‘of the second on the heart”. This iganun-
expected concession, that the law written on.stone

‘was the game whichi was written: on our: hearts tin-

der the' New testament. As-.the  only . dispute is
respecting the law, I care mpt where he finds it
written, on. pesis, parchment, stonés, or flesh. .Is
the law written on#tone 1?{& bame that:is writien on
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"the ‘heart? then my position st:

think the weakest reader will

tablish this proposition, that th

enants were not one, because't

law. Mr. C. has joined a wi

pert of his chain. :

‘The truthris that the same l: ... .

written on the heart of Adam, was afterwar?; writ-

. ten By itsdivine author on‘tables.of stong; and is

now written by-the same law-giver on the. hearts
of his ‘people. But if we attach any meaning to
Mr C’s observations on thix part of his subject, i
i8, that this law was, under the Old testament, only

. writtenon stone, for he intends'by this assertion te

establish an essenfial difference betweep the two
covenants. Query, was not this law -written on
the hearts of Old testament saints? Mr. C. thinks

. not; he supposes it. was only written on stone at
- that time, but npw it is written on the heqgrt. Let

us ask an inspired Old testament sajrit. - Psal. 40,
8. “Yea thy law is written in my heart.” Ne,
says Mr. C. it whs at that timé written on stones,
lying in the ark—another query: - Where was the
law of Old testament saints, after the Chaldean,
burnt the house of God and the ark? ‘The truth
is, under the former dispensation it was written on
‘tables of stone, and alse on the hearts of the saints
of that dispensation. * Under the New testament it
is written on paper, and also en-the learts of all be-

" lievers, Mr. C. are you not wearied of this item t*

*It is something curious, to read Mr. C’s, view.,
exprefsed in this first item. Page. 40, “In the"
¢ first, the laws were written on tables of stone, and.
¢ as Moses broke the stones, sg.the people. broke
¢ thelaws. Jrrthe 2nd. or new, they are writtsn
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was their God in a nationdl

Bat in the 2nd. covenant
1 in a spiritual and eternal -

. _ 1 of this item, if he means God
essentially corsidered,. HE was the ‘God. of the
Jews in a national & temporal sense, it is conceded.
But in this very far advanced state of the néw tes-
tament church, he'is the. God of saints in a national
and temporal sense—this never effects the cove-
t ofsGrace or either dispensation of it. But
tliis «ijg not the matter atissue. The questionis— .
was Jesus ever the saviour of any nation, as such? -
_ —or evenod as father, the Father of any mation -
as such? kthink np Baptist will answer in the af-
firmati®e. Was he not the saviour of all those-
under that digpensation that believed? Whether
then, or - yety 43 there any ‘other name given un-
der hcaven or among men, whereby we can be °
saved, but the name of Jesus? His true hypo-
thesia is, God stood revealed only as a sovereign

¢ on the heartsjof all the subjects,  consequently
‘capnot be broken.” i. e. A law ieritten on
stones may be broken, as easily as Moses broke the
stones, but a law written on the heart cannot be
broken. I supposé Mr. C. must mean by breaking
a law, transgressing its precepts—heathen have not
this law, written on paper, nor_on stones, they
have it only on their hearts, Rom, 2, 15, ‘which
shew the work of the law written in their hearts;*
they cannot therefore break the law, or in_a word,’
it is impossible now topin, because’in a greater or
less degree,every person has now the law written
in,_ their hearts! This is liberty for those who can
believe it. T o

( -
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- 8 saints, under the Qld testa
he is the father of saints, since.
Those Hopkinsidns who deny
was essentially necessary to s
that an expiatory sacrifice was.. -
and justice of God, might, with-some appearance of

consistency, maintain Mr. C’s.theory. Yet I think

no Baptist will. . o .
Let us take another look at' this mew theory.

God once saved men as civil eitizeng—but naw: mg -

saves them asadopted children; . e. wx mved

. Jews as he now would save the savages, without
. sending them the Gospel; because these stand re-
" Jated to God in as stronga national sgpseas the
Jews did. T am not doing the opiniap of Mr. C.
any injustice, because he gives.this item ak? dis-
tinguishing charateristic between the Jewlsh be-
lievers and us. - " Do

" The second part of this item, that we are now
God’s people in aspiritural and eternal sense; is
not -denied; but if this assertion made say thing

for Mr.. C. he must bave meant, that believers un- - 4

der the Old testameat, were not his, in a spiritual
-and eternal sense. Wasthis the idea, the spirit
- of God, by the apostle Paul, intended to convey in

.y

his Epistle to the Heb; in giving ua that list of

. Old testament worthies? But Mr. C. does believe
that some saints, did exist under the Old testa-
ment; were these not the children of God in a spi-
ritnal and eternal’ sense. Were they united tage-
ther-as a body?_if they were sa united—they were

""a church—even the conclasion in some sense, he

concedes, yet when the reader enideavours.to fol-

low his sentiments—these saints come-Qut a na-
tional, carnal, temporal church, or a people ‘called

.- out’ of the world—as one nation is called out of
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quired to be taught to know the Lord, but the sub-
jects of the new, are all taught of God.”

This item is expressed in that form that is *°
® found decisive: strip it of its thin dress-and you
®will see its true character—then, reader, judge for
- yoursg)ft-  Under the Old testament, parents had to

send their children toschogl,to learn them to read,
priests had to explain the law, parents: had to ¢
teach Yheir children its-statutes, sitting down, ris-+
ing up, by the way, &c. as lawful means to learn
them to know the Lord. Butunder the present dig-
pensation, this is unnecessary, the Divine Being,

-‘according to Mr. C. has forbid all education* this

doctrine will be very agreeable to those parents
who. never teach their children te read. This
must be the meaning of Mr. €. or why does he
give the means of acquiring - knowledge under the
two dispensations, as a reason why the covenants
eannot be one. - ,

The passage of seripture to which Mr. C. re-
fers, ‘They- shall all be taught of God,” must be
understood as meaning one of three things; either
that new {estdiment saints are miraculously filled
with knowledge, without the use of means—That
they are savingly -taught by the spirit of God, in

.- -the sanctifieation of their knowlege—or that the

vemoval of shadows from the dispensation of
Grace, rendered the means of knowlege easy,and
Gospel instruction plain, The first of them was
true on the day of Pentec;ost, and for some time
; . . H 2 ‘

.



¥

,
e

_® venants.

% - BAPTE!
. Ce
after. The- second .will g
* *both dispensafions.  And the
the superiority of the rew oo
.. ceded. Bet will either of
covehant? No—it only esta
that the heirs of the, second ... .._.. _.
covenant, havs an opportunity of more glearly un-
derstanding thew testament, than their fellow
heits had who lived under the former. The spi-
fit of God taught then, as it teaches yet,but the ®
means of grace, lie more clearly before the hu@@
man understanding mow, than they did at,thgt time. -
Mr. C. fxils by this item; n proving distinct co-
s+ 4th. Hem. *No rewnsission of sins promised’to Old
‘ testament saints, as such; but to the subjects of
New testament saints, as-such, forgiveness is pro-
- mised.? P. 40, A .
What idea Mr. C: ifitends to convéy by. the -
clause as such; is difficult to tell. I may not do
him justice when I attach that meaning to his
‘wordls, which every reader must do. 1eonsider. that
. the clause cannot have.any sound meaning; if for-
giveness was not promised to them as members of
the former dispensation, it could ngt be promised
to them ip any sense, for they lived under no oth-
«r dispensation. If he means that forgiveness was
aot promised to them as tivil citizens, then the
clause was useless, because no person then, or yet
obtains the pardon of 8inh in any other sedse, than
as the children of God, in union with Chrait. .
The third and only meaning can be, that Old, tes- "3
tament saints did not obtain the pardon of sin in
any sense.
" Nathan told David, ‘the Lord hath put away thy
tin:’_not as'a New testament taembey, for, this. he

»
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nt with Ged. Thers-
sining forgiveness of
of an all-atoning sa-
sh Mr. €. calls their
romised mercy: Exe-
—— . . to thousands of them
that love me, and keep my ecommandments.’ ltis
the opinion of Mr. C. that thisr Sinai covenant
contained nothing more or lees than that which
4vas written on the two tables of stone. P. 166%
it so, and my quotation & g part of that which
- belongs to this national covenant. Then I would
ask, how can God shew merey without pardoning
sin? Bgt this declaration, is made to the subjects

*When we speak of the Sinai covenant, we.
* cannot .scripturally ‘inelude one word-more in it,
¢than what was written on the two tables. See-
«ing both Moses and Paul have so restricted it.” -

It was not my intention to notice every absur-
dity in Mr. C’s book, for many of them are too
plain to do .much harm, byt he is g0 positive in
this plaee, that an unsuspicious reader might take
it for granted, that he was right—Ilest this might
be so, I would inform the reader, that neither Mo-
ses nor Paul so restricted it. I suppose Mr. C. who.
is but  late writer, is the first that so restricted it.
It is conceded that the ten conmandments con- .
tained the substance of the law of that covenant,
but we. say it contained no more, and:the scrip-

ture.asserts no further. It was called the ark of

: fhe covenant-because it contained a summary of that.
law, which beliavers are, by covemnt, bound to
obey. But that the whole of the covenant was
written upon the tables,has no higher suthority.
than MrC. - ‘

<

*
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«of the covenant, as s
that covenant, as su
their sins. Look ag
the subjects of that c
ness of sin Wwas not |
a declaration made t
sation, as such, at t . -
judicial and ceremonial law. Exodus 34, 6, 7.
‘The Lorp, the Lorp coDp, merciful and gracious, -
long suffering and abundgnt in goodness ande
truth, Keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving i
iquity; and transgression, and sin.’ Reader, ob-
serve, this-is an itegp of Mr. C’s—national cove-
nant—these. were the people to whom the pardon:
- of sin was not promised.
4th Reason. ‘The first covenant waxed old and
vanished away,’ page 40 41. In the pages cited,
he calls the former covenant musty, moth-eaten, &ec.
‘When Mr. C. used siich expressionsat the time of
the public debate, I was indeed astenished, that
a person who desired the world to take hiin for a:
minister, would be guilty of such a profane ex-
v pression; but I now think him more inexcusable,
when in the cool moments of composition, he still -
uses them. Is it not, reader, a pity to }hear one
who makes some kind of a professesion of Chris-
- tianity, however farit-is from the truth, use such
degrading expressions of any covenant, of which
the eternal \God was a party. Reader blot those
expressions out of your memary.
or the justification of tHfifreason he calls gour
attention to Heb. 8,13. ‘In that he -gaith a new=
covenant, he made the first old, now that which..
decayeth, and waxeth old,is ready to vanish away.’
The question is, to what does the aposfle refer in-.
this verse? Either he must mean that.the ¢ovenant,
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ed dd’al::d fv}:‘s- ;eady to
he spe of the dispensa-
e tbes?ormer, and therefore
It oannot be the former; be-

el 1st. The covensnt conveyed and secured
blessings, spiritural and: eternal—God had pro-
mised to bé the God of Abraham, and the God of
shis seed, these were to continue before him. for-
ever. Itwas called, as we have shewn, an ever-
lasting covenant; by this covenant, Abrahems, Isase
and Jacob are now: in heaven. 'This is, and shall -
remain, their residence, Matt. 22, 32. Were the
doctrine of Mr €. true, then indeed closed all the
blessings, and all the privileges of any contract
God ever made with the Jews, as his people. It
18 remarkable, however, that Peter revives one of
Mr. C’s musty, moth-eaten promises, on the day of .
Pentecost, when the blaze of the New testament °
shot forth, on which day thousands were added to *
the family of Abraham. They were Christ’s, and
therefore Abraham’s seed. . .-
2nd. Christ was the substance of all their,
shadows. Heb. 10.1. But as Christ, the substance, -
the blessed SUN, began to rise, the shadows began -
to disappear, and to ‘vanish away.” 'Fhis hada re-
ference to-the outward rituals of the church alone,
they were all the subjects of sense. The church,
even then, and long before that time, anxiously
looked for the time when these shadows should
_ ‘vanish away,’ while, for that time, they were to
them a medium, through which they held commu-
pion with God. Their resolution is expressed
. 8ong. 4. 6. ‘Until the day hreak & the shadows flee
"away, I will get me to the mountain of Myrrh,
and to the hill of frankincense.’
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8rd. There were two thin
eovenant unchangeable, the |
and the parties contracting:
spoken at length. On the las
serve,that this covenant was f v ,
Father and the Son. Christ in that eternal contract ¥
was a feederal head. Therefore this covenant |
was between the Father and, through Christ, with l
" the ehurch; the Father is unchangeable—‘I am. ‘
- the Lord, I change not’ The son is unchange-
. able ‘Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and to day, - ,
and forever’. The church, politically considered, 4
~ is also one. ‘My dovemy undefiled is but one.’
. This ,party shall continue forever. Psal. 102. 28. |
. The children-of thy servants shall continue, the
. church shall ‘ever be with the Lord.’

*" There are covenant vows which secure to her ¢
“ the eternal possession of blessings, and of this Old ‘
+ testament covenant, God has promised that he |
'will ever be mindful Psal. 11, 5. Then I infer
“that a covenant, the parties and- the promises of ‘
* which will exist foreyer,isa covenant that can-
, 'not wax old, and cannot vanish-away. o
We grant that true religion was about departing \
from the Jews when Christ came; the sceptre was -
droping from the hand of Judah, when HE lifted
it up, the traditions of men are supplanting
Divine revelation, these gre truths; but they
. cannot be learned froin the passage to which Mr. -
.. C.refers. - o ‘ ) ‘ .
It follows by:pative #fiference that the dispensa-
tion-of grace, which comprehends the extgrpal |
rites peculiar to that dispensation, were the Obly o = |
parts of that covenant that ‘waxed old’ ‘va;pished
away.) - v
. » . . ‘
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ving found an argument that
k een, invites Pedo-Baptists u

4 1at every Pedo-Baptist wouls
® Fwrom. <1 1s. .. Should forever silence my oppo-
‘ nent on these topics, it reads thus. In that he
- ¢ sayeth a new covenant he hath made the first old.
‘—Now THAT which is old is ready to vanish’
away.” Page 40—Now, what has Pedo-Baptists
discovered i the text? That beyond all doubt it
proves that the ceremonies and all things peculiar
to the outward dispensation” of the old covenant,
"¢ waxed old and were ready to vanish away’ an
important discovery! yet known to all you Pedo-
Baptists from your childhaod, from the time yopr
parents taught you that .question: - ‘How many
" covenants are there?” Our argument founded up-
on the 8th of the Heb. remains untouched.
Mhile Mr. C. is quite exhausted, fighting his
shadow, yet he has this satisfaction, that he has
played upon the inattentive reader, from the only
circumstance that the word covenants is mentioned;
which he would have you to believe respected

* * the being, not the external parts: of that covenant.

The reader will perceive that the only difference
Mr. C. has yet succeeded in establishing, is,
that there were different dispensations to the same
covenant. . . T

In page 70 Mr. C. proposes Mr. W. Three intri-
cate and pertinent questions, that without doubt
must bring a decision ‘in 'his favor, on the subject -
of the covenants.

1st, ‘Are they the same, in respect of thé
‘ pature and extent of the privileges secured to,
¢ the respective subjects, under each of these cov»
‘enants.’ - . c
" %nd. -Are they the same in respect of the.inte.




¢ resting, or entitling oconditéon; that is, is
¢.ground of interest and of .claim, the same
hoth?? :
3rd. “Is the condition of the comjnued enjo
‘ment of the covenanted blessings, the same irf™
‘-both covenants? N Y

To the first of these I reply, essentially con-*
sidered, they ave, but as it respects their .external
privileges they .are not. For the #Hlustration of
which, I ebserve, . . :

‘1st. ‘That the faith.of the subjects of each cove-
nant was the same, Christ was the alone and
proper object of faith, under both dispensations.

- ‘Fpr other foundatien can no.man lay, than that is

..

laidy which-is Jesus Christ.’ 1.-Cor. 3, 11. There ~.

never was any other superstrueturé of mercy, than ‘
the church, and it was built on this foundation— 1
for this faith many of the' Old testainent saiats, ‘
were famous. If Christ ba refused by Mr.-C.to ‘
be the object of their faith, and ground of their ‘

-, atonement; what will hé choose? their sacnfices

_‘For thou desirest not saerifice,-else :would I give

. e ‘mouth - of “all his; prophats, that Christ’should -
~ suffer, hie: hath so:fulfitled.’ :

. lmguage .of Old testament sgints. . ‘But'he was

* come’

will not do, they were an object of sense,not of faith;
they will not do fora grousnd of atonement; David -
in Psal. -31. would ‘have*given -them for this
purpose, but found “they ‘would not do, v. 16. .

it. Thou delightest not in burnt offering.’ it
‘was in consideration’ of  this, that Christ said .to
the »tqbgects’of the former -di sation: ‘Lol

sal, 40. ‘Their prophets ail taught them-
tolook beyond their sacrifices. Acts.$8;18.¢ I-But
these things whioch.Ged :before kad shewed by

tallls

Their faith and hope united in him, this was'tie

- - [ &
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ansgressigns, he was bruised *
The chastisement of our-peace
with his stripes we are healed’

P 31d. In both these covenants there is a secu-
s+ ity given for spiritual and temporal blessings,
that the first contained spiritual blessinge, I think -
- isproven. The relation subsisting between God
and them secured the continued possession of
these blessings—this relation, the basis of all
their blessings, was promised in the very covenant
now in dispute, viz. the covenant of circhmci- .
sion. I will ‘be a God untothee, and to thy seed
after thee.” This relation God was to sustain, for °
the spécial purpose of securing them the blessings
contained in that covenant. That the same dis-
pensation secured temporal blessjngs, is not denied.
That the new covenant secures both these bless- -
ings, will also appear. That it secures spiritual °
blessings is not denied. That it secures a right
to temporal blessings, Mr. C. does yot deny; he
only sports alittle upon the subject, page 78,and
this in order to call the attention of the reader from
the subject, lest tliey unhappily see the breach in
a thelink of his chain.¥ oo

# Itis remarkable that Mr. C. for the satisfac-
tion of his own mind, although he disregarded the .
requests of the intelligent reader, did not “attempt
to tell us in what-manner believers were under
the New testament, made partakers of temporal
good thinge; had he attempted this, I' grant, it
might have discovered to his mind that uniformity
which in this respect, existed between the two
covenants—No—he must have one all carnal, the
other all spiritual. This})lest suits his purpose.

“a * .
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In addition to the observations
proposition on promises: “Bre:
and your water made sure;’ ‘Ble.. = ___ 3k .
for they shall inherit the earth’ &c. Intimate that
God as Father, has graciously condescended to .
his people, to secure them a right to temporal
blessings. He not only "bestows them without a
curse, but witha covenant security: these bless-
ings in every sense are theirs. The covenant of
grace makes all its subjects free, the heirs of this
Divine testator are free in ‘time andin eternity,
‘tvhom the son makes free are free indeed.’ " They
are not only delivered from the covenant of works
and all its curges, but from the world and all ser-
wile obligations to it. They are therefore the on-
Iy persons who inherit the earth. .

2nd. There isno difference with respectto cov-
enant title which a believer ‘has to the farm on
which helives, and the right which a believer had
" to his possessions in the land of Caanan, under the
former dispensation, ‘They are both inheritors of
- the ®arth, as Abraham’s seed. ‘If ye be Christ’s
then are ye Abraham’s seed.’ The Divine pro-
mise is the title the Jews bad to the land of
Caanan, our title is'the same. o

Mr. C. page 79, attempts  to-give us the. -differ-
ence of the two titlés; the claim of the Old testa-
" ment subject was founded on this:- ‘If ye be Abra-
ham’s seed, through Sarah, then are you_heirs ac-
cording to the promise.” But our claim is: If ye
be Christ’s, then are.ye Abrahams seed. ‘This
distinction may be easily discovered by one of
Mr. C’s disciples, I ¢annot sée it. ‘Becduse all the
rights, immunities and privileges ‘e 'possess 'in
virtue of being Teeder#lly represgnted “by ‘Abra-
ham, in any covenant were all by Isanc. - Sa says
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8. ‘Now we,brethren, as Isaa¢
n of promise.’ . In any future
of Abmsham, such Midianites
is natural descendents, as be-
ved the blessings of Abra-

w7 ham, not from any natural relation to him, byt
,lq Isaac, the child of promise. Unfortunately for

r. C.’s system, it is in the eavenant of Circum-
cision, where we have the first special promise of
the birth of Isaac, the son of promise.

. But the title of the heathen world to the chur'chi

is, by the apostle Paul, decla%ed. not enly to be by

Isaac, promised in the covenant of circumcision
but also conveyed to the heathen in the same way
it was to him. Rom. 9.7,8. ‘Neither because
they are the seed of Abraham are they all chil-
" dren: but, in Isaac shall thy seed be called; that is,
they who are the children of the flesh, these are
not the children of God: but the - children of the

promise are counted for the seed.’ In the cov- .

nant made 25 years before this mentioned in the
17 chap of Gen. I grant a seed was promised, but
from any thing said in the 12th chap. it was im-
ossible for. Abraham to have learned which of
is sons was to be his heir; but the covenant of
circumcision mentionedthesc¢ = 777 7
rah, the child of promise, by v
tiles obtained the possession «
The seed of Abraham by Isa¢
among whom the Gentile co
in, and both these eujoyed bl
in the same way, I know not,
or temporal blessings, possess
sidered as an individual man,” ___ A
third generation, it was because Isaac was hisson
of promise, that hé received more blessings for him-
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self and his seed, than Ishmael
he was the son of promise, thal
Abraham,receive blessings by
Again hearhis question, ‘are
" ¢ lation tothe nature and exte:
- “gecured tothe respective sub
¢ these covenants? From whs
answer is easy. They receiv. . .. , . _
through the same external medium, from the same’
author by means virtually the same, from the same
covepant, and as children of the same family. Mr.
C. at his leisure can'tell the difference and upon
duc thought he will find it ‘nothing more, than
that, which I have already shewn—the peeuliarities
of the dispensition. A
Quest. 2nd.‘Are they the same in respect of the
interesting or entitling condition?” &&
Ifby the interesting or entiling condition Mr.
C. means that whichin law gives us the claim to
_the privileges of the covenant, I answer, it is the
‘game in both covenants, faith in the obedience of

our Lord, is the interesting claim; the obedience.

“of this mediatgr, the alone fulfilment of the condi-
tion for either Jew or Gentile. The spirit of God
by the apostle Paul has erected too strong=a wvall
to inclose- this dactrine, to be thrown down by

C. Rom. 4.16. “Therefore itis by faith that
o might be'by grace; to the end, the promise might

be sure to all the seed; not that offly which is of -

the law, but that also which is.of the faith of Abra-
: ham,who is the father of us all.”? Will Mr. C.
make works the entitling condition of either new

or Old testament saints, We will however attend

to thisin its proper place.
Q. 3rd. ‘Is the condition of -the continued' en-
* joyment of the covenanted blessings, the same in
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? 'To this I answer, yes; be-
t of the condition of this cov-
f the dispensations, secures the
e blessings to the covenanted
. ey —-— - ---1 secures it to the cburch in all
T ages.. Psal. 89, 35 36. ‘Once have I sworn by my
®oliness, that I will not lie' unto David, his seed
. shall endure forever, and his throne as the- sun be-
fore me. . .
3rd The change of dispensations that took
place nearly eighteen hundred years ago, did not
vary the deeds or other lan¥ titles with believers,in  *
the land of Canaan.. The rights of property were
the sameé, when Christ left the world, that they
were before it. This assertian is true, whether we
speak of the claims of believersin relation to God,
“or man. Mr. C. would endeavour to persuade the
reader, that such individual believers as Christ
found on earth, received, by his coming, new
titles to temporal property. These believers
lived under both dispensations: when they lived
under the former dispensation, all the rights they
‘possessed to temporal property, were conditional,
but.na sooner did the dispensation change, than
they found, that this condition for the .continued
possession of the blessings was also ehanged, of
cource, all thetitles founded upon this change,.had
to he varied accordingly. I am certain that the pe--
rilous state of Jewish titles, as taught by Mr. C. ne--
ver once occured toany lawyer in all Judea.* :

-

* The reader will Jook attentively at Mr. Cs
query. ‘ls the condition aof the continued’ &c. Is
it just reasoning to contrast the temporal blessings
of Old testament believers with the spiritual bless- .
ings of saints now? ToI rzeason. fairly we must
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. "8rd. The store house of free
immediately after the fall, the
tion was t6 all to come and po
contained in it. The grant w:
right to the continued -poss.

things of this werld, so long as was necessary, was ¢

‘found among the other treasures, and equaljy seé-.

cured to believers. This was equally secured,:

to Jew or Gentile con¥erts without mentionipg
time, orrefering to national distinction; Christ- de-
clares, ‘Blessed are the meek for they shall in-
herit the earth.’ e A "
. Were:you to credit Ms. C. you would belieye
. that the situation of people under the Old testa-
ment dispensation; differed but little from -the
state ¢f man under the covenant of works, Adam
in a state of innoceney, had a right to eternal life,
but there was a condition that lay between him,
and the continued possession of the blessings of

" that covenant. That his situation was precarious

was proved by the event his fall, but, according to

compare their temporal blessings with ‘ours, as al-
so their spiritural blessings, with thoge ynd}t the
present dispensation. Continued possession of tem-
poral blessings, I grant; had some comditions in
every age of the world, life was uncertain, and this
from a variety of causes, besides the want of food.
. Buf] titles to these several blessings, distinct in
their nature, were in any age of the world the
same. The Jews had no more covenants or any
more security for temperal blessing than we have,

- an American believer, has the® ‘continued posses-

sion’ afhis farm upon the same condition that a Jew
had, of at least Mr. C. has not sheved. the differ-

- »
- 2

.
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precise situation of those who
:nant of circumcision. Page
:nded upon an-if, it was condi-
» enjoy it so long as they were

at, conae;]uently by their dis--
3 .

obedience they were exclude

The word ¢f, was no more expressive of a con-
dition in the covenant, God made with the Jews,
than it is under the preggnt dispensation. The

reader will compare the language used respect- .

ing the blessings of the new covenant, with* those
quoted by Mr. C. from the covenant of eircumci-
sion. Hsb, 3. 6. *‘But Christ, as a son over his own
house, whose house are we, if we hold fast, the
confidence and the rejeicing of the hope; firm un-
to the end.’ -John'31. ‘Then said Jesus to those
Jews who believed on him,if ye eontinue in my
word, then are ye my disciples indeed.® The

word if, has in these passages, as much the force
- of a condition, as in any declaration made to Abra-

‘ham or any of his children."

enjoined in the present administration of grace,

as reully, and with all the authority it ever possess-

ed,and I might add, that it is as reglly conditional
as ever it was, since the fall. Mr C. mistakes the

goint, when he supposes. that the ‘nesy covenant,’
" has telaxed our obligation to duty. But the truth
is, that the Divine Reing never did require any

" conditional duty since the fall of man, even faith,” |

~ * Mr. C. with the assistance of Thomas Aquinas
must in his next treatise shew the difference
between the use of the word if, in these. passages
and the use of it, in the covenant made with the

Jews. - .

"

To be willing and obedient, isa summary duty

s
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which is a moral duty, is not e
ed. It has the sanetion of a |
¢This is the command of God
his Son.—‘The true conseque¢
also stated.’ ¢‘He that believe

Yet it is called the ‘gift of God'—and is tHerefore -

a promised blessing; and would therefore be the
gondition of itself. ‘Ifye be willing and obedient,
ye shall eat the good of the land,’ states the conse-
. quence of obedience—*'it is eating the good of the
land, - but obedience is no more the condition of
their continued possessign of that land, than it is
of our continued possession of the blessings of
terna) life, as is evident from the passages just
quoted. Butin Page 79.—Mr. W. will be assham:
ed of his answer.’ I ahall now leave it with the
-reader to judge, who has the best right to-be as-
shamed.* - ST
Mr. C.vays ‘that the first covenant was enjoin-
ed in such a way, as it might be forfeited.” . This

dindeed makes the covenant of circumcigion, to all-

intents and purposes, a covenant of warks. In
the first cogenant God made with man ugon the

. condition df obedience, he promised eternal life—

ER

T

- are however, now saved by grace. Although Mr? .-

had hg given this obedience, he would have been
entitled to eternal life, But this is the language

*]t is something remarkable that the system of
grace the Baptists have adopted, is so contradieto-
-1y in its very nature & being. By legal obedience.
saints under the Old testament were - saved—they

~ C, hads invented, in most things, a system entirely
- new~rever heard of by the Prophets, or yet any
of his brethren, in this, however, he has followed
the Baptist writers g’:nerally. :

»




upon asimilar cendition, without surety or indeed
any security for the continued possession of its bless-

" ings but our corrupt will; ﬁgﬁery, How was the
state of the Jewish believers rendgred any better
by it? 2nd. Query, As every one of the Jews
were unwilling and disobedient—they were sin-
ful beings, why were they, not instantly chased
from the land of Canaan, as our first Parents were
from the ‘Garden pof Eden.’ Lo :

It appears now that the Divine Being, according
to Mr. C. made two covenants with Abraham as
a public person;-the first covenant, a covenant of
gracey;the second a covemant of works® The first
secured all blessings, freely, the second con-
ditionally, with disobedience threy might enjoy the
blessings of the former, but obedience was requi-
-ed as the entitling condition of the lptter. By the
first, Abraham and his posterity werd made free,
by the second, they were bound. The _simple’
statement of Mr. C’s .Doctrines in this placeis
their refutation. We shall now proceed to an-»
swer his remaining queries. P..16. 85. :

Query 4th. ‘If both these covenants are the same, .. °
ii what respect is the new said to be better _

. than the old? . s
- Answer. In the dispensation alone, for reagons
already given. : . T

Query 5th. ‘Are the duties enjoined upon the .
-covenanters the same in both % v

*What does Mr. C. mean by the ‘duties enjoig-
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Ans. Yes—with the differen
alone. “To which 1 have also :

Query, 6th. ‘Are the penpal
same in both? ’

I answer there are no p
to either covenants. He was
prised when Mr. W. gave thi s .
astonishment he expresses with much fervor P.
86.—and, here he intimates the consequence as it
respects Mr. W’ doom, before the bar of that
church to whiéh he belongs, but in this part of
the discussion I rather think Mr. C. should save
his fears and tremble before the bar of his own
conscience. Because he is the first man " of
whom I have ever read, orheard, that declared
that the cbvenant of grace, either as administered
under the Old or New testament, possessed any
penalty, 1 every branch of the true church holds

ed being the same in both.? The duties enjoinéd,
upon any two individuals are not the same, much
less can they be expécted to be the same, under
two different dispensations. Mr. C. was not .

" ‘bound to the same precise dufies in single life

that he is now—he was not then bound to love
his wife and teach his children. Query, Is he
now under the same law he wasthen? this pos-
sessestall the force of query 5th. o ,

tI have supposed Rerhaps Mr. C. meant noth-
ingmore by the word penalty, than chastisement;

“this might in some measure appear consistent with

hig “observations, upon what he ealls the penal-

. ties of the New covenant; but it will ot do when

tried by his ohservations upon the Old coyenant.
This novel ‘and erroneous expression must either
rice from igrjpmnce or corrupted undersianding.
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+ peualty of the covenant of
greed to ddin the covenant of
10uld his people in any age of
t to' a penalty? The papists
«-- — - - -— body on earth, called by the christi-
an name, that on this point agree with Mr. C.

They suppose that full satisfaction was not made
“to the law and justice of God by Christ Jesus—

that therefore another place of punishment is ne-
cessary, tocomplete the penalty of the law. Pro-
testarits have always endeavoured to refute them,
by establishing the fullness of Christ’s satisfaction,
and thereby proving that the doctrine of a pur-
gotary, was not only absurd, but unnecessary.
The Baptists have enlisted against Mr. C. on this
point—Mr. €. would do we}l to rcad a work writ-
ten by an eminent Baptist, Mr. Boothe, entitled

. Glad tidings. He will then be as much surprised

at Mr. B. as at Mr. W. Butif Mr. C. has no ac-
cess to this work Ushall submit the matter to an
inspired writer Gal. 3, 13. ¢Christ hath redeem-
ed us from the curse of the law, being made a

curse for us.’ For Mr. C’s sake I wish he had -
read this passage before he had'said so mucha-

. gainst Me, W,

-

He says the penalties annexed to ‘the old co-
¥enant were numerous and severe. P.8G. I
grant indeed that the penalty of the covenant of
works, contains curses, numerous and severe;

and that, during every revelation of the Gospel; -

It can hirdlyrisbfmm'the former, because his li-

brary when carried to the stage in pomp, present-
ed nearly a eart load of books, and'as an ndispu-
tuble proof of the good sense of those booksh

fold the audience thy crossed the sea. .
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these cursés were revealed as the just declarations -,
of the Almighty, against the unbelieving and dis- . .
obedient, against those who refused to become 4
subjects to the law as a rule of life, and by faith
receive the promises of the gospel. If a city of
refuge was provided for New, or Old testament .
sinners and .they refused to fly to it; # was bat
just, they should feel the potent arm of thé aveng- .
‘er of blood. When Mr. C. is trying to preach, * -
‘does he. never inform his hearers, that ‘he that
“beliéveth net shall be damned?” He considers
. #- himself a New testament member; will he find a
penalty more severe ynder the Old testament? _
Does he never irnform his hearers, that without
the blessing of God, they .are cursed in their bas-
ket andin their store? Moses intimates.no more
. under the former dispénsation. If Mr. C. asks a
blessing to the food he eats, does he not pray-to
_be delivered from the curses mentioried by Moses -
and other ‘inspired writers? . e
But here lies the great defect, by which Mr. C.
thinks to escape. He takes care to give us no
- meaning of the word penalty, had he done this the. , ..
reader would *have found him out: The distinc-
- tion between a penalty of a law and fatherly chas. .
tisement is obvious. They are distinct, both in_
their administration and nature. The formeris .
inflicted by a Judge, the latter by a Father. Pen-
alty vindicates the justice and authority of a law
. —chastisement subdues corruption, the first con:
.. demns, the other sanctifies. The matter of sen- -
> sible, or temporal ‘punishment may be the same in
- both cases; but ver{ different in their nature and
end. Even the Gallows that to many is # mourn-
' ful and disgraceful passage, to a still more dread-
. - ful place, may be, to some, & dark passage tos

’

-
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s sufferings even of. death, May
th cases, yet the one is penalty,
ent. The law demands, by its
f a wicked man, but it does not
iral death from .a believer; he

e "dies by the mercifulrod of a father, but not by any

*

demand B Justice. It is to them a new covenant .
blessing. °¢All is yours, whether Paul or Appollos,
or Cephas, or life, or death.’

Mr. C. in order to establish his gself created
system, entertains you with an, extraordinary com-
ment on Gen. 17. 14. ‘And the uncircumcised
man child, whose flesh of his foreskin, is not cir-

- cumcised, that soul shall de cut off from his peo-
ple, he hath broken my covenant’ ‘The cutting off
says Mr.,C. ‘from his people, was the penalty first
proposed.’ P. 87, Seldom has there been an in-

- dividual raised in the church, too ignorant to
* know that the expression ‘cutting of® when used

in scripture, means nothing more than separa-
tion from the church, by censure: to introduce
prooff for the establishment of this, would be to
impose on common sense. Even the Baptists
have often inflicted Mr. C’s penalty to its fullest

-+ extent. It is the end of all penalties, to inflict the

punishment for .crimes required by the law, and
0o further to consult the benefit of the culprit than
is consistent with the dignity of the law, requiring
such penalty. _But the intention of all disciplina-’
ry punishment, is uitimately the salvation of the
subject. 1. Cor. 5. 5. ‘Todeliver such an one un- _
to Satan, for the destruction of the flesh, that the
spirit may be sgved in the day of the Lord Jesus.’
"But each ofgli¢se covenants have penalties, ac-
cording to “The ultimate of all the pea- .
¢ alties of the o Z&vemu;z was,the final and eter-
S ceL
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¢ nf) rejection of refractory su
¢ the peoplé of God, in any se
¢ mate of all the penalties of the
¢ to make the subjects of it pa
¢ ness, and to exempt them fron
¢ of the world.’ Page 88. The |

. covenant, condemned forever, but the pEhalties of .

the new covenant, saved its subjects eternally. A
new kind of penalties, for the invention of which,
Mr. C. desepves the honor. In all the Bible, we
have no such account of penalties, belonging to
either of Mr. C’s covenants. Let us hear the ti-
tles and description of Mr, C’ penalties by an in-
spired writer—does he call them penalties or even
hint that they were such? Heb. 12. 8. ‘But.if ye be
without chastisement, whereof all are partakers,
then are ye bastards and not sons.’

- Reader, again turn back, and reviey Mr. C’’

dectripe, respecting these two covenants, with
their penalties, conditions, &c. Saints, under the
Old ‘testament—Mr. C’s old, ‘musty covenant’
were, by its laws, subject to the pains of eternal
death, fingl rejection, &c. It was indeed discour-

.- aging to the saints of that time; why did any

of them forsake their father’s house—suffer per-
secution, wanderin deserts, and, after all, by the
laws and true spirit of that covenant, might be
eternally rejected? 1f his doctring be true, there

‘was still amuch greater differencg between the

two covenants, than has ever occured to any of Mr.
C’s predecessors. It was nothing less thau this,
that saints, under, the first dispensation of grace,
were not only in a cenditional state,and this con-

* -dition was perfect obedience, but from any pro-
. mise of this covenang, or any relation they held to

God, might finally falFfrom & state of grace. * Que-
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believe his own system?

ot Abraham, by covenant, the

ld seed, a natural and a

i the father of anatural seed,

B _ her man is the father of a pos-

terity—and he was the father of a spiritual seed,

by covengpt. ‘It was not the children of the flesh,

but the cHhildren of the promise, that were reckon-
ed for the seed.” - L

¢Query 8th. Did not Abraham’s spititual seed,

¢ coosist first of Christ, and all that in him, inherit

¢ the faith of the father of the faithful, whether

¢ Jews or Gentiles, and of them only?’

Ans. Yes; for by covenant he had no other seed. -

¢ Query 9th. Did not the covenant of circum-
¢ cision exclusively belong to the natural seed of
¢ Abraham, as such, and to them only, as specified

& ¢ in Gen. 17T? , -

Ans. No: and with me agrees the Apostle ‘Paul.
Rom. 4. 12. ‘And the father of circumcision to
them who are not of the circumcision only, but
who also walk in- the steps of that faith of our fa-
ther Abraham, which he had, being yet uncircum-
cised:’ This last query proves his stock was ex-
hausted, because this is the very matter in dispute.
By Mr. C’s definition of this covenant, Abraliam’s
natural sons, circumacised by him, seven out of eight,

were excluded—six sops’ by Keturah, and one by -

Hagar, and all their posterity forever.*

- % On the first day of public dispute, Mr. C. plead

with the activity and ingenuity of an attorney, to
be delivergd fram these covenants, but having
spent a studious night, he apgfared to be quite
recovered, and with’these quebtions, written in his

5.
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Having now endeavoured !
position, and having attended
objections to the doctrine of
shall now look a little at hisa
subject. .

FIRST COVENANT. -

The Covenant of works, 5

- -

“i s, I grart, o true covenant; and of course, does
not befong to any of this spurious list. But even on
this old covenant, Mr. C. must exercise his inven-
‘tive mind; & while nearly 6000 years have elapsed,
since this covenant was entered into, Mr. C’s im-
provement has neveroccured to any. ‘Upon the
“whole premises we must observe, that in this whole
¢ transaction, Adam "~ was entirely pdssive. He
‘stipulated nothing.’ page 158. I do not say, in re-

ply, that Adam did stipulate any. thing. It is not -

necessary, in order that a’true covenant may exist,
that both parties should stipulate: but if one party
propose and another accept, it is a {rue contract.
But was Adam passive? Ianswer No: because to

‘hand, vociferated and bantered prodigiously, what
he was now ready to do with Mr. W. -on these
covendnts. Yet alas!nothing was made, and in a
few hours the old covenant wasagain a place of
torture for Mr. C. He got angry at it, and called it
the ‘old musty covenant.” But when he comes to
write, he is still bettér prepared, but still does as
little for the subject. Aftertbe debate, he invent-
cd four new covenants, for fear of being confined
fo two; his reply wilf probably coptain a few more.




———

Adam to obey, and the promises made by. God, he
choee toreceive. Moral conformity to the Divine
* will, and'a disposition to submit to his Sovereignty
in all things—were created with him. It follows
that Adamn did not withhold his consent, but was
active in giving itto God. But Mes C. will, as
usual, be ready to cry out, where 45 your war-
rant. Tanswer he concedes the justice of my plan
of infering, in the same covenant, ‘the token or
seal of this transaction was the tree of life.” Here
I agree with him, but where has he found any ex-
press warrant for his doctrine? where is life pro-
mised in the covenat of works? or where is the tree
of life called a token or seal of this covenant? why
these are implied. This I grant; butI have evi-
dence equally strong, for Adam’s actively consent-
1ng to the terms of this covenant. Gen. 1.26. ‘And
God said, let us make man in our own image af-
ter our likeness.’ Mr. C. on this passage must
admit one of two opinions;.either that of Immanu-
el Swedenburger, which declares this to be a cor-
poreal likeness, or say that it was a moral likeness. -
Again, Heb. 7,29. ¢This only have I found that
God made man upright. When God gave the com-
mand. ¢“Thou shalt not eat of the tree of know-
ledge of good and evil, wag Adam in possession of
this holy nature, passive, mute? No: this would
have been disobedience, a detestable indifference.
The very language of hisi( n;ture was, I will not eat
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of it, T would only observe that .
covenants, we have not one f
character of a covenant, and it
in any.cense a covenant, if Ade

Before I proceed to view his
enants, I would premise a’ few

‘In every covenant made wit
promises mercy, grace, or any other blessing, such
promises must,in ome form, be the revelation of
the covenant of grace, and inevery instaace where*
the formal assent of the church is mentioned, it
is to them a covenant of duty; as it is an acknow-
ment of thecovenant of grace. It is an agreement
to receive the promises of this covenant, to pro-
fess its truth and-obey its law.

A frequent revelation of this covenant became
necessary from the .peculiar circumstances, in
which the ghurch was placed ;sometimes this was re-
vealed by way of promise. It was thus revealed
to Abraham, in the 12th chap. of Geneses, when he
was first called out of Ur of the Chaldees. Some-
times it is made. knewn by the revelation of its
precepts; this was the manner of its revelation on

Mt. Sinai. But every separate revelation of this -

covenant, ‘was but partial. It is impossible to
take any just view of it, but by uniting all these
revelations together, we shall then see its truth, its
promises, its law; in a word, the scriptures of
truth, is this will or covenant, sealed by the death
of Christ the testator. But when this comprehen-
sive view is taken still it is very partial. I believe
that the babe, who enters into eternal life, sees
more of this covenant, than all saints on earth, our
blessings_in this world, are seen at best but
through a glass darkly. : .

The firat revelation of this covenant was made

L d




F
PTISM. 108

in the garden of Eden, in a

), by a blessed preacher of

Mr. C. should have commenc-

ant.. In this sermon we have

rement of our feederal head, to

f that covenant, and*to bring

__ ghteousuess, by his suffering

_unto death., Gen. 3. 15. ‘I will put enmity be-

tween thee and the woman, and between thy seed

and her seed; it ‘shall bruise thy head, and thou

shalt bruise his heel.” But in processof time,

when ministers, began to oppose the moral law,

which was written upon the heart of man, and to

encourage loose professors in the violation.of the

sabbath, a doctrine taught by the Devil, and very

agreeahle to the human heart; they soon obtained

followers, the whole human race was destroyed by

a flood, with the exception of Noah and his fami-

ly. For the encouragement of the new world,

1t became necessary to make a second revelation
of this covenant; this is Mr. G’s.

SEGOND COVENANT. P. 159.

- ¢It was all promises and no commands.’ P.
160. It is true, that there were no particular,
commands specified; yet it is true that all the
commagnds that God had ever revealed to man,
were grly implied and revealed in that covenant.
It is essential to the nature of God to require duty
from every person with whom he makes a cove-
nant. It is evident from Mr. C’s statement of thig
-covenant, that he supposes this doctrine 1s con-
tained in that revelation, (let it be spoken with

.t
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more reverence than Mr. (
as moral evil produced the floc
now made a coverant, in whi
to the end of time, might do a
make us.certain'that this is his
this ‘covenant could not be br.
venant without a law, ‘where .

no transgression” Fallen man, could not bea -
party in this covenant, or yet could perfect men -

be a party in it, sin is the breach of a taw, holi-
ness is conformity to it; but where no law is, nei-
ther of these can exist. Reader, look further at

Mr. C’s view of this covenant; a covenant giving

great teroporal mercies, but in the receipt of these,
no obedience is required. Enjoy all its blessings
and do as you please, is his definition of this cove-
nant. ‘

He says that the rainbow was merely a memo-
rial of this covenant. P. 16. Perhaps Mr. C. in
this assertion, understands himself. Yet I think it
is difficult for any other person to understand this
expression. If, by the rainbow being only a me-
" morial of this covenant, he means, that it is only

to keep it in memory—then it 1s another of his new

inventions. I never knew it to be denied by any,
that ever heard of that covenant; that the rainbow
wasa token that God would never again destroy
the world by another flood; at least this is the Di-
vine mind on this subject, io opposition to Mr. C.
Gen. 9. 13,14, 15. ‘I do set my bow in the cloud,
and it shall be for a token of acovenant, between

" me and the earth. Anditshall come 1

1bring a cloud over the earth, that t}
be seen in the cloud: and-1 will re
covenant, which is between me and

ry living ereature of all flesh, and the

ey




1

JAPTISM. 105

lo0d, to déstroy all flesh.’ It
nbow is a token that God will
orld by another deluge; we
me amendments on Mr. C’s

gracious act of God the Fa-
ther ‘Originating 1n him, and ordained by him
alone. °
2nd. Itrespected the church of our Lord Jesus
Christ, and gives intimation to the wicked, that
one great reason of their preservation is, ‘for the
Elect’s sake,” while it secures the continued exis-
tence of the-animal creation for the use of man,
8rd. ‘It was absolute and unconditional,’ and
yet might be broken, )
- 4th. ‘It was all promises,’and commands, ‘the
blessings ' promised were temporal’ and spiritual,
‘and commensurate with time’ and eternity, .
5th. ‘The token of it was the rainbow,’ which
was not only a security, that the world should ne-
ver again be destroyed by another flood; but also
an emblematical declaration, that Christ the glo-
rious rainbow of that covenant, of which this was
but a revelation 1n part, would never suffer the
overflowing vengeance of God, to destroy any
true members of this covenant. )

THIRD COVENANT.
i} L

rved many things on this
'ue calculation is given in
ations from scripture to
venant, equally apply to .
e of this, he resorts to his
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usual plan of composirg st

answer his purpose; he cite

perform the mercy promise:

and to remember his holy cor

would not do, to have the p
“cause the fact would then hav

charias was acknowledging
- cumcision; called by Mr. C. ¢
He therefore strikes out the w __ U
and inserts the words By the Father—such a plan
is indeed novel, in the christian world—and
would, in any other writer, be intolerable, but with

Mr. C. it is not unusual. ¥

FOURTH COVENANT,

Called the covenant of circumcision. _

Because circumcision, was now enjoined, as a

seal of the covenant of grace; on this eovenant we-

. have already spoken at length. Mr. C. gives you

his new system on this covenant. P.165. I shall"

‘present the reader with some amendments to his
view of this covenant. '

*Wheg 1 read this passage in Mr. C. I iustantly
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ed’ to Christ’s family ‘alone’
nd Gentiles. Circumcision
:he seal of this covenant.
nection with Abraham, was
or inter T
. union
Chriat’s, then are ye Abraham
Srd. That God the Son ‘v
ticular relation to this famil;
king, protect them by his p!
them by bis glorious gos|

Ccées. o

4th ‘It was unconditional. The enjoyment o
all these blessings, depended upon,’ the obedience
of Christ alone, and although they should break
this covenant by their sins, HE would ‘visit their
faults with rods, their eins with chastisement; but
his loving kindnes HE would not take from them ¥

* 5th. It wasa covenant, the visible sign, or seal
of wbich was in their flesh, as a sign of an ever-
lasting covenant. T

FIFTH €COVENANT;

The covenant madc with all Israel at Sinai.

The particular character of the revelation of the

mmr T as; . —
e a,ccompliohment of the pro-
. of circumcision,’ me#tioned

en:and also of the covenant .-

3od in , Christ by sacrifice,
| of Glenesis and also of the
of $his same covenant, Gene-
m was first called out of Ur.
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of the Chaldees. It was the
ment of a promise, made in
enants. But most of all, the
ment of a prophecy, made by (
the sorrows of his seed, and the
that ‘nation, whom they shalls
afterwards shall they come «
stance.’” Gen. 15, 14. A

2nd. Like every other revelation of this cov-
enant, it was unconditional. This was evident
from the manner in which it was prefaced. Ex. 20.
2: ‘I amthe Lord thy God, who have" brought_
thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of
bondage.” The people, all publicly consenting
to thiscovenant, nade it very evidently a covenant

< -

of duty. Ex. 19. 8. ¢All that the Lord hath spoken

will we do.*

" 3rd. This covenant, only in part, was written

upen two tables of stone, called by the apostle Paul,
Heb. 9. 4. ¢The tables of the covenant; in which
covenast we may safely include all the revelations
made at Sinai, which comprehended the revela-
tion of the judicial, ceremonial, and moral laws,

*Every time of the particular revelation of this
covenant to the church, it became a covenant of
duty.—The church could never engage in a’co-
venant of duty, without a revelation of the cove-
nant of Grgce—because this is the proper founda-
tion of a cowvenant of ¢ = The "
grace #contains —the 'pri
church; a-covenant of dy
the church, to receive t
public profession of the :
correspondent to the obl
ders mean by covenanting

4
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together with all the ‘promises * there ment-oned
4th. The laws of this covenant wére nume-
rous, and perhaps it was the fallest revelation, ever
made of the eovenant éf.grace, at any one tnnc to
the-church. Chifist’s office as a priest, was syste-~
~mutieally shewn 1ty the Aaronic priesthood, and his
- kingly government, in the revelations of the par-
_ ticular-laws by whxch the church‘was fo be gov-
- erned ‘ ' K

1 - ‘Bth. The Sinai revelatxon of ﬂns covenant, con-
tained both promises ‘and commands, end these
? promises, like those formerly m:ule, contained
Jfessings, both temporal and Spl!‘h.ual uncondm-

' f‘onaﬂ'y given.* .

Gth: Thlscovenaht was read as were all the ..

o' f'ormerrevelahons of it,’ in the audxencd’ of all the

Jewish church.” To prove that this was the cov~
, venant of grace, the promises of which in due .

* time," would be confirmed by the dtath of Christ,
s ! the testator, immediately after the revelation of it,

'b sacrificé was offered, and after takmg, the b]ood‘
t . of the sacrifice, this book containing the covenant

was sprinkled, tointimate thebloody confirmation
it should receive, the people was also sprinkled,
“fb intimate that the same death, would be 'the, at-

l

gnement of their sins. This .decleration was.

ade. ‘This is the blood of the .covenant, which.
God hath enjoined unto you.’ .He,h. 9, (3o0p edm-;
pared with Ex.24.8"° . - .

2 o .uxm covsmxr. a .‘#- N

‘This covenknt we&a part ef that xévelauon_

' "It was against . that part ol tlupeomnnt,:

which was written on tables of stone; that. Mr. C.
a_few ydars age wrote a phamphlet. oo

PO
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.. give unto bimmy  covenant of peace, and h& shall , -
. have 1, and hig seed after him, even the covenant .

. "?d;‘ The divine appointment, confering lhg"li
pfie

|
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made at Mount Sinai, in which

hood, of our Lord Jesus Christ

fined to Aaron and his sons in s

coming of the antitype. This |..

fronrthe Melehisedec priesthood, in that it was Conz
fined solely.to the family of Aaron. "The “continu-«__
ation of this priesthood, depending.upon the living
successors of Adron’s sons, rendered it not only

a changeable, but uncertain priesthood; in thege -
respects it was far inferior to the priesthood of
Melchisedee, for his priesthood, rot depepding eis

" their upon the standing of his predececssors or

suceessors, was an unchangeable priesthood. # ~_

Owing, howgver to the bravery, and particular |
fidelity of Phingas, ene of the sons of Aaron. “ This
covenat Wwas revealed in the ~strongest terms.. @ ‘
Number. 25:12, 13. ‘Wherefore say, behold, T~ |

of an everlasting priesthood.’ : AR
'We shallmention a few things in a great meas ‘, !
sure, peculiar to this part ot the revelation -of the *
covenant of grece. = * o S N
"Ist. ‘That it was a soverign act of the Almighty, . *
to*appeint Christ to the office of Priest, or Aaron’s
to be'a Ptiest typically to represent him. - 3 -

stRood_upon WAaron, is calted the covenant of
pesce, becaube the sporifices he was ordained to .
offér, fepresented the great High Pgiest, shedding
his bidad to obtain, eterna} peace, . o
+-3rdi “Titis revelation of the.coVenant “of grace, .
w4 likce- overy. other revelation of it, ‘unconditiges ,

- of;” &g it-Fespocted any:thing to be performed by

typicsl persons. C e -
4th. ’ghe promises of this covenant ﬁ‘ere, by ,



. e - e p wemeedang e
W burch. 1st. Typically: 2nd. Really in Christ
" himself, who is calléd jp Psal. 110, ‘A priest forever’
. and becausg, ‘HE ¢Wr liveth to make intercessi-
a.’ : _—

~ 6th. In this official character of the priesthood,
the laws regulating the particular duties of the
) office, were not seperate from, but-essentially con-

+ - ¢ vected with the office of this typical priesthood-.
~ & vth. In the laws regulating the ordination, and
. ‘& duties of the High priest, wethave an awful warn-
ing. of the danger, of any'person taking this office’
& . -untoghimselfy such as independants—self called
ministers &c¢. ‘No man ta?ceth- this office unto-

-

'..' . © SEVENTH GOVENANT. ° -
& f. . V‘OfRoyalfyupravid.’.

|,

* 1st. and 2pd. books of Samael. The bodk of Psals

s &c. 'The peculiarities of this revelatiori of {hee .

- PR
covenant of grace are:

. 1st. That it was a sovﬁ‘eig‘n act of God ta~ ap- -

_point Christ®his %king in the holy hil of¥iow’. or

, avnid aking to typify him. . SRR
g 2nd. The temporal throne and sceptre were
*  promised to David;- as a representation of® the
throne and sceptre which eternajly belonged to
€hrigf.. T ) Y

- .

himself, except he that is talled, as was Aaron.) o

£, S . o
~' Of this- covenant we have a full accgutif™h the




*

- !}r L
" 3rd. This eal;enan_t might be |
or amy. of his. typicel successors,
.the great antity?e‘. .
4th. It was all pfomises and
blessinge were temporal and sp
" . promised a throne, a sceptre, :
‘which were to be typical, until t
root, and offspring of David,, . :
5th, There was no parﬁo.alarmc'esﬁty for any ..
separate scal to this revelafion’of the covenant of
grace, seeing that. circumacision, and the passover,.
were the seals of all the iteins contained in this
covenant. . N _ o
6th. ‘This continues eternally. The sceptre was i~y
beld by typical kings, until.the coming of Christ;’
" when he hifted the ¥aliing =ceptre of David, ne- §*
-ver to return itgo any {ypical king, but hold it
" himself and reigp forever.® . .
.We have now travelled through Mr. €’s cov-
. pcnants, abd kad he takén a little more leisare,
. and read his Bible with more attention, he, might"
have greatly éncreased the size of his book with
+ covenants. His seven dre but a brief specigen of
his . power of ioventiod, hundreds might have - XX
. been added upon the same pmiiciple, nay thou- ?
sandd?ut Jeast a distinet covenant for every perj-
od in the sCriptures, because he evidently suppo- *

-

- BA‘P'I‘.IS_M.L‘-
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- »1t is evident to the reader, that we have at-
tempted to make some’amendmentson Mr. C’s
rcovenants, and we think have succé®ded in re-
ducing their number to two. We confined our-

selves to his plan. We give him the ‘honor, of .
inventing at least 5 out of the'7. - Mr. C. 'will par- °
don me,. for Jprefering the scripture view of the

subject to his. . . s
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nct revelation, was a distiget

hemselves.” . e

hat he possesses equal ingenui-

ditions, that he does covenants,
—— ‘hat he finds in the scriptures,

he -has succegded I shall let

s 5 condition, but not having as great a supply of if’s

on hend, as he had of cevenants, some of these had
to eome oug unconditional. .

Frem this proposition, as now established, we
.shel draw "a few conclusions, we think now
“proved. - = o

i‘lR!'l' INFERENCE.

- That variations in the external circumstances

of a covenant never affect'its being, as a contract,-

and that the only. difference befween the old and

v e

New téstament covenants, was, in the dispensation; -

and therefore there was but one covenant,under
_ both dispensations, -~ " R

'SECOND COVENANT.

That the relation between Abraham and the
church, was only Spiritual, that in this sense a-
lone, a seed was"promised to bim, and that with

_ him, Ged made but one covenant, although he fre-
= quently renewed the same. - -

THIRD INFERENCE.

-, That the church is one, in all ages of the wold,
the covenant ore, andthe Lord one. Any righte-
ous engagement pf the church, is. binding upon

- herself in any future perjod; the circumstances, or
) L2 - S

. e

L o
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any of the d{;tio:being the se
rgean no more when we say, tha
ogr spiritual aricetors is bindit

«*® ..« . FOURTH INFEREN

¢ ~« 'That this covenant is not entailed by natural =~

* - relation. That a'savage under, this dispensation
embracing the christian religion..by,faithy is es 1
true a child of Abraham,.as Isago.was; and on the ‘
contrary a natural son of Abraham, was no more -
one of his children hy covenaat, if ‘in a state of

_ nature, than a savage who is yet in that state.*

- ML 'PROPOSITION. - - - . .+
That -circumcision was a ea.ei;.amenmbséal of

the covenamt- of grace, as administered under-the
Old testament, and, to-the - heirs-of thay’ di_spebm-

“#By those who_gpposé the binding obligations.
of covenantsgupon posterity, it is sometimes ask- \
% ed; how do we know that .we are the natural
. posterity of those who covemanted? The quess.
tion js gnswered above.—That it matters.not whe-
" ther we are the natural posterity,.or not. A ehild
., adopted into a family, is as m&ject ‘to the laws
% and as really entitled to the privileges of the. fa~
*" - -mily, as if he had been born in it. Heathens; are ..
Abraham’s family, the covenant secured them to |
" . Nim for a seéed, although no natural relation ex-
* ‘isted. - We are therefore bound to all the moral du-
. " ties of the Abrahamic covenant,.and by'faith en- , -
, titled o all its ‘privileges. This,note is niot de-~
' signedfor Mr. C. OF this duty he does notappear
b understand the least principle,. .

PO |
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fall the Gospel premises, mad; :
ord; and was therefore itsell s

sision to be, a sacramental sea‘" :
I graee, a8 administered-under - ~

AT - A :
™ _the OId testament dispénsation; wherein, by, cut- -

=" ting off the foreskin, from, the male infint, or*"~ -

¥

male adult; they were introduced into the
ohurch of Christ; and their being cut off from the
law, as a covenant of works, and from the rela-
tion fo the first Adam as their feederal head; and
all the effects of that rejation through Christ, was
thereby, signed, sealed and sigaified.

' We shall now endeavour to establish our pro-
position by proving its different parts.— .

Ist. It was .a seal of the - covenant of “Grace.
That the cavenant to which it was appended was
the covepant of grace,we lh'xgrkisng'eaﬁy shewn
at length, but more is necessary on thi§ point of
the subject; we obseérve, first; That the apostle
so explains it, Rom. 4. 11. ‘Ansbhe received the
si'gn of circumcision; a seal of the rdghteousness
of the faith which he ked, yet being uncircumcis-
ed; that he might e the father of all them. that
believe, though they be not circamcised; that

- righteousness might be imputed to them also.’

"-2nd It is granted, that it was a seal of that co-
venant, God. made with Abraham, mentioned in
the 17. chapter of Genesis; called the covenant
.of circumeision; but the blessings there designat-
ed we have proved to belong to the covenant of
Grace alone; therefore circumcision was a setl of
the- eovénant of Grace. ) .

8. The covenant of grace is the testament, of

the alone heir, then if by circumcision they were

,

" which Christ Jesus is thetestator, and the church, -
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" jnitiated into ‘this -body, and
the visible heigs of this cove
gircumcisioh was a seal of the
but'the former is true, Gen. 1'
.= cumcised man child whose, wh
. skin is not circumcised, that
“from his people.” In this passage, th€" following ~ |
. doctrine is fairly included, that if the omision of
. this riter was a public declarationy that there was
no relation subsisting bétveen them and the.
church, then the receiving of it was a publie pro-

_ fession of the union. The truth of this doctrine
« was felt by Moses in his. return from the wilder-
ness, to_join his fellow professors, then in bond-

.~ age in Fgypt. Ex. 4.34,25, ‘And it come fo pass
by the way in the inn, that the Lord met him, and
sought to kill him. Then Zepporah took a sharp
stone, and, cut off the foreskin of her son and cast
it at his feet, and said, surely a bloody husband

* art thou tp me.* T -

. The conclusion is true that circumcision is a

~ seal of the cdvenant of Grace.

N *This is an awful warning to Pareats who
through carelessness or othetvise, néglect the de<
dication of -their children to God,in baptism—It =~ - 1

. _fared with Moses as it sometimes does with good

‘péople, in bad company, they forget and even be-

come neglectful of their duty, which nearly cost

him, his life. His wife who had been some kind

-of Baptist, was enraged at this dedication of her

child, like Mr. C.—She saw mo negessity for it,

like him, she e¢ould not see Wow it would makex

“ her son any better. she merely done-it to save her

husband’s life. Had shé lived et this time, she
would have had many to have agreed with hes.
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1sed in the manher of its ad-
hat dispensatign, because alt
d testament, wore the same

y and consistency, ig the ‘cha+

: ordinances—they must all be
w_u._ _._. -nsation under which they are

s administertd. . The change of dispensation ~will,

voug-

_ therefore require a change df all the ordinances. -

This observation'is equally true, both as itre-
spects these rites, which were to be entirely abol-
ished, and those which only underwent’an exter-

nal ‘change. . Sacrifices which had no other, than

a txpical existence, of ceurse, ceased to be when
the Great antitype was offered, but the office of the
minis'ry, which in general had a miraculous ap-
pointment, under the New testament, exists by re-
gular ordination. :

It was ever neccssary, that the cowenant of

Grace should ‘have a seal; under the former ad-
ministration of it,a#eal suited to that time, was
instituted: the same-necessity of it-continues, the
seal 15 accordingly varied to suit. the present dis-
pensation of Grace. | ~

'That it was a’ Gospel ordinance, will appear by
observing, .

" Ist. ‘That regeneration was one of the leading -

privileges emblematically set forth in this rite.
Deut. 10. 16. ‘Circumcise therefore the foreskin,
of your heart,and be no more stiff-necked. Also
chap.-30.-6. ¢“And the Lord thy God will circum-
cise thine heart, and the heart of thy seed,.to love
the Lord thy God wijth all thine hiegrt, and with all

thy soul, that thou thayest live.’ So alsothe New

testament writers undérstood it. col. 2. 11. ‘Ip
whom. also, ye are circumcised, with the circum-

. Cision made with‘gut‘hands, in patting off the bo-
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dy of. the &ins of the flesh, by the circumcision o
- Christ .~ R :
" 2nd. That this seal was confined to a holy seed: 48
For while it was the privilege™ of his servants and:¥8
also of alt “his children to receive the administra- ™
tion of this rite, yet with none of these was it to bevy,
continued as a divine ordinance, but with 1saac.
' 'The regson why the other members of his family
“were entitled to this privilege, was because they
were raised according to, the laws of the.covenant
of Grace, possessed its privileges, and thereby be-
- came entitled to its seal; this is. amply taught

*«. when God speaks of Abraham. Gen. 18: 19. &For

i know him that he will comnand his .children—
and his howsehold after him, and they shall keep
she way of the Lord, to do justice and jndgment;
..that the Lord may bring .upon Abraham, that
which he*hath spoken.™*- . '

. *t ogpearp that the Arabs she posterity of Abra- .
kham, by Ishmael, yet circimcise, with all the
‘punctuality of the Jews, with this difference, that
indeed of the eighth day, they perform it, on the
eighth year. This unhappily for the Bapfist, cuts

off their position that circumcision was a natiopal
distinctiop, because it dees not distinguish them
from the Jews. Mn Riley our fellow citizen, ob-
serves that the Arahs in the deserts circamcise.- to
" prevent disease, But however aecurate he is in
most of his observations, he is mistaker in this;
because Doctor Parks. found them observing the .
_ same rite jin Affrica, among settted nations, who

. did not attend to it, it is alg,o' fuyng that the Arabs
circumcise i «Asia and iu Europe, where they*
“live among christian nations, who pay no sttention

to circumcision,. . ‘ o

R
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vas to be confined to his posterity

5 sular, not only from the faet asit

B red, but also from the ‘covenant.

mn with  his seed by Isaac at the

™ "fime circumcision was instituting:. Gen. 17, 19,

- ‘and God said Sarah thy wife shall bear theea

son indeed; and thou shalt call his name Isaac: and

I will establish ‘my covenant with him, for an ever-

lasting covenant .and with his seed after him.

Why was this secured to Isaac? .It was because

he was a son; not of the 'flesh; biit of promise.’

‘They who are the children of the flesh, these -are .-

. not-thechildren of God but the. children of. the .,

premise aze counted forthe seed.” Paptists.grant ,
that the covenant of eircumcisien did - secure a
seed; let them now submit 10 the divine difinitiap

of that seed just quoted, and there can remain noy
dispute. They were to be a spifitval seed—the™

children of God.’ ' L .
_3rd. The very coténant-of which circunicision
is the acknowledged seal; secured the. continua-
tion and spread of the -everlasting gospel, Gen. 19
7, ‘and I will establish my covenant between ‘thee
and me, and thy-seed after. thee, in their-genera-
tions,for an evenasting eoveopant, to be a God
unto thee, and thy ‘seed after thee. We find A
‘similar declaration made from Mt. Sinai. ‘I am the
Lord your God.” 8o in the New testament we
have it recorded of Thomas, thaf e expressed his
. faith'appropriating this precise promise with others
! ofthe same import. “My Lord and my God.” I
would n6éw ask the weakest believer,or even one
, of Mr. C’s. followers would they desire a “more
comfortable gospel” promise, than this mentioned

in Gen. 17. 1 will be 3 God unto thee and thy -

.- seed after thee! The attempts of men weaken or

-
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, dest’roy' Gospel prorises shoul‘d}i’y.all good people; --
be opposed, because they are the onlpsupport of a* .-
" believer during the time he is a stranger and a’ '

ilgrim on this earth. Psal. 119. 45, 50. ‘Remem-

e~ the word unto thy servant,upon which thou hast - -
caused me to hope. This is my comfortin my<_

sffliction: for thy word hath .quickened me.
Faith can only act upon. promises’ according to
their true interest. But if the “promise made : to
Abraham respected only an earthly Canaan, then
no saint dare apply it to spiritual purposes but the
. seripture affords as :abuidant examples of be-
licvers, having so applied it,. it follows that-the

true inferest of that promise was gospel blessings, .

resented to believers to the end of the world, and

y them eternally enjoyed. I
But I say alsoy that it secured the spread of the
" gospel amongst the nations of the earth, read v. 6:
‘and 1 will make these exceeding fruitful, and 1
wvill nfake nations of thee, and kings shall come out

o thee.” Bywhich, we cannot suppose, is to be .°
understood, the rayal children of Edom, Arabian -

““gio cr the nations they governed, because Mr.
C. iells us that this covenant, secured the land of
Canaan for- a perpetual possession. - Page 165,

Yet let the reader observe that Abraham’s posteri- |

ty by Jacob his grand sop, was the only nation of
Abraham’s natural - posterity, that inhabited the:
land of Canaan. , Now although this might be the
* accomplishment of the promise. ae it respected
kings, it cannot be so as it respected nations, the
nation was but ope.  Mr. C’ .definition compells_

him to aclmiowlédge that this promise made in the

+ covenant of circimcision, could have no full gc-.
complishment, until the nations of the earth were,

by the spread of the gospel, born to Abrabam; ug- -

&

L a
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gs should become the nursing fathers, and
’s the nursing mothers of the church.’*
or my part I cannot sée itto be a blessing, or
LY “wet can I see the necessity of a seal toa contract, °
"% which only secures a large,, rude, and wicked pos-
terity to any man. Itis the possession of the gos-
- pel and its blessings, that truly exalteth a nation.
fte is no comfort to parents, surely, to have a nu-
merous family; but to be a parent of a large and
religious family is indeed a blessing—In this re-
spect Abraham felt as other religious parents
would. Was (he doctrine of Mr. C. true, the cov- -
enant of circumcision could have afforded no
- comfort to a man so Godly as Abraham. .
4th, Iask, why make a distinct covenant wit
Abraham, in order to put him in possession of a
“humerous family, .and temporal blessings only? .
His family, should you take all his natural eeed, '
were as much less than the family of Noab, as the
part is less than the whole; yet the covenant God
made with Noah, granted by Mr. C;and all the
Baptists, secured to Abraham and his seed, all the
. temporal blessings of the tovenant of circumeision.
Was it impossible for Abraham or his seed, to

o Plead ‘any promise of that cgvenant? if not, by

*If . Mr. C. should attemps. to make this pitiful
excuse, from this -just conclusion, that although
this promise was mentioned in the covenant of
circumcision, it'did not belong to it; I would re-
ply that all the items of a_covenant, are always
made out, before it is subscribed and sealed. In
like manner, after the promises of this covenant
are mentioned by God, he appends the seal of cir-
cumcision, yvhic » in every instance of contracts,
is the security of the ﬁhﬂg bond.. o
. » . .
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what were they excluded? or why}
covenant for that purpose? :

5th. That this was *a gospel or
from the acknowledged requisitior
ye be willing and obedient’ Al
son, which made Mr. C. make t
condition of the covenant of circ o
than to any other covenant, no one can tell; yet we
shall shew that this concession forces. him to yield
the point. Christians will generally unite with
me in declaring, that there is no obedience since

. the fall of man, without obeying' this' command:
“This is the command of God that ye believe on
his son;’ or will God ever accept obedience, per-
formed by an-unbeliever as such.

From the sentiments of Baptists respecting the
Old testament dispensation, they may not concede
this. -Then let us, in order to try this obedience,
usde the language of the covenant of circumcision.
‘I will be thy God,and the God of thy seed;’ or the
preface to the ten commandments. - ‘I am the Lord
'your God.” It will be conceded, that every act of
obedience requiréd: by that covenant, demanded
the acknowledgment of this first principle; all-the.

obedi - » he nerformed “‘Dd,

as the
rende
Jhoug
Jects |
who s
any. ¢
_man t
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ﬁﬂi‘e guspel of peace. But Mr. C. concede$ that

¢ covenant of circumcision required such obe-
dience as God would accept. Therefore, the cov-
enant of circumcision, while its laws required obe-
dience, its promises presented ' proper qualifica-
tions for rendering that obedienee acceptable; but
of these, gircumcisions was the seal, therefore it
was the seal of the promises of the everlasting gos-. .

el. '

P. That circumcision was' instituted by Christ to be
aseal of the covenant of Grace, is the last thing
in the proposition to be proved.. :

. Withéut refering my readers toa vast ‘pile of
old Dictionartes, upon the meaning of the word
_seal, we shall just take the common acceptance.
-of thisword as used in scripture and in the com-

mon transactions of life, and define it to be a ’

sign affixed to-a bond, contraet, or covenant, as a con-

Sirmation of the things contained in the instrument.

Whatever this mark-may be in civil life, eack ma-

tion has the liberty of determining. In like manner,

whatever mark or sign the head of the church may
appoint, his subjects have a right te submit, whe-
" #her it be a mark on the finger or any other mem-

+ ber of the body,* or the application. of- watex

- %*Mr. C. makes some very profane jests on this
subject, which I'think too rude to transcribe; anp
buman institution, however wrong, will receive
modest treatment from a polite writer; but how
carefully should we speak, of an ordinance ap-
pointed by Christ Jesus king and head of the
church: although, as Mr. C. supposes, the ordi-
nance was civil and only secured temporal bless-
i?gsz yet it is Divine, and merits all the reverence
of amy other ordinarce. i *
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eatin® of bread or drinking of w
has hberty of choosing, we are
The dispute now is, was cire
seal of the covenant of grace?
certain it was, because the cove
- was appended, did contain spir
property of that covenant al
think Ihave proven at length,
one scripjnre passage upon the subject. Paul
speaking of Abraham de¢lares. Rom. 4. 11: ‘He
received the sign of circumcison, a seal of the
righteousness of the faith, which he had, being yet
uncircumcised, that righteousness might e imput-
ed to them also.” Fbis passage as it #tands, plainly
decides the controversy; because, -
1st, It was a seal of the righteousness of faitl
to Abraham. Is this righteousness, a temperal
blessing, afruitthat grows in the land ofCanaan?
Will Mr. C. answer in _the affirpative? Is there
any other righteousness than the gighteousness jof-
Christ, presegted as the ground of acceptance with
God? No Calvanist will reply in the affirmative.
But the apostle in order to prevent any- nietiphysi-
cal misconstruction, designates the righteousness
of which he speaks; it was that which'the faith of
Abraham received, and which *alone* could have
been presented to him in the-everlasting gospel. -
But this righteoutmess is the sum of all the bless-
ings in the tovenans of grace; fio other blessing
of that covertant coqld‘have};' en mentioned, that
would have included as much. But of this right-
eousness the apostle declares circumcision was
the seal. . ) L
2nd. That no ground of doubt, might be left,
he intimates thrat the righteousness of which he
speaks, upon whieh the faith of Abraham 'rdte(i,‘ :
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hat is-now presented to bélieving
.the passage again and you will

‘ LIy LU .. ghfbonmﬁs Beﬁled tO 'Abl‘aham Wa' .

the same righteeusness which is imputed to those
who are uncircumeised. - It follows by the most

- natural consequence, that circumcision was a seal’

of that. rightecusness which is now presented to us

" in the everlasting. gospel, -as the ground of”our

|

justificatian and hceeptance with God.

8rd. Look at the histdrical facts to whi¢h the
apostle evidently alludes. - Abraham had: firist re-
ceived the promise,as Mr. C. grants, mentioned in.

. Gen. 12, afterwards he -had the same confirmed .

by sacrifice ehap.'15. Butin the 17th. chap. he

the same covenaut.’ All thisrevelation was made .~
‘prior to the affixing of -any permanant seal. A-"
mong other revelations made before this institu~
tion, this ‘vas one, that God would multiply his
seed. ‘The apostle therefore argues, that the hea-
thens, who, with the Jews, are his sced, were in-
eluded in that covenant; now of all these promises
circumcision was giyen s a seal. I am persuad-
‘ed that such is the evidence of this passage that

o honest mind can prevent the conviction, that

circumcision- was a seal of the covenant of -
grace. ' L :
This . view of the passage §(artles Mr. C. and,

“afraid of its mortal consequences upon his dys-

tem; he thinks it best to ‘deny the very being of
seals under any dispensatiorf, even baptism, and,

.the Lord’s sappex.—P. 175. This js indeed, a

universal Qisposal of the doctrine fo which in a
little we shal?attend. ° But first of all, he attacks
the sentiments of the apostte. Rom,.4 11. P.17,
18, ‘I know of ne pzﬁsage,‘more evidently a

.

‘received a more full revelation of the blessings of * =
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¢ gainst my opponent; for it gods to show, that cirs

¢ cumcision ‘was to Abraham, what it never,was,

‘nor could be to any of his posterity. Will *
‘my opponent say, that circamecision was to Ish- -

‘mach, to saac, or to any of the infant offspring of
. Abratam, what it was to him? Was it a sign

‘ang seal to-Isaac, or Ishmael of a righteousness .

¢ which they previously possesed.’ Now reader,
yoa will observe sixme new doctrine.—It is, that the
same ordinance,” precisely. the -same, must have
different #neanings, when applied to different per-
sons.. A sealaffixed to the’same contract, by the
- same Lord, proposing the Bame end; yetithas adif-
ferent meaning, when applied to differen't subjects.
Mr. C.—jyou will again look your dictionaries for

- _the word seal. .

. What did circumcision seal to Abraham; dis-
tinct from that which it sealed to other subjects?
M. C. replies, ‘had.Iifanael or Tsaaera righteous-
ness which they previously possessed.” T answer,

Ist. In order righteously to'administer-a seal of
the covenant of Grace, it is not necessary that the
pérson to whom it ts administered, bein'a known
state of grace; otherwise Judas, or Simon Magus
c>uld not have been” ‘warrantably baptised,

2nd. There is a difference between ‘making'a'

righteous mee”"f.%’ and possessing the righteous-
- ness professed. The administeation of the sacra-
ment of circumcision to Ishkmael or Isaac, was a
legal ground, why they'should be accounted holy,
. or righteous; but this did not make them person-

ally s0. In_virtue of the pfomise made to Abra- .

ham, they were accounted a boly seed. ‘I will be
thy God, and the God of thy seed:” But circumci-
sion was & sea! of that visible relation; as really’ to
.the seed of Abraham, a3 te himself, for without
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eXpression,. or variation of senti-
to be both the God of Abraham
I know of no blessing promised

ich was not also premised to his
1se- blessings promised to-Abra-

':;-.:'”imm in Gen. 17. Abraham and his seed, stood on

the same cevenant footing; and therefore the same
seal was eqoally applied toboth. . - ‘.

Either Ishmael or Isaac, were as fit subjects of
the righteousness possessed by Abraham as he
was himself. Any infant by the special grace of
God, may be regenecrated and Justified, and there-

‘by, may be madea partaker of that righteoueness,

which believers, by faith, claim. Mr. C. must

“eithér agree to this, or believe that all infants are

condemned, for without thig righteousness, neither
infant, por adult,shall ever-see heaven.

.. Neither activity nor comsent is essentially ne-
cessary * to the imputation ‘of Christ’s righteous-

‘nessy because regeneration and -justificationeare

the acts of another; the subject is passive; an
which.niore dfterwards.  What I have said i_s guf-
ficient to eatablish the assertion, that the righte-

- ousness of which the apostle spoke was thie same 'to -

both Abraham and his seed. I do not say, all the

. generations of his seed: but all his seed by pro-’

mise, Ishmael, Isaac, his sons, and all his servants
were to him promised blessings, were to be raised
under -hig particular inspectiom, and were theres -
fore, fit, subjects of. this sacramental seal. Butin -
‘Isaac- shall thy -seed be called,’ and therefore
such of his pogterity alone, as were included in
the covenant of circumcision were in_their gene-.

" rations the fit subjects of this rite. Hence it was
. thgt the Edomifeg and Ishmaelites, stood in no




K]

. ' £ .
- 128 FAPTISM, -

£ 2.
otlier covenant.relation to Abrgham, than the Ca-. g
naanifes or Moabues. : * o
The revelatios, of this cirgumstance, that Abra- -3
ham possesscd. this righteousness before he was ¥
eircumcised, which Mr. C.-takes as the grouhd of -
his assertion, afford no just¥ieation to his opinion. .
. Would Mr. C. say, that all:the :Israelites - besnin
the ‘wilderness, during the forty years of.thgir seas
" vel, were unbelievers? [ think none ,will say so.
But T observe that gvery one of them. converted
during their journey, . Abrahain-like, possessed this
righteousness before ciroumcision;it was not un-
« "+ il they gome into the land of €anaan; any of
them were circumeised, that were born in.the
_ wilderriess. Joshua 5. 5, ‘Now all the peopie that
' come out were circumeised, but all the people that
were born-in .the .wilderness by the wayas they
come forth, them they -had not cireuvmcised.® -
Xet Mr. C. agserts that circumeieion was 0 Abra-
ham, what it never ‘was to.any of his posterity. -
Bus all his posterity, who -were justified before
g they ‘were circumcised, had-the blessings of that
» covenant sealed to them, precisely as Abraham
had; but'the stated of persons are the samre, ahd
_ ‘the right¢ousness the same, whether-it be subse-
quent or antecgedent .fo circumeisions' A persom
.~ "'who byfaith wes a parfaker of this* righteousnese,
‘before ke was circumcised, enjoyed it m the saine
N sensé, he did, who was not -made partaker of it
ey “until he ‘was circumcised. This eircumstanee
-~ with ‘respeet to the time of being justifieq, is "the
alone ground of Mr. €’s assertion: yetI think
. the intelligent reader will say, that it matters not
£ -when Justification takes place; that the righteous-
ness to Abraham and his seed was the same, al- -
though the one was_jusiified ‘antecedent to cir-
SN " B .

-
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juent to it.
ject (says Mr.
tude; because

from g parti- -
nclusidmis no,
use Abrdfam .
engaged to the duties of this covenant, as the
church, or as the father of the faithful. There-
fore that which may be predieated of Abraham
sustaining this character, may also be predicated
of all his represented seed. * \
Indesd, if the premise of my argument had been
particular, it would have cut off, the chief source
of all the comfort of the church .ever since; for
if the promise, or blessings of the covenant, hgd
been particuliarly .to- Abraham, as Mr. C. suppo-
ses; then none of his spiritual seed, could ever
have. appropriated these promises or claimed
these blessings;” ne individual could warrantably
- claim a promise, never addressed to him. Rea-
der, view the difference between the faith ofyA-
braham’s seed, and Mr. C’s opinion. Ex. 82. 13,
‘Remember - Abraham, Isaac andlsrael,to whom .
theu swearest by thine own self, and saldst untp . ~
them, I will multiply your seed as the stars of hea= .
ven, and all this land, 1 hiave spoken of, will T-
give unto your seed, andihdy shall inberit it for.’
*ever.’ But if Abraham, exclusively had been
. made a possessor of any of thg blessitgs of that
covenant, how was it possible for the Jews four:
hundred and thirty years after that time, to claim
the blessings made to him. Butcommon sense
will say, that every part of a testament, covenant, -
or contract to which a seal is affixed, that all their
items are equally sealed, Butthe apostle in the
4th. of Rom. only mentions one of these items, viz.

-
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the righteousness whieh Al
.which was sealed to him in h
was, therefore, with the othe
venantsealed to him, and by
was 'also sealed to his posteri

.sag®’ cited selects one Item

Paul cites another; each of their subjects required
separate parts ‘of the same covenant. It i3 only
necessary that the apostle should speak of the
time when Abraham was made partaker of righ-
teousness. But it was necessary for Moses, to
call up another part of the same covenant, and to
claim its accomplishment toall the congregation
of Israel, for whom he plead. Now T ask, by what
authority, does Mr. (? declare that one item of
this covenant was private, which the apostle tells

‘'us was sealed to Abraham by circumcision?

when Moses who selects another stipulation of
the same covenant, declares it {o be public, and

equally to belong to the whole cempany of the -

Jows. Now reader, whether of these two will

gu believe, Moses the inspired penman, or Mr.
Ok : .. : . .

* *Mr. C. in order to make a little sport, and
call the attention ofgthe reader, from Mr. W2
mode of argument,” ke 19, creates asyllogism,
in which he gives an example of Mr. W’s mod

of argument, fron@a particulsr premise, to a gen-

.eral conclusion; buthe might have saved the rea- -

der some trouble, either by refering to some of
his best arguments, for examples of false reason-
ing, or else in opposition to the apustle Paul, prov-
ed that Abraham was not the Father of the fuith-
ful, for without this last he cannot prove that Mr.
W’s. premise was particular.

[
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appears indeed ridiculous to the christian, or even
rational world, to hold that up for a rational dis-

tinction, which did not distinguish: 1t was -

found that circumcision did not distinguish be-
tween the Ishmalites and Israelites.
M. C. in order to hold up some substitute, and
. fill up the chasm made by the loss of this potent
argument, invents a new one; or at least an old
argument new modelled; that is, circumcision was
indeed a seal of the covenant of circumcision, but
that covenant only secured temporal blessings,
such as a large family to Abraham, and a place
“for their habitation, the land of Canaan. &c. Let
us try for a moment his arguments, and see their
conclusions.

FIRST ARGUMENT.
Circumcision sealed the land of Canaan to all

the specified subjects of the covenant of circum-
cision:

< But the tribe of Reuben, tRe tribe of Gad, and .

the half tribe of Manasseh swete the 'specified
subjects of the covenant of c%"cumcision;

herefore, the tribe of Reubgqp, the tribe of Gad
and the half tribe of Manassx

, ohtained a. pos-
_session in the land of Canaan,

The conelusion of this syllogism’is false—for .

these tribes never got any pessession in the land

Y
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of Canasn; they posssssec
and Sihon on this side Jord:
is false, because the scriptu
will he take next? Why!
esired—true, but the force
ends upon their getting
Esau or his children the Euunuu:a, BY
they desired viz. Mount Seir. They too, were
.the children of Abraham, &nd had also the seal of
- this covenant in Mr. C’s. sense. Let us therefore
correct the argument, and make it correspond
with truth. ~ : ’

* Circumcision sealed temporal blessings to ll the

specified subjects of the covenant of circum-

cision: - :

But the tribe of Reuben, the tribe of Gad, a.nd
the halftribe of Manasseh, were the specified sub-
jects of the covenant of circumcision.

Therefore, the tribe of Reuben, the tribe of Gga, )

and the half tribe of Manasseh, had an.earthly pos-

. session securgd to them, with othér temporal
blessinge. S :

The defect in the first syllogism is, that the first
- term is false—the conclusion fairly founded on it

is contrary to fact; but the last argument, in all
~its terms, corresponds with fact.,

. . ‘

" “Ifye be willing and ebedient,’ is Mr. C’ con-
dition of this coven{lit. Perhaps he will say that
these tribes were n#t willing or obedient. In do-
ing this, he will aain have to create some scrip-
ture, to prove that they were more disobedient and
unwilling than -any of those tribes that did inherit
the land of Canaan. . '

. o \
- N
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‘But circumcision as a sea] of the covenant of
circumeision, secured the righteousness of Christ
to Abraham,a specified subject of that covenant,
Rom. 4. 11.* _ -

Therefore, the righteousness of Christ, is only a
temporal blessing.

-Although it be unjust to reason from a particu-
lar premise to a general conclusion, yet every Lo-
gician will say that it is fair to reason from a ge-
neral premise, to a particular conclusion. If I
make a general assertion, therefore, respecting the
covenant of circumcision, that must be true, of ev-
ry particular contained in that covenant.

The assertion of the premise, is often made by
Mr. C. ‘It contained nothing but» temporal bless-
ings.” How can he rid himself of the conclusion?
because every person knows it to be false. New

reader, view his method of escape; circumeision:

sealed to Abraham, what it did to no other speci-
fied subject. Then let us amend the syllogism to

*I wonder Mr. C. did not 'Propose some a-
mendmert on the translatfon of'this verse, or a-
mend it, as he did the verse in Luke 1. It certain~

‘ly stands much in his road, his most convenient

method, will be, te borrow the ‘plan of menagin

. seripture from the Anti-trinitarians, on 1 .John, 5,

7,and équ‘otl!orruages, and urge the fact that,
the Pedo-Baptists have put that passage in Rom.
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- suit Mr. C’s.estteption, and:s
purFose. : .
If the blessings sealed i th
olsion were only temporal i
circumcision could not seal
Christ to any of its specifiec
former is true, andberefore the latter.
_ This argament would exactly serve his pur-
pose, but it has thig defect, that it has noscripture
10 support -a; but an abundance of passages to
contradict it; izarticularly‘ that cited from Rom.
4. 11, . : .
t us therefore, office more correct 1t, by the

word of Gogl, and it will answer the purpose of

every honest man. . o - .
“The covenant ,of circumcision secured bless-
ings, temporal and spiritual, to all its specified
subjects.” - . L
But all believers represented by Abraham; were
the specified subjects of that covenant. S
"~ Therefore all believers respresented by Abra-

* * ham, have blessing, temporaland spiritual, secured

- tothem, by the covenant of circumcision. Each

of the terms of this syllogism corresponds with

. scripture and with the fact. _

The first term is true, Gen. 17.7: ‘and I will
establish my covenant between me and thee’ &c.
Rom. 4..11. <And hereceived the sign'of cirgum-
cision, a seal of the righteousnese of the faith,
_ which he had, yet, beidg ungircumcised.

The second term is tru;‘f}en.‘ﬂ.j 6: ‘and Iwill
make thee exceeding fruitful, and I will make na-
tiors ‘of thee, and kings shall come out of thee.’

Rom. 4. 11. . “That he might be the father of all .
- .* them that believe, though. they be' not eircumci-

sed. - Rom. 9.8, <‘They who are the children of
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it the children of God; but
)mise, are counted for the
n will not be denied.’
werve, that it is irhpossible
whieh thre votary of absurdi-.
'. will no.doubt find some
— . _..cya _,ughlcannot tell what it will
be: and, no doubt; it will satisfy his deluded follow- °
ers, yet I think it improbable, he will satisfy himself.
« -,

1V. PRGP.OSITION‘,

That Baptism came in the room of eircumcision. = .-

’

“Itis evident from the observations made on the
preceding proposition, that cizcumcision was a
seal of the covenant. of grace, as the same was
dispensed under the Old testament dispensation. It
was the first seal to be administered, to the subject
of that dispensation,as a security, for their obtaining
the blessings contained in the covenant of grace.

Tirat there were many to whom the seal was war- '+

rantably applied, who never were made partakers .
. of its-blessings, is granted. So there are many
who subscribe with the hand, and affix their seal
to obligations, who never discharge the duties re-
quired in the bond. All will therefere grant, that
insincerity, or -hypocrisy irTeceiving, . or improv-
ing the ordinances of the goopel,’ neyer destrpys
‘their betAg, or varies their nature. Suffice it, to say,

that all, to whom these seals are sanctified, pos- -

sess a full security, to the blessings contained
in the covenant of grace.  « R

We shall now proceed, to prove the doctrine con-
" tained in the proposition, .

e




136 " BAPTIS

If circumcision was a sa
3 rmsswn, into the vmble oy
“éume in the room of éirca
mer we have already-prove
by natural inference. "Bapt'
clusion, have taken care, ne
assertion. They will adn
'%as any thing, but ageal of the covenant of grace.
Ir.. C. who -excells xall his predecessors, hias .
svith a neavly jnvented tellescope, discovered five
new covenants,rout of which he has discovered
."that only one of them belbnged to the covenant
of grace; thewrest were scatcely its satelites. Cir-
- cu‘nmmon was a geal of one of the smaller cove
© enantsy but, according to him, was not a seal of
- the covenant of grace. ~
When We say, that Baptism came in the room of
circumeision, we mean no more, than'that baptism
occupied the same place in the order of its adminis-
_ tration, and thesblessings it sealed, that circumei-
sion did; and as.circumcision was first in order,
80 is bapm;m That it is sinfal for an unbaptised
. person to partake of the Lords supper, is granted;
baptism must precede. But with respect to the sa-
--crament of the paesover, the observation is equally
true. Ex. 12..48. ‘And.when a stranger shall so-
journ with thee, and will keep the passover unto
" the Lord, let o}l his males be ~circumcjsed; and

‘ then let him come near-and. keep it; and he shall
“ be asone that is born in the land: for no. uncir-
T cumcised person shall eat f. ~

+———DBut the spiritual import-of the ordmances, es:
_ {ablishes the truth of my proposition. Persons to
be publickly acknowledged Christ’s disciples,
must be cleansed by'the ‘washing of r eneration,
: and the renewmg of the Ho]y ‘Spuit xt. 3. &.

[T




L
\PTISM. . 187 ¥

\IFy “set forth in the ritevef.

nefregeperation, orcircum-

s reqaired .of all those, who*

er dispensation, constituted

» ‘Thus sgith the Lord God,

mecised in beart, nor uncir-
o -y ~.._11 énter into my sanctuary, .
of any stranger that is among the children of Is-
rael.’ B :
* As we approach nigher to the point of dispute, -
for fear of the copsequences arising from princi-
ples established, Mr. O while hd reasons no bet-
ter, declaims more heavilg. By serious reasoaing,
by prqphane sport, and by consequences witheut »
premises, he attempts to bear off the prize to the
Baptists. ‘'There are even.points of difference,
between these ordinances, that-render our propo-
sitions entitely absurd—yet reader, let ‘us seri-
ously examine these, and you will find they shall
at last appear like his.six new covenants, only one,
we have these'detailed at length, pages 12, 13.

‘Babtism differs from circumcistony first in the

- ¢ sexof its subjects, men and Wwomen were bap-

-

" which either wag ,a.p)plieuk .

¢ tised, males only were "circumcised.” After the
full reply made to this objection by Mr.. Edwards * -
and other Pedo-Baptist writers, -we thought the
objection would rise, no more. We ‘shall how-
_ ever givé it all the force to which it ¢ entitled. [
would then observe: o '
1st. The dispute in this place, i8 not the number,
or quality.of the spbjects of this ordinance. But
we now dispfute réspecting the nature of the ordi-
.nances, as seals of.a covenant. . But it is self evi-
dent, that the differencs, oragreement could never
be learned from“the number of the subjects ta
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%nd. The whele force of the objection consists

in the limitation allowed by thé head of the church,

in the.number of the spegified subjects of circum- °
cision. But if HE chose at any future period, to ex-
tend that hmitation, will any person hence infer.
that the very nature of the ordinance is lhereby
changed? : . .
:3rd. If, inany period of thexchurch, women were
exeluded, by the divine command, from affixing one
of the seals to the covenmnt df grace, and after-
- wards, by the same Lord, this privilege was ex-"
tended to them,wlho is prepared to say with Mr.~
» C. that, therefore, the sea#ls were mot the same ia -
their nature and intent? T
wdth. It produces no change, either in a bofid, ot
its seals, if in additign to its few original signers,
some more should afterwards choose to come un-

"

~der its obligations, and enjoy its “privileges by - -

subscribing their names, and- affixing their seals.*"

. . *It appears fram a pote i Mr. (¥s. book P. 24,

- 35. that he bad become somethjng entangled with
this- observation of Mr.W. and thatinan inter-- ~
val of the debate, be had taken legal council on

the argument. 'Whether.he had obtaned the.coun-

.. cil- by the paymgnt of a fee, or obtained it grats
is, he doesmotsay. Yegtl would inform the law-

-, yer and "his ‘client Mr. C. that' they are both

-

- wrong. ‘He (viz. the lawyer) observed,. that Mr. ,

. - "W’s, argument from a bond- was predicated upon

“a gross mistake: of the true pature 6f.a hopd?
He adds, ‘If there wefe a thousand nameg, or only
‘one, added to a bond, it-would avail thoge names 4
¢ nothing, unless there’ were somé specifications,”
“in the bond goncerning them.” *The latter asser-
“tion of the lawyer may be xdmitted, but it proved

Fae s R
o N 3
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bond, or free; male, or female. In al! these Yl
spects the former dispensation did distinguish, {
the special exercisé of grace, under that dispen='{
. sation,'was confined chiefly to’'the Jews. Shosld =
1 now reason from this fact,-as Mr. C. Joes, he
would refuse my conclusion, for the same reason I .
refuse his. Reader, look at the force of his argu- =~ .
ment; just by:changipg the subjects, I shall, upon
his plan, prove that saving graee in the hearts of
believers, is now differerit, from -that saving gracé
which existed in_the hearts of bekevers, underthe | |
-Old testament. ‘ - .
- _If saving grace, under “the 'Old testament, .
was chiefly confined to the Jewish nation, e
Then saving grage is not of the same nature, un-
 _ derthe present djspensation, it was, under the for- .
mer. " . -
But theformer is true; and therefo?e the latter. -
y . N L

R 7 3 Campbell’s &gﬁnent. o - i
i :

* If circumcision under the Old testament was
canfined to the nmle posterity of: Abrgham,

Then Baptism, the present seal of the covenant

- of grace, is notot the same nature of circumcision,

a seal undgr the former dispensation.

.But the former is true,and therefore the latter.

Every reason Mr. C. can offer, to prove the
truth of the last syllogism, will besr with, equal
force upon the separate terms of the first—but the
first is known by every person to be false, and as
the second is established in the sam® manner, it
must of necessity be also false. .

The truth of my observations, is unanswerably -
confirmed by the apostle, in the passage last cited.
Formerly, the privilege of a Jew, above a Greek,
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r; now, in-Christ, they are equal.
ner, the -privilege of a frge man
wiita woee - 8 Dondman: now they are the
e. So that digpensation of grace distinguished
tween male and female, thisis nomore. Put

the addition of Greek converts to the church,

Christ found on earth, varied not the nature of that

. grace that subdued both. In likenianner, the ad-

dition of women, by the administration of bap:
tism, the first seal of the covenant of grace, did
not vary the nature of that seal. -

‘Secondly, it differs from circumcisipn” in the
* age of its subjects. Baptism has no age speci-

.“fied for any of its subjects,’ P. 12. I now agree

with Mr. C..that, baptism has no age.specified for
any of its subjects.” From the birth to the grave,:
this ordinance may be administered. It is equal-
ly_ true that the male children of the Jews were
ordered by the divine law, to be eircumcised on
the eighth day. Yet the reasoning of Mr..C. from
this fact, ig a sophism of the same ngture, with the *
preceding difference, to which we have replied,
because:’ , o L.

1st. The difference stated, depends not on the.
nature, either of circumcision-or baptism, bufonly
on the time of administration, the difference con-
sists therefore in semething without the ordinance,
a mere circumstance attending it. . .

2nd. To circumecise on the eighth day, was not.
essential to the being of the érdinance,because we
find that there was Mo circumcision during the
travel of Israel in the wilderness—Joshua, 5. 3, 4,
5,6,7. The divinelaw never did attach that im-
portance to the eighth day, Mr. C’s. argument
does. The law did positively require the perfor-
mance of the rite of ¢ircumcision; but it did not ~

-
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as positively requiré the perf
. eighth day, as-Mr. C..:supp
that be would cut off thewinci
his people; but gives no hint :
thoge not circumcised on th
this been the statute, then ——

the wilderness, must have been cut off, It isevi- W

" " dent therefore that the the whole force of Mr. C’s.
" argument, depends upon a circumstanee accompa-
nying this ordinance, which was not essential to

its bei’lg'.- o L

But suppose the statute had been, that all the
males should be circumcised when infants, then
Mr. C. would have asserted, as he did in the de-
bate, that child, infant &c. meant people of thirty

years of age; ﬁersons arrived to the years of ma- -

turity. This he proved from some old books, but
not from scriptures, Pedo-Baptist’s have the advan-
tage in this place, the time when, this sacrament
~ might be administered, was specified—it was on
the eighth day. The reason, no doubt, of this po-
sitive injunction,—the particular specification of
the time, was to prevent undue delay: had no time
. been specified, under one pretext or other, the rite
would have been neglecied, and in many cases,
entirely omitted: some would have cavilled, per-
haps_like Mr. C. and shewn by strong arguments,
" that tfant or child meant people of thirty years of
age; to prevent this, the time was specified.
But the only argument, thatshould be drawn
from this circumstance, by baptist or Pedo-Baptist,
. is, that under the:former dispensation, persons
were admitted members of the visible church
when infants. Now reeder.jook at Mr., C’s. dif-
ference in its true dress. T

-

|

.1



~eey

PTISM. - - * 148
. performed on the eighth

.

| not come in the room of '

le, ahd therefore the latter.
- --—. the conclusion, from the
™ importance attached by the argument to the eighth,
day:let ustherefore amend the argument, by the
facts as established by scripture,

If circumcision, as a seal of the nghteousness
of Christ, was administeréd to persons in, a state
of infancy, :

Then baptism may also be administered to per-
sons of that age. . : p

But the former is true, and therefore thc latter

The truth of this argument will appear: from
the following summary observations:

1st. It was not essential to the being of ¢ircum-
cision, that it be administered on the eighth day,
from that day, to the seventy-fifth year, 'we have
it performed by divine command.

2nd. Baptism may be ‘performed ‘on the elgbth
tenth, or on any day.

3rd. From a’ collection of scripture facts, no
* more.importance is essentially attached to the time
of circumecision, "than is to the time of baptlsm

4th. Difference. ‘Baptzsm differs from circum-

, ¢ cision, in the prerequisites required to a' parucl- :
i . pation of the ordinance, circumcision required °
“ . ¢ only carnal - descent from Abraham, or covenant
¢ relation to Abraham, but baptism_ reqmres no car-

¢ nal relation to Abraham, it requnres 51 ly faith
¢ in Christ, as its sole prerequisite. ou be-
¢ lievest wh all thige heart, thou mayest No
¢ gmh, wa requnred asa sine qua non, 10 eircumci-

.
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¢sion. But the New testar
. “sine qua non, to baptism.
¢ Jehave not generally, b’
* puity of argument. I hav
jsms, rather naked and ex
ente is one of this kind.
" - ardinances, in order to fin
" them, tobe of that nstur, ey e
they cannot be of the same import; and therefor
that the one cannot come in the room of the other,
But in_ the conmtrast here made, ke should either
. have left out ‘Covenant relation to Abraham’
when speaking of circumcision, or.else continued
it, when speaking of baptism; for otherwise the
dontrast was not fair. But neither of these he
- dare do. If he had omitted it.altogether,, the
most ‘ignorant person, that could read the scrip-
tures, would have asked him for a warrant to cir-
" cumcise ‘Jewish prosylites, that had no carnal re-
lation to Abraham. He dare got have omitted it
- in the subject of baptism; for then he must have
turned Pedo-Baptist, and 6st his’ aim: because,
a covenant relation to Abrsham, is the reason
mentioned by the apostle Peter, why the children
- of his hearers. were entitled to baptism. Acts. 2.
38, 39. ‘Then Petersaid unto them, repent and
- . .be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Je-
‘sus Christ, for the remission of sins; and ye shall
" -receive the gift of the Holy Spirit; for the pro-
" mise is unto you and-your children.’” Should

you ask, to whomr was this' promise made? It &=

is answered to Abraham; and through bim, to his
spiritual seed. So reasons the apostle Paul.. ‘If
e be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’#seed, apd
eirs according to promise.’ The siges :é, "
C’s argument depends upon the dif@fnce ﬁ
= . -prerequisites: - ' A
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t from Abraham. This how-

- his purpose; because it s
escent was net essentially
to entitle to circumcision.

rants, ‘born in his house, or -
o .cy, or those heathens who be-
came the prosolytes of the Jewish religion, Abra-
ham’s by carnal descent? They were to be cir-

cumcised, and yet they did not possess Mr.C's -

prerequisite. - o
When a scriptural view is taken of this sdbject,
Mr. C’s prerequisite disappears. For a leng peri-
od, the gospel was in a great measure, -¢oufined to
the natural posterity of Abraham. The promise
was addressed to them, and nottothe other nations
of the world. This continued through the former
dispensation. So the apostle declares, Rore. 9. 4.
‘Who.are Israelites; to whom pertaineth the adop-
tion, and the glory, and the covenants, and the
giving of the law, and the service of God, and the
promises.’ But it is absurd to say that goepel.or-

dinances should extend beyond™ gospel promise; -

this would be, to give ordinances to those who had
no warrant to receive them. But, as the promi-
ses for that time,. were chiefly confined to that peo-
ple, so must the ordinances also, Circumcisi%n,
precisely like baptism, must extend only to its.
proper.subjects; it belonged to the promise to point
these out. The law, under both dispensations,
1equired the administration of the ordinances; but
it belonged to the promises to point out the pro-

‘per subjects; a few observations will discover the

true merit of Mr.C’ distinguishing prerequisite.

It was but- a smsll . share of Abraham’s
natural eed, who were to be circumcised, Thig
rite he was bound _to petfopm:on his servants pnd
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on his childrén; bat there isno hint given, that this
-wasto be gontinued to their posterity. Balaam)
was, I suppose, as truly a son of Abraham, as Mo-
ses was. Will Mr. C. say, thet he was under the
+ same obligation to be circumeised? He was a ]
Midianite, a son of Abrakam by Keturah. Or were
all the hosts of wandering Arabs, that traverse the
wide deserts, under the same obligation to receive
" -mthis rife, the Jews were? Yet all these possessed
- My. Qs prerequisites; ‘carnal descent. :
-This, reader, is the resson he uses the words
‘covenant relation;’ because he found something
-else necessary, than merely carnal descent.
This latter clause, he should retain and remove
the former; or agres that all the worshipping as-’
,-Semblies that met at Jerusalem, from any thing in
the covenant of circumcision, assembled in no
other character, than an Arabian Caravan;- for
they all possessed Mr. C's prerequisite, The cox-
‘enant ‘relalion makes the difference,-I gramt. The
. 'one was a pedple in ‘covensmt with ‘God; the
other was not. Forthis 1contend, so does Mr.

C. in this differemce; yet, in other places denies it.
21d. ‘But baptism reguites ne carnal relatien to
¢ Abraham; it requires simply faith in.Chyist, as
its,sole prerequisife. ‘i thou believest- with all
¢ thine heart thou mayest:’ ne faith was. required
_ $ as a sine qua monto-circumcision. But the New
‘testament presents:faith, &8 a sine qua non to

¢ Baptism.” Acts.8.87. - - - - . ,
To faith, as a ‘conditio sine qua non ~ef bap-
-tibm, we shall attend in s proper place. But
what-I'shall endeavour to establfsh in this place, is,
that it is no more a prereqnisite of Baptism, than -

_it was of circumcision. < .t

T obverve that it-wilj ‘be granted on all sides,
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e under the same moral obliga-

‘the Lord Jesus Christ, that the

i present dispensation ‘is. “The

faith,’ was as characteristic of

¢ New testament saints, It was

-y — o ndof their justification, as it is of

ours. That it was as neeessary, that faith should
precede their receipt of ordinanees, as 1t is, that
it should precede ours, should not, by any profes-
sor of the chrstian religion, be denied.

A Jewish prosolyte testified bis! assent to the
gospel, by his submitting to the rite of circlupti-
sion, in the same manner as 8 heathen would now,
by his receiving the ordinance of baptism. Mem-
bers of both dispensations were equally bound to
believe; because, without faith it was ever impos-
sible to glease God. By what authority then,
does Mr C. require it as & prerequisite to baptism*"
and not to” circumcision. That an adult should
believe before he is baptized, I grant. But that faith
preceded the circumeision of Abrabam, is proved
in the epistle to the Bom. I would further ask,
was not a Jewish prosolyte bound to believe be-
fore he was eircumeised? Mr. €.. will grant thig
in some sense. He was beund to believe the pro-

‘mises of God, made in the covepant of circumci-

sion, respecting temporal blessings; because cir-
cumcision sealed these. - No matter, this faith was
as really a prerequisite to his admission to the or-
dinance of circumcisjon, as saving faith is,in or-
der to our admissien to the sacrament of baptism;
and chiljren, being circpmeised, when eight days.
old, would form no excusg to the prosalyte, for be-
ing without faith. " Would it have been a duty for
one of these convests to the Jewish religion, in the
way of discrediting God’s promises, respecting the

.
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eartlily Canaan, to have su'
¢ircumeision? Would not
been. consummate hypocris;
- mekes no escipe by this dis
site. - '

Itteathes a new devtrir
warrantably, have & faith-ir . ...
respecting-temporal blessings, and yet possess no
faith in the promises respecting ¢piritual blessings;
and that the former is accepted of God without
the Iatter. Itis plainly this, that an adult might
be admitted to profess: the Jewish religion, by a
faith in the promises of the covenant of circumci-
sion, all of which were temporal,- whereas, a per-
son to be admitted a member of the New “testa-
ment church, must.have. saving faith inthe pro-
mises of the covenant of grace, of such doctrines,
the simple.statement, is 2 sufficient refutation.

¢ In the 4th place baptism differs from - circum-
¢ cision, in the character of its administrators. Pa.
¢ rents, relations, or civik officers, performed the
¢.rite of circumcision. Thus Zipporah cireumci-
* sed the son of Moses; Joshua circumcised the
¢ Jews.* Baptism is an ordinance connected with
¢ the ministry of Jesus Christ.” Page 13.

Mr. C. is ¢vidently at a great loss to invent dif-
ferences between these ordinances; or he would
never have tried this differemnce. To  expose it,

however, and give the most ignorant reader an op-

2

. ¥This example of Joshua circumcising the
-Jews, preves that civil officers did it—Mr~ C. you
should have told your readers that Joshua did it,
in the same way king Solomon built the temple-
1 suppose neither Solomon nor Joshua touched ei-
_ther of these pieces of labor.

.
L



149
Tye merit, we shall
On his plan of argi-
osition: that offering
ud for 600 years after,
lure and end, from the
) the death of Christ.
e e - g 1 from a well known
fact, that prior to the Aaronic priesthood, every
erson offered their own sacrifices. A king of - .
'J)udah, for offering sacrifices, was struck with the -
Elague of Leprosy, which deed, would, however,
ave been perfectly warrantable, prior to the de-
livering of the law from Mt. Sinai, Now although
my difference possesses all the force of the one
‘which Mr. C. presents, yet will any .person be so
ignorant as to believe me?

Christ Jesus, as the alone head of the church,
possesses the alone right of instituting its ordinan-
ces, and appointing - administrators as he pleases.
He institited the ordinance of e¢ircumcision; and
as long as the initiating seal of the covenant of
grace was administred in therite of circumcision,
he made no special appointment of ¢ iministrators.
But when he changed the form of the seal, ne ap-
pointed special administrators for the ordinance. °
This difterence merits no further attention. '

¢‘In the 5th place baptism differs from circum-
¢ gision, in its emblematical import. Baptism is
¢ embplematical of our death ynto sin, our burial.
¢ with Christ, and our resurrection with him, into .
¢ pewness of life. Circumcision was a sign of the

. ¢ separation of the Jews, from all the human fami-
¢ ly; end it was a type of the death, or circumci-
¢.sion of Christ’ Page 13. -

Perhaps 1 do not undepstand Mr. C’s, mode of
expression, although we s(l;ogld grant all that he
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says¥ stfll it is difficult to

The sum, of Mr. C’s stat

emblematical of our deln

our union to Christ: so th

live with him. And of ch

separation of the Jews fro

and a typical representatic -
Because if we be delivered from sin, and united
" to Christ, as he says baptism imports; and by cir-
. cumcision separated and distinguished frém the
world, and- directed by faith} to the death of
Christ, which he says is its typical import; why
" then distimguish it from baptism, “which he de-
clares to be emblematical of our burial with
Christ? This difference, if language has any
meaning, so far from distinguishing, concédes the
two ordinances to be one in import.

#Mr. C. in his strictures, does not, indeed, appro-
hate, m high language, Mr. W’s, understanding;
he will therefore, more readily forgive his dullness
of perception. . :

iMr. C.” has conceded more in this difference,
than some of his regqders, pérhaps are aware. He
has told us, that circumcision was typical of the
death of Christ, how will this eomport. with some

- other declarations, ‘it was camal’ ‘It sealed

- temporal blessings only? Ihave added the words

by faith, because there is no other way for either

‘New or OId testament saints, righteously to-view

the death of Christ: although I believe. the author
would not have put them in. Notwithstanding of
all Paul says about- the. faith of Old testament
spints. Mr. C. says very little about it..
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nany other places, we
1¢ fuvention of a new
was a type of the
idea been revealed to
-with Peter, it would
t. Hud he proved
_— e was a shadow, Peter
would bave united with him in declaring, that it
must have disapi]))eared upon the coming of the
substance. But Paul was more fond of truth than
of umovelty; and takes the Pedo-Baptist grouad,
that circumcision was a seal of the covenant of
grace, as administered under the Old testament;
and therefore, he who affixed this seal made him-
self a ‘debtor to the whole law;’ As any ‘person
.would be bound to all the items of abond, who
would subscribe his hand and set his seal. Cir-
cumcision was, I grant, performed in an age of
types; many typical things were in connexion with
it; but that it was a typiéal rite, I never before un-
derstood. There is a “difference between that
" which is typical and that which is emblematical.
Circumcision was the latter, but net the former,
- Let us however, take a view of the natural import
of these ordinances. )
1st. The doctrine taught in circumcision, was
the regeneration of the heart, Deut. 3. 8,6. ‘And
the Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart,
compared with pasmages already quoted. This
intimates the true import of the rite of circumeci-
sion, that the sword in the hand of the spirit, could
separate sin from the soul. We find the word em-
ployed by the Holy . Spirit for this purpose in the
~ work of regenération, Heb. 4. 12. ‘For the word
of God i8 quick and powerful, and sharper than
any two edged sword, piercing even to the divid-
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ing asunder -of soul :
and marrow.” It wou
rite to asubject of w
cal; but circumcision
generatign. The wo
was poifffed out in ci:
doctrine i taught in ¢

2nd. Circumcision i used to express external
holiness, or holiness as manisfested in the lan-
guage of a believer; thus we find uncircumeision
applied to designate the contrary of that holiness,
Ex. 6.12. ‘How then shall Pharach Lear me,
who am a man of uncircumeised lips® We find
the prophet Isaiah, used the word unclean in the
same sense; lsaiah, 6. 5. - ‘I am a man of unclean
lips, and I dwell in the midst of a people of un-
cleanlips.” Now,because the wanf of water con-
stitutes a person unclean, or the washing of it,
clean, and this is true in a.moral sense with.re-
spect to baptism; and, because uncircumcision
was used to point out the same kind of unclean-

#All that Mr. C. eays on this subject is lost.
He Yinds it always easier, to reply to doctrines
he invented for bis opponent, than toreply to these
his opponent did use. Let us hear bim: ¢To
¢ substantiate this answer, Mr.. W. quoted, Deut.
¢30. 6. From which verse hq attempted to prove,
¢ that the promise to circumcise their heart, implied
¢ all spiritual blessings! Mr. W. did not say so;
what he said, was that for God to circumcise the -
heart, implied that.the subject was interested in
all the spisitual blessings of the covenant of grace;
becsause that the heart that is regeuerated, will al-
80 be sanetified, and the person,in due time, Glo-
rified. 1 have said Mr. C. lost his subject, #o
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dinankes of sircumci-
1e same import; and

it was of the same'

oom of cireumcision.
he. same, will appear

ircumeision declared

the ' character of a person unholy. So the sons
of Jacob refused to have any connexion with the

" men of Shechem, until they became circumcised,

Gen. 24. So, throughout the whole Old testas
ment scriptures, by way -of contempt, the hea-
thens are called uncircumcised. But, that the
_ want of baptism wili'imply the same unholiness
of character will not be denied. It follows, that
as it respects the character of persons, the im-
port of these ordinances were the same; and,

T. iherefore, baptism might come in the room of

circumcision.

- But why should any, declaring the seriptures to
be the word of God, dispute  this point? The
0O1d and New testament scriptures, unite on this
,subject, in declaring their import to be the same,
‘particularly in regenmeration, the great leading

dispute respecting the nature of circumcision;
Mr. C. denied, Mr. ‘W, affirmed, that regeneration
was the true import of the ordinance of eircum-
cision. It was not ‘introduced by Mr. W. as Mr.
C. has it, P. 77, to prove that the import of the
two covenants were the same; but, to prove that
the import of the two ordimances, Circumcision
and Baptism were the same. 'Thus, by misrepre-
sentation, he takes care never fairly to discuss, or
even confute this assertion, that regeneration was
the true import of the rite of circumcision.

e
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doctrine taughtin b

to bear, is used inv:

the want of a heart

‘He that hath ears

uncircumeision of tl

Jer. 6. 10 ‘To wi

warning, that they m_, __ g e e
is uncircumcised, and they cannot harken.’ - We
find Stephen, in a New testament discourse,
preached immediately before his death, use this
word in the same sense. Acts, 7. 51. ‘Ye -stiffe
necked, and uncircumeised in heart, ye'do always
resist the Holy Spirit.’ :

A subject so plainly taught in seripture should
not be controverted. But soit is, and such it wall
be, in every age, with the deluded votaries of mi- .
serable svstems; Mr. C..takes a plan, P. 77 to di-
vert the reader frem the true signification of the
expression, to circumcise. “‘In the days of Moses,
it wes a promise, relating to events than future.’

. I'reply, that as it respects the subject in dispute,
I care not whether it respects events, future or
present; it is the import of the rite-itself, upon
which we dispute. Is it used to signify regene-,
ration? is the question; whether the regenera-

_‘tion of New or Old-testament saints? Let Mr. C.

gsin his point, as it respects futurity, we have
gained it, in signification,* the only thing in dis-
pute. - =

. #*This 77, P. of Mr. C’s work, is sufficient to de-
strey his whole theory, although he had been or-
thodox in every other point, and to my mind it
bears strong evidence of this fact; that, while he
is struggling hard to obtain converts to his public
theory, he does not believe it bimself. e. g. ‘I
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3aptist have always made;

rrmined thut cireumeision

arite only carnsl. They

is proven, their peculiar

et God be true,sud:very

their exertions, they have

ant a national distinction,

for it did not distinguish them from other nations.
It was no security for the possession of the land
of Canaan, becausg many of the specified subjects
of the Old eovenant, never did inherit that land,
‘although they were as willing and obedient as
those were, who did inherit it; and every thing
else taught by . eircumcision is also taught by
Baptism. _ ,
6th. Difference. ‘Baptism differs from circum-

will circumcise thine Leart, and the heart of thy
seed,’ (this word seed, Mr. C. with his usual free-
dom, calls children. 1 would be serry to use the
same freedom with the scriptures,) he.declares
respects futurity and for the proof of this, -cites the
denunciations’ and promises mentioned in the
same chapter, which respects the captivity of the
Jews and their return.  And, therefore, this pro-
mise of the circumcision of the heart could not
take place until more than Eight hundred years
after it was given. This denies, that any O)d tes-
tament saint, until that time, could apply this
prosnse; or, i other words, that there were none
circumeised in heart, until after their return,
from the Babylonish captivity; a fact, which nei-
ther Mr. €. nor any of his followers can believe. M
T have now done, as Mr. Ralaton did, let the world -

.- see his system, hegwill, no doubt, add it to bis list

of misrepresentations.
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¢ cision in the part of

¢ subject of the oper-t

¢ water to the face. Su

¢ that the Jews c'rcumc

¢ apply water to the wh

¢ tist nor Pedo Baptist a

¢ part affected in the rite

It is difficult for me to discover any other de-

-sign n this difference; than a'little prophane sport.
Even Mr. C. could notthink,that this difference
could possibly do any thing for his system. But,
lest any reader should be so ignorant, as not to
discover his sophism, we shall undress it, and let
him see itas it is. Did baptism come in the
room of circumcision? Mr. C. says, No. Why?
he answers, because the same precise parts of the-
human body are not affected by the rites. - That,
although circumcision was a seal of the covenant
of grace, and of the same coveneant, that baptism
also is a seal, yet the one eould not come in the
- ropm.of the other, because the same precise parts
were not affected in the rites. ,

" . The weight of the objeetion, will appear, by a
glain example. The Congress of the United

tates, 40 years ago, ordained that any persons, in

giving ‘bonds,notes, &c. should subscribe their
- "names, and -affix a cross, for a seal. Last session

they repealed that stdtute; and ordained that a
circular mark made with a pen, .after signing the
' name, should be the seal of sueh obligations.
Mr. C's heading the faction, declares that the cir,
eular mark could not possibly come in the room of
‘the oross mark, for this unanswerable reason, that
it isnot the-same shape, or if, by the same act of
Congress, the part of the paper oa which the sig-

nature and seal were to be affixed, was also chang-
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mark cannot come in
, because the seal was
art of the paper, om

yesars ago, Christ Je-
er the church, ordain-
ce g -— a.pw e of flesh, should,as
a mark, be a seal of the blessings contained in the
covenant of grace. Nearly eighteen hundred
years ago, he changed the éxternal form of the seal,
and, instead of the painful rite of circumcision, he
appointed the - application of water. Who will
bence argue, that therefore, baptism did not come
ia the room of circumcision? Mr.C. will perhaps,
say, that he has not granted that circumcision was
a seal ofthe covenant of grace. He has not indeed
granted this; but I observe that the subject in dis-
pute,is not thereby affected. He may call these
gealsor not,as he pleases; but he is here proving that -
the one could not come in the room of the other,
because they aitected different parts of the body.
The reasons for this assertion, is the ouly thing
here to which we have called the attention of the
reader. ‘
7th. Difference. ‘Baptism differs from circum-
¢ cision in the blessings it conveys. ~Circumcision-
¢ conveyed no spiritual blessings. Baptism
‘l,conv]egs no temporal, but spiritual blessings.’
e 18. : IS
. To this difference I have already fully replied.
. Had the assertion of MrC. in this place been trye,
it would have indeed affected the point; but we
_ have proven that the blessings sealed were the
same; which ends all the intended force of this dif-.
ference. From the bantering commencement of
Mr. C. on these seven. go'mts of difference, we ex-
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pected }ixat he would have att:

. tablished his position, by suc
fected the mature of the o

= -superficially calls the attentio

those external points of differe
they had been true, would nc

~ point in question; this last difference, 1s the only - |

exception, and its assertion, upon investigation,
is found not true. = o

* We shall now take some view of the different

methods of escape, by which he tries to rid him-
‘self of the force of objections. ' o

¢ With regard to their not circumeising on the

¢ 8th day for 40 years; while travelling to Caanan;

" ¢itis nothing to the purpose; for this plain reason,

¢ that circumcision,during this period, was entires

¢ly giver up. It 'was performed at no age.” P. 18,

What was the intention of Mr. €. by this obser-

vation? It was to save himself from being caught

in a plain absurdity., He had been proving that

baptism could not come in the room of circumci-

siop, because it was essential, to the being of this

‘rite, that it be administered on the 8th day. It ap-

" ~pears Mr. W. had denied the truth of his agsertion,

. and declared that, by divine command, hundréds

¢ of thousands of the ‘Jews, had been circumcised

between theinbirth and fortieth yesr; no covenant °

.alteration could  be inad¢ upon the passage ‘in
“Joshua, wpon which the assertion: was founded. ,
However, the part quoted from Mr. C’s book ac-
counts for it, ind the reason is plain; that during

- ‘this period, circumcision was entirely given up.
I grant this, Mr. C.—but what will your plain-rea-
son prove? this is the alene conclusion, that there *
“were 40 years the Jews did not-eircumeise; but
évery person grants this, Yet the matter -in dis-
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pute is not thereby affected.. The dispute is, is
there any thing in the nature of the rite of cir-
epmcision, or any thing in the divine command
that forbids the administration of it, on any other .
time, tham on the eighth day? On the omission of
it for 40 years, we agree; but, to account for the
. -- administration of it upon those with whom it had
been*omitted for 40 years, is the difficulty. Mr.
C- saysit was confined to the 8th day; the scrip-
- turesays it was not; and might with propriety- be
admitted at.any period of life. .
- Any person who can read his bible, may detect

the falacy of his plan of plain reasoning. They =

will indeed see, that the Jews were required to be
. circumcised on the 8th day; but they will find that
the requisition, was not essential to the being of
an ordinance; because it was omitted for 40 years;
at one time, and after that during the whole period
of its continuation in the church, proselytes, at any
age, were circumcised. But, if the argument.
used by Mr. C. had any force, it would prove, that ",
in order legally to administer the rite of circum-
cision, it was as necessary to perform it on the 8th
day of the personslife, as it was o cut off a piece
of fleshi. It js not'the circumstances accompany-
ing the rite about which we dispute; but we dis- ~
« pute respecting those things essential to the bes
ing of therite itself. Where now, Mr. C.is your
plain reasoning, to prove that it was essential to the
“;Ein:g of the ordinance to administer it on the 8th
But Mr. C. objects to the assertion, that one or-
_dinance came in the room of another. ¢Itap-
¢ pears to me a gross‘depaﬂure from.analogy, from
¢ the meaning of Jewish rites, and from matter of
¢ fact, to say: *That baptism came in the room of

-
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¢ sircumcigion.”” The sacred scriptures do not,
¢ as far as I can understand them, ever ledd us to
¢ think that one rite came in the room of another,

- ¢ but they teach us, that Christ came in the room of -
¢ all the Jewish rites—he is our passover, our cir-
¢ eamcision & our-sacrifice.” P. 19. By saying that
one ordinance ¢ame in the room of another, means ~—
no more, than that the latter occupies_the robm of
the former. All the ordinanees of the New testa-
ment came in the room of those that were under
the Old testament, or we have these ordinances,
instead of those the church formerly had. When*
we say that the particular rite of baptism, came in  *
the room of circumcision, we mean that baptism
occupies the same place in the present dispensa-

« tion-of grace, that circumcision occupied under.

 baptism came in the room of circumcision. -

‘the former. , :
Scarcely asingle ordirance now has the same pre-
" cise form it had under the-Old testament; even the
adispensation of the word by the Gospel ministry,
« is now ‘different, from that which it was theo.
. Will Mr. C. argue that the preaching of the gos-
pel, under the New testament, by gospel ministers,
did not come in the room of that teaching hy
priests and prophets under :the -ceremonial lawe
we mean no more than this, when we say-that

But this is an age of novelty. ‘Christ came in
the room of all Jewish rites.’ That HE came
the substance of all. Jewish r.tes, at least such of

- them as were required by.the ceremonial law,

A )

none will deny; but, that he came in their room, I -
suppose none except Mr. C. ever thought. Christ

. is indeed called ‘our- passover:’ bécause he was .
‘the Lamb of God’ typically ‘slain from the foun- . =
dation of the world.” HE was the substance, of --
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which all the rites of that femst wera the 'sﬁadam;'

" but no hint is given that he came in the room of
the passover. : ’

« Let us hear him further on this éubject.~ ‘T

* would now ask my opponent, If baptism came in
¢ the room of circumeisiod, why were so many
¢ thousands of the Jews baptised, who had been pre-
¢ viously eircumcised? . This, on the pringiples of
¢ my oppenent, was @ mere tautology. If baptism
¢ and circumcision are alike, the same seals of
¢ the same covenant, why administer both to the
¢ same subjects” P. 19. Inreply I observe, -
_1st. Thatin the chapge of a-djspensation, . the

.members then existing, must be the subjects of.

both dispensations. The same. individual'persons,
whoee duty it was to have offered sacrifices during
the life and publie ministzy of €hrist on earth,

would have been guilty of & gross.violation of the

Divine law, had they. continued the same practi.

ces after his death. In like manner eircumcision™

was a'duty which a parent was bound to discharge,

_until another ordinance took ita place; but the.

substitution of baptism,. in its room, as completely
destroyed the sacramental existence of circumci-
cion, as if it never had an existence.
. 2nd. It is impossible to-make the same persons
subjects of both dispemsations, without meaking
them the partakers of the ordinances of both. By
their circumcision, they acknowledged .all ihe
means of grace, sealed to them under that dispen-
sation, in their particular form of administration;
but the same persons in their baptism, publiekly
ackn’owledgeg
members of the new dispensation of the same cov-
enant, and thereby openly acknowledged that
* Christ the substance of all t;xe, cerimonial law, was
. . P :
P 3 .

the change, declared “themselves.
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come" , ahd pat eway sin by the d
self. I
‘Mr. C. should have shewn us T
the same persons ‘coald’ have |
members of both dispensations of
giving them the seals of both., H
- tance from this point, lest he migl
anare of truth, Circumcision, acec
sealed to them the earthly Canasn
tism they renounced all claim tot
cry man lost histitle to his farm. By circumegision

~they déclared themselves the natural seed of -
Abraham, although they had.been Hittites or Am- -
orites; by baptism, they declared they were.not his>

sced. " By circumoision they incorporated them-

_ selves with the Jewish nation. By baplism they.

disclaimed their own nation.. These are Mr. C’s.
odd doetrines—who can believe him? - :

The truth is, that those saints who were on earth,.

during the life, death and resurrection of Christ,
~were members of'the Old testament church, by

their circumcision; and by baptism, were con-

stituted members of the New testament church.

Srd, Baptism was a New testament seal; it se-

cured all the covenant blessings, sealed by cii-
cuméision; the covenant was the same, but the
form of the seal was very diffcrent, as was the whole
dispensation. It wai'necessary in the change of
dispensatior, thatthere should also be a change
of seal; but, at the time of this change, there could
. be no change of persons; it follows that those who
had been imitiated by circumcision into the former,
mast now be admitted into the latter, by baptism.
‘As they lived uner ‘both ‘dispensations of grace,
how could they otherwise be initiated into bo;a?-.
- But, in order to confirm his assertion. on this




lived, when baptism was introduced, what would -

8M: " as

tha strange 'sup osition.
,if all the Jews had liv-

wwed, they would all have |,

'puld have came of their

19. Yanswer, the same _
their sacrifices, temple -
which we have now our

e _ Abraham, the first initi-
ated by circumcision, as a seal, ‘saw the day afa
off> when baptistn would take the rpom of circum-
cision, ‘and was glad.” With the same propriet
I might ask, If 311 the Jews that ever existed, has

hi#ve come of their sacrifices then? _

The différence of the efficacy of these two or-
dinances, forms another strong reason with Mr. C,
why baptism ecould not come in the room of cir-

(9

cumcision. His observations scarcel{; however, .
a

merit transcription. ‘Although they had the be-
‘nefit of circumcision for so many hundred years,

¢ Moses declares, ‘The Lord hath not given you

‘an heart to percaive, and eyes to see, and ears to
¢ hear, unto this day. Where now, are the spiritu-
‘al blessings promised to the subjects of circum-
¢cision as such! What spiritual blessings had it
¢gecured for so long a time!! P. 77. This ap-
pears rather like a wilful misconstruction of secrip-
ture. Mr, C. infers from the passage. quoted, that

for several hundred years, the subjects of circum-

*

cision had not been regenerated, justified, or san-
tified. Then, he asks with an - air of triumph,
what good had their circumcision ‘done them?

Were there no saints during these several hun-
-dred years? He does not deny there were saints

ynder that dispensation; nay,he even condescends
to grant it; P. 44, For, although he supposes ‘Ju=
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- daism té be no better than G
how there were saints at that 1
they were, ‘they had not a hea
to see, and ears to hear” W
character of saints? no. Whi

+ true import of the worde? Th o WF

-the &dministration of grace to these people for -.¥
400 years, there were many found who had nog
‘hearts to perceive, eyes to'see, and ears to hear.’
Which is eq\ialli true of Gospel despisers i every
age of the church. With these, circumcision had

. the same influence, that bagﬁsm had with Sumon
Magug, or with any other subject that is not rege~
nerated. : : !

If Mr. C’s. observation has any meaning, it is,
that baptism has some. intrinsic efficacy in giving
‘hearts to perceive, eyes to see, and ears to hear.’
For otherwise, there can be no difference, even
intended. He then acquiesces in the doctrines of
the Fathers who hold baptism to be regeneration,
for if it be not, what efficacy has it, more than cir-,
scumcision. ‘Therefore Mr. C. should not teuch.
the Fathers, or the Roinan Catholicks on this point..
Perhaps Mr. C,. will clear himself by his usual

. as such.” ~ Was Moses speaking to them as ghe.
subjects of the covenant of circumcision? Mr. C..
should answer, no; beause ‘Liearts to perccive,
eyes to see, and ears to hear,” were épiritual bles-
sings; and therefore did not belong to that cove-’
nant. Will Mr. C. say he was addressing them, .

~ gs the squgcts of that covenant? He then relin-

_ quishes the point in'dispute. If he says the con- ¢

trary, his ‘assuch’ will be of nouse. = '
Thé above is an instance of Mr. C's. honesty, -

It is. evident from P. 44, that he believes there

‘gere saints at that time; yet, now, when he has
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another purpose to answer, he will give this pas-
sage a contrary, signification. Although he should
succeed in proving ‘what he intends, that there
were no saints at that tixne, he still failsin esta-
blishing this difference. The extentof our asser
tion is, that the grace and other spiritual bless-
ings, which Old testament believers had, were
“sealed to them by circumcisien; but, if his asser-
4ion be true, still circumcision sealed as much to
them as baptism does to the unregenate persons
baptized. But, if they were saints, then circum=
cision sealed to them; that which baptism seals to
saints now. . - .ol
‘Upon Mr. C’s. attempt. to prove that baptism
-did not come in the room of circumeision, the fol-
Yowing observations will be found true, )

Ist. That heis compelled to ehange his ground,
and adopt principles new even to baptists; asser-
tions, at which Dr. Gill or Mr. Booth would have
‘bluslied. He finds no difficulty in assertipg that
circumcision was got a religious ordinance; that
it secured a country to millions who :never saw 1t,
-neither they, nor their seed. What will reflecting
awinds think of this doctrine? or does Mr. C. think

‘he'1s writing to  people of the 12th century, or to’

-those who will at all times be satisfied with rotind
assertion? Ry
2nd. It is evident that he does not appear seri-
ous in any thing he 'says on that subject. Had he
- possesscd sufficient candor to have carried out
- any systemon this point, it must eithér have been
- too ridiculous for-even his friends to have believ-
ed; or else, after all his opposition, he would have
established the assertion, that baptism came in the,
room of circumoision; but in this he dare not pro-
- ceed; he often suddenly stops-and fills the vacuum:
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‘with declamations; e. g.P. 77,78, He joins with
fanaticks, in rejoicing in their new light. As Mr.
C. fails in language, to express- his detestation of
Pedo-Baptism;—so the shakers fail in either songs
or tanes, to-celebrate their discovery that the re-
surrection is past; that they are now glorified

saints: and, therefore, use reels, &c. without <

words, to express it. With them Mr. €, exclaimé,
0 human tradition, how hast thou biassed the
¢judgment and blinded the eyes of them that
4should know.” . = :

o V. PROPOSITION.

That infants of professingparents ére fit mem-

~bers of the visible church; and may be acknow-

“ledged such, by administering to them baptism, an
initiating eeal of the covenent of grace.
We establish the truth of this proposition; first,

from the moral relation existing between parents, - *
apd children. Relation always gfecadea»obliga-
tion, and isof the same nature. Natural obliga-
tion springs {from natural relation; moral oblige-
tion, from moral relation. These principles, I
bélieve, are not denied. Parents, in virtue of this
moral relation, are bound to use every means, both -
hy example and precept, te “rain up their ohil-
"dren in the nurture and admonition of the Lord.” -
And children, upon the sanie principle, are bousd:

to receive and obey this instrugtion. - Hence the
divine declaration respecting Abrabam, Gen. 18*
19. ‘For-l know him, that he will command his

. children, and his household after him.” The ex-

istence of -this relation, apd. the promise for the
‘Continuation of it in the chrugh; was a comfortable .
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- doetrine to King Hezekiah in bis - fliction. Isaioby
"88:19. “I'he father tothe children, shall make
kubwn thy truth. '
“If it be a fact, that there is such a relation be-
tween parents and children, and such privileges
resulting from it, thea I ask, where is the impro-

. = prety in giving children the seal of these bless-
ings? or are Baptists .prepared to say, that ehile
dren shall be the heirs of these privileges, and
yet be denied the seal of them. That this princi-.
ple may be more fully understood, I shall make a
tew plain obsérvations. E .

1st. That moral obligation may exist in its full
force, where there is no natural relation, as is often -
the case between rulers ‘and squegté, guardians
ahd children placed ander their care; but, at the
same time a covénant is supposed to exist, which
secures to both parties, privileges, to which eash
are entitled, according to the stipulations of this
covenant, While this relation subsists, neither of
the parties can divest themselves of the obligation
or lose their title to the privileges; only by forfei- -
ture'there is a dissolution of contrae’. . -
2nd. That infants: may be-the subjects of such
a covenant is evident' from fact. A nation, con-
sisting -of rulers and ruled, are mutually bound to
. each other by covenant. But the childrenof c¢i- *
. tizens are erititled to all the security and protec-
i tion of their'parents; and this, while in a staté of
* infancy, hefore they can give any- cousent to the
.. hational constitution or eovenant. It follows,
“that babes are a party in -a covenant, entitled to-
its privileges, and grow up under its obligation,
~ 'when they possess no knowledge of either.
‘Now, itis vain to stop and ask, what.goed does
“it do these chibdren to have them conatituted

*»
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members of such a na
knowledge of its cons
‘to .say, that, in every a
fact, it was their priv
principle, s0 much ha
children may possess . . e
bave -its privileges before they can have an
knowledge of it.* . .
Srd. That a family, consisting of parents and
- children, is a nation in miniature, and granted by
all, to be the first beginning.of civil government.
And it fares with a family as it does with a nation.
According to the state of the nation, with respect
. to privileges, the stale of the subjects, are good
. or bad, So is it with'a family. If the parents
are poor, so are the children, if rich, the children
are born the heirs of the estate; and thig is secur-
ed to the ehildren by contract, although the pa-
rents ahould die intestate, and the children be in-
fants at the time of their death, In aword, what-.
ever is the privilege of the parents, is, in a -
* - * greater or less degree, the privilege of their chil-
. dren also: L .
’ « 4th. That this moral relation existing between
parents and cbhildren, is formed by God himself, -
. astruly as he constituted the relation between kings
* and subjects under a theocratical government.
. While infants are incapable of watching - aver
themselves ‘in any degree, ue has appointed their
parents their guardiens. ' ’
_ But, when we view this subject, and cogsider

’

*] shall afterwards shew, in its proper place,
~'that this principle is conceded by baptists, in con--
stituting children members of a national gove-
nant by circumecision. : s

-
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rch, ‘a holy nation, a
ir in all their force, It

1e privilege of children °

wrents, to have parents

shureh, to warn them

his house, and teach
/m privilege, by giving
them suitable religious institutions.

Parents, I grant, are morally bound to this duty;_

but professing parents are bound, by covenant "to
these duties; and to these they have engaged

when they affixed a seal to the covenant of grace.’

The dcctrine of the covenant of works, estab-.
lishes the truth of my assertion. Although in ma-
ny respécts, the relation berween Adam and his

sterity, is very different from that relation ex-
isting befween parents and children, yet, in this
they agree, that Adam was constituted an agent
for his family, the buman race; so that all" who
spring from him, partake of the cffects of his agen-

cy. In like manner, parents are divinely consti- .

_tuted agents of their respective families. The vi-
: olation of the positive precept in the covenant of
works by Adam, was the violation of the same by
a1l his posterity: or had he partaken of the tree of
life in a state of innocency, it would have been a
seal securing to him and all his posterity, the
blessings found in that covenant, slthough the
same posterity was unborn. The reason of this
was, he was, by God, appointed their feederal head,
“and in law they were constituted one. If a nation
employ an embassador, with powers plenipotentia-
ry, his contraet is theirs; and according to the con«
tract, the nation enjoys benefits, or receives trou-

4 ble, - . .
As in the case of Ad?? 56 also in the case of

-
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. all parents; the Divina
choice, children have
But this doctrine,.a
of works, is materiall
“ The token or seal ¢
¢ tree of life; which w:
¢ guaréntee, that life 1
¢ tion of his obedienc .. . __. would
have been the same to all his posterity. I there-
fore argue, and that from principles conceded;
that, if the meral relation of Adam to his posterity
was such, that a seal, through him,.could be ad-
ministered to every one of his children, although
unborn; and this: because he was divinely consti-
tuted theiragent; that, therefore, aseal, through
the relation of parents to their children, may be
justly administered to their children, after they
are bort. : S
In all the transactions of life, by contract, the

doctrine of infant baptism 1s recognized, we bind

ourselves and our heirs. Considering the minor-
ity of our children, we deal for them, under this
consideration, that we are their agents and they
fhcapable of understanding. We mention duties
v "7 7 1, and in their name we
sonduct , even. of baptists,

»n baptism. Their princi-

lmost all contracts in life.

ot and seal the same for
en infant baptism is right.
ind therefore the latter.
Jbaptists syllogism.
snorance and want of faith,
cwpuwrs o w_. itanding the coatract, or
.:covenant of geace; then children must not be bap-

»
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true wd‘ ‘therefore the

nt to other things and
its'genuine force.
rance and want of know-
. L - nderstanding a contract,
-~ "W covenant; then children must not Ee parties in
a covenant, or contract. But the former is true
and therefore the latter. Now, every person that
ever saw a bond or will, knows this conclygion to
be false. But suchis the argument of baptists a-
gainst infant baptism. : N
The doctrine of infant baptism is universally
recognized in scripture. 1t was entirely unneces-
sessary either to’ give any precept in so many -
words, requiring the baptism of infants; or yet
mention the case of individual children baptized.
-~ This seal, in scripture, was .established in the
" chuch, for more than a thousand years, and thou-
sands of examples given us of 1nfants initiated hy it;
and, elthough, as we have shewn, the form of the
seal differed; yet- its nature did not undergo any
change. To this seal the Jews had been accue-
+. tomed from its first institution in Abrabam. There
could be no necessity to repeat that so well under-
stood by the ancient church. ‘
" It would indeed have been sn evident curtaii-
ing of the privileges of the church of Christ, had
the infants of the New testament, been excluded
from that security, or from those privileges to -
which infant members of the Old testament church
were “entitled. They would have complained,
that the children of their fathers were received
members of'the visible ehurch, while their chil-
dren were excluded. Nay, that they. enjoyed a
seal of the covenant of grace, an intimation of their
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security, fig‘Lt and ti'
children must be rai:
thens, & - :

The baptists, from
deny the warrantabl
cause, the personsba
-of believing, but al . S
required in the covenant. While yet, it will be
easily made appear, that they concede the princi-
ples of Pedo Baptists in full. They declare that
the rite of circumcision eonstituted the infants of
the Jews, members of their nation. ‘The promise
‘ of the covenant of citcumcision was not,’ says
Mr. C. ‘made.to the Jews, as members of the
church; ‘but of the nation.’ -

Itis granted, that infant children are not only
incapable of believing, but also of discharging
the duties required of professing members. But ~
I aseert, that they are as capable of discharging’
the dnties required of professing members of the
_ visible church, as they are of doing the duties of
‘ acivil citizen. Accordingly, en Mr. C’s plan of
. reasoning, I argue. that eircumcision was not a’
seal of admission into the Jewish nation, becausé .-
it was absurd, to constitute any person a civil citi-
zen, who was incapable of discharging any of the °
duties of that character. The moment a person
acquires citizenship, they are entitled to as many -
of the privileges as they are capable of enjoying;
and bourid by all the laws of the nation. Why
then does Mr C. and other baptists, make such a
lamentable outcry against the Pedo Baptists; for
constituting persons members of the visible
church, because they are incapable of believing, or
obeying the divine law, in avy respect, seeing they,
at thesame time, argue that intants were, by the
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ed members of a civil
t they were placed in
at they are under every
3 unable to discharge
lation? Let us compare
list concessions on this
y will strike any reader.
- .- . _.mberof a nation, isen-
titled to.the security aud protection of that nation. °

P. Bap. A child, as the member of a church, is .’

entitled to the security and pretection of Christ,
the King and Head of the church.

Bap. A child, as the member of a natmn, hasa
temporal subamtence secured by the promise of
that nation.

P. Bap. A child, as the member of the church,
has a spiritual subsistenge secured by the promise
of Christ, ng and Head of the church.

Bap. A child, although in a state of infancy, -
was constituted the public member of a nation
by covenant, and the same confirmed by circumci-

+sion, a public seal- of the same.

P. Bap. A child, although in a stateof infaney,

"’is constituted a publlc member of the church by
covenani, and the same confirmed by bapiism, a
publicseal of the same.

It is hence evident, that, by whatever argument ,
a baptist will urge agmmt a Pedo baptist, that a
child is disqualified by its infaney from becoming
a member of the church, a Pedo baptist will urge,
precisely the same against their becoming mem-
bers of a nation. Aad I might further add, that
an infant citizen of a nation is bound, in virtue of
the relation in which it stands to the nation,

_to become acquainted with the laws ‘of
s nation, and to render o;)edxence to the same.
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In like manner, an’ inf
Christ, is bound by. vi
it stands to the churcl
her laws, and yield ot
lows, that every possil
or any baptist, can br
bership ot infants, sta:
zenship; and on the

* gve upon the prircipl IR

. children, by circumcision, even by the conoession
of the baptists, are constituted members of a king-
doin, in which activity is required, and yet are in-
capable of being aetive: - There is nothing absurd
in constituting them membera of the visible chureh,
in ‘]vhich nothing more is required, in relatioa to
its laws. -

Mr. C. spends a considerable time, in spo;'ting '

upon this question, ‘what good dees infant sprink-
ling do its subjects.” I reply that, allewing the
difference of relation and privilege, it. does - as
much good, as constituting them citizens of a ci-
vil kimgdom by cireumcision. They are equally

capable of obeying the laws; and enjoyiag the pric,

vilege of both. :

We shall now attend to his view of this-subject.
His great levity of expression, so inconsistent with
she solemn. subject, shall not receive any further
_, notice,” than ‘what is absolutely necéssary to de

_ his arguments jastice. S =

‘When Ihear any Pedo-Baptist, pleading for the
¢baptism of infants, upon the footing of the faith
¢of the -parents, that is, on the footing of carnal

¢ generation, it brings to my reeollection, the re-

¢ ply of John the baptist, made to the Jews; who

¢ solicited baptism, upon the footing of their great,

‘great, great,imany times great. grand father
¢ Abrabam. 'i‘hcy were as confident of the valid-
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y modern Pedo-Baptist.’

r. C. use the word' faith.
ing more, than the faith
their public profession,
apparition, the creature
— - onest writer who makes
the edification of his opponent an object, will take
care to usethe words in the sense, in which they
" are commonly used.. He must know that Pedo:
Baptists, mean no more, when they ‘plead for the
‘baptism of infauts, upon the footing of the faith of
the parents; than we do when we say, that Ja-
cob should be circumcised, when an infant, be-
cause Isaac his father, was a publie professor in
the clarch—we mean no more than Mr. C. does
when he-says that Joseph should be circumcised
at -eight days old, becausea title to the land of
Canaan ‘was vested in Isaac his father, and a pro-
mise. made of that land to him, through his father.
Or if any should have asked King David; if he be-
lieved in the doctrineof eircumeising infants, he
would . have replied, yes: he even solicited cir-
- cumciston ‘upon the footing of his great, great,
great many times great grand father Abraham.’*
Parents having claimed the promises of the co-
venant of grace for themselves, and baviog declar- ,.
- ed the same hy a _publie profession, have,-in the
divine constitution of things, the seal of the same

*The reader will forgive me for using Mr. €.
fangnage, I only do it, to let you see that his lan-
- guage is equally subversive of the rite of circumci-
sion. I do, indeed, think his language profane, I
believe that he. is only making sport om the sub-
Ject of Baptism.- - : ’
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privileges offered to t
sense, that God gave t
his children, Peter d
‘the promise is to you
promise to Abraham
the God of thy seed.’
But what cennexic
the expressions, ‘upo: o .
the parents,’ and ‘upon the footing of carnal gene-
. ration” The scripture calls. Abraham thefather
of the faithful. Does Mr. C.suppose that he was
the carnal father of all the faithful? If he does
not, why does he use the expression as proving the
same signification? 1} am afraid that during-all
the time he was a Pedo-Baptisf, he was ignorant
of their doctrines, and tbis, the probable reason,
why he forgook them. e
. I suppose Mr. C. never- heard a Pedo-Baptist
plead for a right ta the baptismi of children ‘upon
the footing of carnal generation.” That, upen
the footing of carnal relation existing between pa-
" rents and children, carnal benefits flow, is not de-
nied; this is justly plead as the ground for the pos-
_session of estates, &c.. But, that any spiritual
privileges flow, merely on the footing of carnsl
relation, is never plead. The Jews were the car-
, hal descendants of Abraham. He was their na-
tural father. They were his natural sted. But
ask the apostle Paul, if thia be the ground om
which they received their spiritual blessings; he
answers, no—It was not because they were his
children by nature, bat because they were the chil-
- dren of the promise. It follows that the children
of professing parents, according to-the flesh, are
also .their seed by promise, ang aye thereby entie
- tled to a seal of the promise. A :
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slation existing between
rhen they came to John
was neither understood
sor in opinion, Mr. "'C.
vard, humbly asking the
e m - . 18 a peogple in professed
.+ eovenant with God, aud therefore Abraham’s seed,
John would have baptized them without reproof.
But it appears they were of the mind, with those
men of straw, with whom Mr. C. contends, thata .
carnal relation was the only ‘entitling prerequisite,’
and therefore were justly reproved when they de-
manded the administration of this seal. The
HEAD of the church, indeed, often establishes a
spiritual relation when -there is a pre-existing car-
nal relation; but these are in their nature entirely
distinct. The one may exist without the other.
Believing heathens have a spiritual relation to
Abraham, and ‘this existing in its full force, being
nothing impaired,. by the want of carnal relation.

It is, in every case, necessary to determine, who
are the persous professing this spiritual relation;
this, when determined, should decide the contro-
versy. When a promise is given, we should know
the person, or persons to whom it is addressed;
should you ask, to whom are the promises of the
gospel addressed? 1 replg, 1o sinners as such:
should you again ask, to whom is the seal of these
gromises to be applied? we answer, to those who

y a covenant relation declare that the blessings
promised, are theirs. Let us sparch the scriptures
to find out these persons. The whole Bible,.with
one voice, declares that these belong to believing
parents and theirseed. And that of such persons,
the church of Christ is constituted. Let the fol-
lowing obsegvation be admitted.
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1st. That the churc
covenant relation-to-¢

2nd. That the me
professed covenant re

8rd. That when (
relation with Abrah:
nant wes alsomadew . ____, ..., .
as the adult. The only qualification there speci-
fied, was, that they be his seed. Neither the apos-
tle Peter, nor any other Pedo-Baptist, has plead for
any thing .more, than that which is contained in
the assertion. ‘The promise is to you, and to
vour children.’” We therefore infer that those
persons, found in the covenant relation, may just-
ly receive the seal of all its covenant blessings.
All this may be true, without any carnal relation.
Let us hear him a little further, . -~

‘Mr. W. tells us, that infants may, if they-are
< obedient to the divine law, after they grow up re-
¢ ceive benefit from baptism.* . This is an honest,
¢ though I presume, an unintentional confession,
¢ that they receive no benefit from it; either at the
¢ time of receiving it, or immediately after. But
¢ he has said, that infants in the act of baptism, are
¢laid under an obligation to obedience;that the
‘vows of God are upon them thenceforth. Let
¢ me ask how many years old are they, when they
¢ recognize this obligation.’ P. 33.

* The substance of the quotation is, that no bene-
fit results from ‘infant eprinklipg;’ of this he fre-

qucntli gives hints.. But in his appendix, we have
a bleck list of  evils, resulting fromit. P. 180. I

*This is & part of Mr. C’s. edition of Mr. W’s.
speeches; and is as honest, as his edition of mang
parts of the bible. S

.
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infant or idiot, of - parents
t ‘circumstances, receives
hildren of parents in diffi-

e et L

I . difference. Yet they de-
Ry : . : N
" rive these .superior favors, upen the same precise

principles, upon which we plead for infant bap- .

tism, that is, relation. Because, infants receive
" previleges according to the standing of their pa-
rents. They are either rich or poor, as their pa-
rents -are in riches or poverty. © -
This assersion of Mr. C’s. lies against the
strongest evidence of fact. Because a child, if it
lives, receives both immediate and future benefit

. from the relation it has to its parents. Butits

privileges are inconcievably extended, if the pa-

rerdt he religious, it has thereby seeured a reli-
gious education. Itis trained up in the nurture
and admonition of the Lord; it has an early op-

portunity of ministerial instruction, being raised-

" ¢ beside the shepherd’s tent,” when born, or even
when 1t becomes a living soul, an_everlasting re-

lation between it and -Christ may be formed; it .
may, ‘by the washing of regeneration and the re-'

newing of the Holy sp-it,’ be as full an heir of
everlasting life, as the most experienced saint.
All we crave for this child is a visible seal of these
blessings. . - B :

Ifa father die when one of his heirs is an infant,
he makes it equally a partaker of his estate with
those children that are grown to years of maturity,
when the babe is grown, it claims - the_interest in
the will, which was a contract, existing between
the father and the child, although the child was
entirely unconscious of the whole ' transaction,  at

life: they are insensible,

* either be, sensibly or in-
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the time of engagement
sciousness neither affec
1 suppose that none of |
From these principles 1
,» 1st. That a child may
-to the testament of Chri
may not, receive any be e e,
the legal heir of an estate, and yet by profligacy,
« or death, receive no benefit. The signature and
seal of the parent, is the visible” security of the
child, and yet it may never secure any thing profi-
table toit. Mr. C. will acknowledge the truth of
these assertions, bécause circumcision, which, ac-
cording to his assértion, sealed the earthly Canaan;
if the-ehild either died in infancy, or removed in-
to another country, it received no benefit from
the seal: according to his system this painful rite
was administered in vain.’ ’ . ®
2nd. The right of Esau, Ishmael, or Jacob to
the earthly Canaan, according to the opinion of
Mr. C. was the same, because they were all by di-
vine authority, circumcised. But the posterity of
_oné of these- only, entered in; query, of what use
{.was their infant ‘circumecision? o
= 8rd. There is a difference between the privile-
ges aud 'obligation of abﬁ; and discharging and
enjoying the same. A m#il may contract in behalf

of a child, by which the minor maybe bound to -

‘perform certain duties, and entitled to certain
privileges; and yet incapable of either doing the
former, or enjoying the latter, and even if he ar-
rives to years of maturity, may be equally inat-
, tentive to both; yet this neither affects the moral
C. what good do these seals do minors?
- * - 4h. I assert that haptism' pessesses the same

propriety or validity of the contract. Again Mr..
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applied to an infant, that
d to anm adult. It does
18 any saving power, so
r, when an infant posses-
would, if the heir was an
sy lose orenjoy as they

ed with those,. who say,
ion. Mr. C. here joins the °
‘ates, and by furns sports
w e - . _er. Yet I fear he will
be found guilty of the same error, and on this
point may justly give the bond of brotherhood to
Cyprian, his former enemy. IfI here blame Mr.
C. improperly, then what is the meaning of the
question, ‘what good does baptism do infants?
Yor ifit may be said-that baptism abstractly con-
sidered, does good, it will follow, that it has a sav-
ifig power, or it is the doctrine of Cyprian and
others, that baptism is regeneration, or without
anion to Christ, nothing is really good.

When a baptist asks the question, ‘what geod -
does baptism do infants? he must .mean that it
does some good to adults, that is, that it either re~
generates them, or is an infallible seal of regene-
ration. The greatest hereticks on this subject, ne-
ver attached any more importance to this ordinance
than those just expressed. Mr. C. would refuse I
suppose, to sabscribe the following sentiment, not:
only because it stands in opposition to his ques--
tion, but for a reason still more important, it is the
- production of the Westminster assembly. ‘The
¢ sacraments become effectual means of salvation,
¢ not from any virtue in them, or in him that doth
¢ administer them, but " by the blessing of Christ .
! and the working of liils spirit in them that by - -
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¢ faith receive them
[ never recollect’
¢ dained for the bene

. ¢ joined upon him, b

>

¢ not some immediate
¢ subject who obey
¢ My opponent has p
¢ infant sprinkling,u, . = _..,, o
¢a wonder working if.’ p. 33. : Was not _circum-
cision an ordinance of divine appointment? Al-
though you should say it was civil; Iask, Mr. C.
what benefit immediately resulted to the subject
of this rite? If he says national protection, so I
say in the other ease, church protection. For if
the kings of the earth afford their infant sybjects
protection, the Kking of Zion is equally able
and willing to guard his babes.. The trath is, that
in whatever shape, M. C. can turn the round as-
sertion I-have last quoted, the rite of circum®
cision, isready to meet him in the face. After the
child was circumcised, there was a great variety .
of events, casualties, &c. that it took a slippery per-
haps and a -wqnder. working if,to put himin the
possession of that land, Mr.. C. converts the
subject upon the spot. Baptism is a Divine ordi-
nance, immediate benefit must result. Mr. C. ne-
ver recollects an instance of its failing. Peter
must have been mistaken about Simon Magus,
Isaac when he circumcised Esau. Whata bless-.
ed thing it would be, to be baptized by Mr. C.

‘But he has said infants in the act of baptismare
¢ laid under an obligation to obedience, that
¢ the vows of God are upon them. Let me ask,

"¢ how many years old, are they, when they recog-

_ ¢ nise this obligation? = Shall Tsay-at 10 or 15

¢ yaars, after sprinkling’ p. 33. By thisall deeds,

&
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completely destroyed,’-
ns who give thesein-
and their heirs. In-
‘he subject, by loose
ave defined the nature
ildren, before the age
e egn . ask Mr. C.how many
years old are those . children, thus bound before
they are conscious of such obligations? In an-
swering this question by whatever 'mode . he
chnoses, he will answer his own query.
" In page 43. he closes 8 declamatory speech,
with this assertion, when speaking of infants.
¢ They are private property, the property of pa-
‘rents aud not the property of the church, hence
¢ parents as such, havé orders how to bring them
* up.’ To look at this assertign asit is, it is suffi-
ciently refuted. ° *) .
Ist. It is not the duty of The.church,to see how
their youth behave.
2nd. Itis asabsurd for ministers to direct pa-
rents, respecting the manner of training up their
children as it would be for them from the pulpit to
direct their members .how to break horses, and
train cattle for the plough, because horses, cattle,
and children are equelly the private property of
farmers, ard equally under the care of the pastor
of the congregation.
3rd. Ministers must neither teach nor reprove
children ‘Shall I say under 10 or 15 years.’
4th. Hannah and her husband had no right to
deliver up Samuel to the Lord, by ytelding kim up
to the church. when he was a young child.
1, Sam. 1, 24.28.- -
Mr. C- will get no scrious person to yield their
assent to the truth of the assertion above. Because -
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~it is evident with al
both ministers and pa

; graw up.in carxelessn

sing to find a man st

the word of God’ exex

ministers and others f

over youth. Ina wo

dren ‘areprivate pro. . . cmy .., pe

¢ rents, and not the property of the church?” Let

us compare this with that which God himself says

Psal. 127, 8. ‘Lo children afe an heritage of the

Lord, and the fruit of the womb is his reward.’*
But Mr. €. now tries to escape by an old baptist

tract; ‘I agk, does not the baptism or sprinkling of

" *Mr. C. can satisfy his foMowers with something
as & cure, to any tryg impression, these things
may make on their ’mds,"of‘ if they believe . his
view of the subject, ® is because they are left ‘to
strong delusions to helieve a lie.” Such sentiments
m'ght not have disgraced Lerd Chesterfield,
who taught his son to be profane, but they certain-
ly disgrace the echaracter Mr C. tries to assume,
and which his few followers think he possesses.
Whatever force such opinions can have is, - with-
out doubt, demorilizing. We bave generally blam-
ed the baptists, for raising their children, héa-
theng, in a land where Christianity is, but these
observations only respect their relation to the
church. But Mr C. appears in full on the subject,

Al Al Litda-
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sommand? And Icall,
if there was ever a .
golely upon reason or .

1 positive command and

18 distinct from morak
 finethe subject. ‘By
¢ we understand those
their moral obligation,
pt of the Deity; the pro-

a its most perfect state
‘al precepts are such as
ellow creztures; and are

¢ less discernible by
were perfectly so pre-
i e e oo, ositive institutions, the
¢.obligation is altogether in the command; bug in
¢ moral duties, the obligation‘is not only in the com-
¢.mand, but also in the nature of things. In posi-
¢ tive institutions we are not authorized to reason
¢ what we should do, but implicitly to obey. In

¢ moral requirements, we are clearly shewn and -
¢ commanded to perform certaip duties, but left -

¢ at libarty to reason, to know in what these duties
¢ consist™* p. 46. 47, 2

If I'understand the above distinetions, the senti-
ment of Mr. C. that positive commands, tell . us
plainiy our ‘duty, and the way in which that du-
ty is to be discharged: but the precepts only o-

* The above view proves, that Mr. C. bhad at
least heard of the terms moral and moral position.
It is a kind of miserable mixture of truth and error.’
tis said that Mahomed forméd the Alcoran from
the Jewish, Christial:;‘,&ad Pagansystems; therefore
it had gome truth in it R 2 -
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Jal, tell os in some ki
- but let each gubject
‘Fogive us an exampl

® derdtands the subjéct.

4. 8. ‘Finally, breth
Bonest, whatsoever |
thiogs are pure, wh
whatsoever things are
virtue, if there be any
- Mr. C. certainly, a
first to whom we stan

- lation of moral and po

the christian world ha
subject; but, like eve:
not. adopt - it at once;
reasons. o
1st. Fhe will'of Go . S,
. subject’s duty, and it matters not to us, how that is
made known in'the scriptures of truth, whither by
vision, dreams, Balaam, Isaiah or the apostles. 1t
is our duty to obey. o PO
~ 2ad. It matters not whether in express revela-
tion, or by plain Jetters, our particular duty is

‘,"made known. Mr C. would, indeed, have.a ver

garge bible that must expressly tell every indive
ual his er her duty, in particular; for as-th€ same
may not be Jearned by inferedte, when it is re-
-guired by the positive moral law, the' éommand
afd€st contain the name-and sirname of the indivi-
¢ual, upon whom the duty is enjoined. If indeed
God appoints a positive institution for the benefit
-of the church, I'may easily and by a natural pro-

.« cess of reasoning learn that the same is my duty;

butthis I fiad by exercising my reasen upon the
command, yet this I must not do, if I adopt Mr. €’s
system; for thereby, I will destroy all podj$ive in-
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g to his syctem, m'\ybe
en found by any pro- -
person applies to Mr.
1 full profession of his 4
tures for his duty; he
ing baptized, of differ-_
mg‘a command @ min-
, from the begining of
ook of the Revelation,
, as according- to his
These must be the
sxander Cambell; V. D.
1g him) and plunge him
Short Creek,’ (as con-
to make the. passage
: name of the creek.)—
_Mr. C. can now go to
work. _But the misfortune is there is no such pas-
sage, and of course, onhis scheme tHere cannot
now be any positive institution. They. must bp~
founded ugon soms ‘express preceptof the Der» -
ty ) . .
3rdw It is an nnfalr division of the momHm,
because_it supposes, that, upen some “oftits pre-
cepts, you may exercise your reason, in “order & -
find your duty; and another class of them, upon
" whieb reason must not be exercised, without. de-
stroying the institution altogether. -1 fear this di-~
vision will hardly be admitted by readers of com-
mon sense; because they will immediately reply,
that one class of moral precepts were made for -
reasonable men, and another class for people with-
out reason. %
Lastly, Iobject to Mr. C’s. system of the moral
. -law, for another very important reason. It has no
foundation in. scripture, e cannot even prove
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it by inference; for th
it : .
. We are now constri
-- = tem of morals; whicl
swer to one questio
¢ God requireth of 1
¢requiweth of man i
will? short, cat. que
comprehend the whe
of God, even by the |
found, our duty of cot
H this doctrine be
things must be true. . .
tst. That reason, in some tense, isa law; that
18, in those cases were the divine law, fails in clear
revelation, D. Hume and T. Pain,and I was go-
ing to say M—would agree with this, because it
strikes at the first root of divine revelation.
2nd. There must be as many different laws as
4 fiere are subjects of law; because two individuale
“ mae - *~ 1esame precise way; aod with alt
reasoning, the conduct of each,
ight, although very distinct,and
irectly opposite. :
rder to obtain a knowledge of the
It search must be made in order
duty; but no such search is ne-
‘¢ enquire for our duty, as requir-
-y — vely moral. = - -

. Nzw because we refuse the doctrines contain-
ed in these assertions, and yet admit the truth of
the assertion, that there is a distinction between
precepts, naturally moral, and those positively se;
we ask for the distinction. I answer, that those
commands which are founded solely upon the will" -
of God, are positive; and these which, in thelf na-

- ‘ )
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ing foun@ed uporl the

moral. * To the first

prohibition 10 -eat of

1 and evil, in the ce-

to this same class al-

f Baptism and the

supper, * _.._ ._ . latter belong the teh

commandments, with the exception of a part of

the fourth commaundment, which respeets the

precise portion of time to be devoted to the Lord;

together with all those commands throughout the

scriptures, which are in their nature unchange-
able. :

By inference or otherwise our duty from all
these commands is found; they all require perfect
obedience, which we have neither will or power .
to render. From the darkness of our minds, but
not from any defect in the divine law, we disagree
respecting out,duty; even in our practice, we camy ..
" not ‘see eye to eye.’ M. C. is perhaps the first

christian writer who has charged these defects on
the law of God. : L
The way by which we learn the divine mind, is
by inference, &c. but nothing on this subject is to
be decided, by the commands being posuively, or
naturally ,moral; in either, with the same ease or
difficulty we learn our duty. Sometimes our duty
is 'mentlioned in general terms, as in Phil. 4. 8.
The passage quoted by Mr. C. or in Micah, 6. 8.
‘He hath shewed thee O man whatis gooé; and
what doth the Lord require of thee, but to do
* justly, to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy .
God.” ‘But the same duties, are in other parts
: particularlf mentioned; and this in language, gen-
egally so plain that ‘he that runs may read.’
- - Upon Kir. C’s. view of the subject, the greatest
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part of praetical dut
is the express warr
bath? This belong:
fourth commardmer
the positive injunct
either turn Jew, o
the express warran

the scriptures, nay, even secret prayer fares the
same fate; unless a man is wealthy enough to
own a closet; for, in the express warrant requir-
ing thlssubject they were told to enter into a clos-

et. Preaching, and alm
C’s. sweeping system, is
will be contadicted by th.
people; loose and profane
come his disciples, w
change. Itis nature’s s

Moral precepts would |
. .zevelation even been mad
“cammandment given i

Mer.
ss he
God’s
il be-
. any -

d the
The

..refore ¢

all things, whatsoever ye would that men should

do to you, do ye even 3o to them.’

This is a re-

velation, as expressly prohibiting slavery, as if the
command. had run in these express words, no man
or womgn {naming them) shall make trafic of his

fellow men.

meg thus premised a few things, and having
- called the attention of the reader to Mr. C’. ab-
surd theory, upon which he builds his system;

we shall prosecuted the subject in debate..
That baptism, is itself, literally re
and expressly commanded, is not denied

(Lmred

C. . From example, command and the ngture of
the duty, we learn the persons -io be baptised, -
But, because he cannot find these express words
thow shalf baptize mfants, he refuses to doil, and
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*had been made, he

cessity of reasoning

v a particular duty,

'y, would not have

3 we are not autho-

uld do. Nay, the

o .. .aust be mentioned.

'my must be underten or fifteen years. So from
the reasoning before, a slave holder justifies the -

nefarious practice of slavery, because, they can

find no express warrant against it, seven day bap-

tists can find no express warrant for the change

of the sabbath; and even some refuse to read any

other book than the Bible, because we are com-

manded to search the scriptures, but not command-

ed to search any other bouk. Isuppose the church

of Corinth; was at as greata loss to find the prop-

er manner of celebrating the sacrament of the

Lord’s supper, as Mr. C. is to find the proper sub-

.jects and wode of baptism; and therefore, encou-

raged drunkenness and gluttony, in this sacred
teast. Christ corrected this mistake by Paul, not by °

. any new revelation, but by repeating -the revela-

tion made at the institution. ‘

We have Mr. C. making an assertion asif it
had been asserted by a Pedo-Baptist, ‘a positive
institution as founded wholy upon reason.” Ireply,
that no Pedo-Baptist will say so; we say that no
duty whatever is founded upon reason. The di-,
vine law stands ready to condemn or approbate .
every act performed by man. Reason;in no case,
is a bar at which human actions will be tried. It
may be %?id down as a general assertion in no
case to be contradicted; that every ordinance,.
nay, every justifiable act, is founded solely upon
the divine law, whether the true meaning of the
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law is to be discove
inference, or exampl
Before I furtheratt
observe, that: is an
racter asa disputan
present at the publ
was evident in the
book: that whenever he received an agument
" for which he had no reply at hand, he attempted
to look the argument out of countenance. He
would treat it with the greatest possible contempt;
and upon that occasion vociferate and declaim un-
usually. .He would give an excellent character
to his own.argument, thereby attempting to pass
it, with those who had implicit faith in all he said,
the argument passed decently, but-with those who
possessed sense, it was treated with contempt.
We have a striking example of this in his rea-
roning en positive institutions, It had been ob-

* served by Pedo-Baptist. writers, that there was no , .

espress warrant for female communion, and the
arguments offered by Mr. Edwards and others, on

- this subject, never yet have received a reply. Mr.
- C. must now attempt it. Now reader attend to-
his strong and convincing reply. ‘As to his se-
‘cond query concerning female communion, I
S have to observe, that although sundry Pede-
¢ Baptists have made a salvo, to soothe their.minds
¢in this apperent difficulty; it is a poor and piti-

- ¢ful come off. Itis the most puerile and childish
" ¢ retort, that I ever heard used by adults, that had
‘any knowledge of words and things. P. 70, 71.%

*This argument ‘or rather mode of reply, for I.
surpose Mr. C. intends it for both, is a-complete
campbelism. It was evideut to an eulightened:

1
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jped the subject with
1g must be said, ‘was
| or appointed to meny
s it not sppgjuted to
e gave it to the -disc.$
of it.”  The truth of
. shbould be. admitted to
a communion table, no person disputes. In this
we agree with Mr. C. But the question is, what
is his express warrant? Thou shalt admit women
{v:aming them) 4o a communion table? or let g
womnan 30 examine herself and sa let her eat. No,
these are not to be found. He would have pre-
fered such passages. . : .
-But Christ gave the elements to his disciples; of ',
the bread he said: ‘Eat ye all of it; of the wine
drink ye all of it.” This is true, but were there . -
any women among the disciples? answer No.
.Then how is the warrant of female communion .
" found here? Mr. C. has an answer at hand: thirty
or forty years after the institution of the supper, a
woman is calleda disciple. Iam now prepared
to infer with him that 2 woman, may be admitted
to the sacrament of the supper. Should I found
my srgument for the communion of mem, upon
the factto whieh Mr. C. alludes, I can est.blich it
by easy inference:; but the circumstance of men’
being the only communicants at thaf time, imakes
the inferente for the admission of women lay more

audience, and :must be s0.new to the reader, that
he could not'do any thing with the reply on this
subject. Mz. C.-is well acquainted with the ig-
norence of this day; and intends to profit by it;

had he censulted his - duty, he would rather tried
o have anlivhtensd thety .
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. remote. We shall h
Every disciple of €
communion table.
But women are cal
. fore women may be
table. .
. Mr. C. thinks this.i .. ,
we should take’ it for an express warrant But
in reviewing the sylogism, I find it not true. I
find a defeet in the first term, it is too general, I
shall thegefore amend it. - o .
Every disciple of Christ may not be adinitted to
a communijon fable, because they may be overta.
. ken in a tault, and for some time, be under the in-
» fluence of the sin, and as. Miriam was, excluded for
a season from the visible communion ef the
church. - - :
But ivomen are disciples of Christ: therefore wo-

me-n may be excluded from the communion of the .

church. : o _
This last syllogism T knew, is not very good.
. But it proves this, that it takes seme reasoning to
fi-d a just inference: itis neta truth, that hecause
they are disciples of “Christ,that, thierefore, they
have always a right to communion. It takes some
tea-oning tdfind. that they are of that kind of disci-
‘es,that should be admitted to a communion table.
"hus by reasoning and inference, I grant that it
may be proved, that women have a right to be
admitted to the full communion of the church. . .

Mr. C.saw what Mr. Edwnrds had done with
Mr. Boothe’s express warrsots, and thought he.

ghould escape by inventing a new example, and
- thur be prepared. for a new conclusjon. “But it is
now found that hjs premise will not necessarily
admit of his gonclision. A- person in delorism may
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his, in addition to the
of his argument, that,
e of Chriet, that there-
0 a communion table.
his inventive powers
n at some length, be-
wess warrant for fe-
male communion.

Mr. C. gives us a new comment upon acts 2 23
‘For the promise is unto you and to your childven,
and.to all that are afar off, even as many as the
Lord our Gnd shallcall.’ The promise he sup-
pores to whech Peter reters. is cited from Juel v.
17, 18,19. 20. Pige 56, 57, ar:d according to his

* usaal manner declares that he ‘that saith he can-

¢ not see itis bhi d irdeed,’ page 56. .

* By the things prommed u- this verse. quoted by
Pcter. Mr. C must either understand the estraor-
dinary menifectation of the spuit, as manifested on
the day of Penticost, or the special- excreise of

~ the samé spirit, in the werk of grace. Butit i< 1m-
“possible that it can be tl e firmer; for the prormse,

to whiclh Peter reiers, was not only addressed to
thuse presenton that cecasien, but to thier chil-
dren;to those who were yet heathetr, or u.b-re,
Cafar oﬁ * But few of the children, or those af r oﬂ",

ever witnessed theése mireculous out- onmu.- s of

the «pirit; and. of course, could nrot be the subs
jects of this particular promise. But the prophe-
cy.of Jeel had a preper acconiphshment on the
day of Penticost; und therefore. the promize men-
tioned by Peter, could not, as Mr C. supposts, re-
fer to the pro I*ecy'ol Joel..

Mr. C. ms#tages his con-mert -on Peter’s words

_as be does his other opponents; he tays Péter 1.ad -

arefercuce tothe prophecy made by.Juet; aud

~



- .

. o -

<

196

- . -

the reason he gives

his strong argument-
BLINDINDEED. This
of speech, when he e
point, or does not be
- Mr. C. next entert
refutation, of an argt

‘fant baptism, from th

of households being baptized. Page 72, 73. Af
ter taking a view of the household of Cornelius,
mentioned in the 10th chap. of ‘Acts, he concludes;
¢ The imaginary infants of- the household of Cor-
¢ nelius when the 10th chapter of the Acts is reed,
¢.come out distinguished bhelievers and notable
¢christians.” ~'The acuteness of Mr. C’s gepius
has made some discoveries on this chapter which
no other person caa see. We cannot. perceive a-
ny thing w the chapter which excludes the possi-
bility of infanf members being in- it. Should I
make this public d-claratien respecting a family,

_that they were rehigious; had instructive-parénts;

a household that feared God; would any ore chi:l-
lange me for speaking improperly, although some.
of them were infants, and some sufficiently grown
toyield the fruits of religious education? Bat

. Luke asserts no mdre respecting the household of

Corneliys, Acts 10, 2. ‘A devout man and one
that feared God, with all- ‘his house;’ apd finally
that they were baptized. .

2nd. Household, was the household of Lydia.
¢ The 40th verse prohibits the supposition of in-
¢ fants, for we are told that Paul, at her request, ~
¢ after he was discharged from prison, visited her -
¢ family; and that ‘when they had entecred the
€ ..onse of Lydia & had seen the brethrer, and com-

¢ forted them, they departed,’ So that these sup-
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rt from the words of

species of household.
bors who had called
Paul preach. Tiese
e | Silﬂsg who afso had

" called with her, were thereby constituteda part of

‘her household; and of course, with the rest were
haptized. " Itis not possible that any person cam
believe Mr. Ggs doctrine. That if a number of
neigl:bours, either #ctidentally or by design, hap-

. pened to meetin the house of a neiglibor, that they

thereby constituted one household. But his idea is
still more ridieulous, because a congregation,
itappears, had collected at the house of Lydia; al-

. though they had no concern in her secular affairs,
yet from this simple circumstance, according to -

Mr. C. they were the members of *her housthold,
and as such, obtained baptism. Any thing, Mr. C.
rather than the baptism of Infants, - -

. Whether Lydia was a widow, or had a living
husband.I cannot tell; but I am certain she had a
family. She not only had a house, but also a
household; & this family,whetherbabes ornot, wére

baptized. Mr. C. has found, (} suppose from Mr. ..
. Robison) that she was a travelling merchant; bee = °

cause it is said she was of the city of Thyatyra;
and from this circumstance, would have the rea-
der to believe that she was a single lady, that

merely €alled at Philippi to sell a ¢argo of goods.

He indeed talks so familiarly about it, that the
reader would suppose he was personally acquaint-
ed with her. Butshe had a house, a suitable place
of entertainment. - This I confess does not appear

~muchlike a ‘travelling merchiant’ She had origi-

a9 .

ethren in*the faith, .
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_pally, T-e? in Thy:

Philippi. Mr.C. you s
likeness of truth,

The next example 1
of the jailor, page 73.
subjeet, he conelndes
¢ fantwof this heu<e w
¢ mon preached to the - - B
the examination of the premises, will, perhaps ren-=
der Mr. C’ conclusion not so easy. Let us now
re’d the passage. ‘And they spake unto him the

" word of the Lord, ard toall that wete in his house.

And he took them the same hour of the night,
and washed their stripes and was baptized, he and -
all his straight-way. And when he had brought
them into his bouse he sat meat before. them, and
rrjoiced, believing in God, with all his house.’ Acts

. 16. 'To whom was the word here spoken? It is

-

to theyjailor, and to all that were in his house; in-
cluding, perhaps, servants and others. Suppose
that these were adults, as Mr. ‘C. supposes. Yet
these-by the inspired historian, are carefully dis-
tinguished from the infants andsother members of
the family. Because, when he speaks of bapti-
tizing, itis the jailor‘and all s> Mr. C. inten-
tionally confounds those who heard the word,

- with theee that were baptized; but -Luke does not.

Mr. C. supposes that they were all triumphant
belirverswho were baptized in his household. Here,
as ususl, Mr. C. takes the advantage .f the rea&?c
not acquainted with the original text. Becallre
the words ‘rejoiced, believing? are in the sin-
gular number, and therefore cannot include those

" . to whom the werd wa= preached®*. He rejoiced

“*Inere 1s. buy Lude doupi, buw Mr. C. kuew

7
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| over that family, he
‘d bw baptism. Nei.
nor yet the joy of
The family had
inance of bantismg
hreir father in this joy?
i-.mrian mention the
‘€ aRsWer is easy; a
great ‘share of the family were chvldrf-n, too youg
to have an understanding of the seal, they h.d
just received.

The last household mentioned bv Mr. C. is the
household of Stephanus.. 1Cor. 1. 16. He says
that ‘all the members of this household, were
saints of the first magnitude? because they addiet-
ed themselves to the ministry of the saints. Li-
berality is, indeéd, an excelleat character; but be-
"fore Mr. C. } never heard thatit eonstitvtes a
person; a saint of .the first mazmtude.’ +The
truth, however, .is, that the apostle gives a good
ch'm\cter of this family; thev were liberal in en-
tertaining saints. But. Mr, C. thinks that no fa-
mily could be said to be liberal, who had infants;
_for this is the only reason he gives, why they could

have no infant members in the family. ‘Thev mi-
nictered to the saints.” His most ignorant rea-
der: can jodge of the force of this argument.
Notwithstanding all Mr €. has smd the .ar

this f.ct: 'This circumstance might awake. his
few* disciples, when they see the use he make- of
Greek. This i, however, to be observed, that Mr.
C. always speak-s with _the most conﬁdeuce, and
exults most 1n victory, when he kuows he is

wrong. Thais may d> with one class of maukind,
but the wise will scora it,
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_ gument of Pedo-Ba

of so- many - heusehc
unimpaired. When
grace was first admi

-the’names of some of

h-usehold, were mei

this seal was admin

particalar aceount | )

sttution was first mentioned; Gen. l"l 21 As
the: mede was the almost only thing changed, it
appeared no longer 1.ecessary to mention the pre-
cise dge of the different membeérs of househo}ds
adantted by this seal. )

But the simple and nataral method in which
we find the baptism of households stated, form a
strong argument ‘in favor of the system of Pedo-
Baptist. Mr. C. desires to amend the texts by
inserting the adult members;this would end the
controversy; but a reader of coramon sense;” when
he finds the word houschold, will at least cuppose

robable, there were infant members in it. - The
household of Abraham is mentioned; we know it
had infant members; yet the baptist deny that any
infants belonged to the households of Lydia, Ste-
phanus, &c. for this strong reason, fhat none of
them are mentioned.

Next, Mr. €. objects to the interpretation gi-
veén by Mr. W. of Psal. 127. Let us hear Mr. C.
‘Now .what a perversion of a plain portion " of
‘scripture, to attempt to shew, from these wogds,
¢that infants are, ‘in a spifitual sense, the inheri-
¢ tance of the Lord, or a reward, or gift, presented
¢ to him by their parenta Thsis ie just the reverse
¢ of” the meaning of the Psalm.”> He sccordingly
presents us with a paraphrase, lest we should
mxsunderstand the pas:.,g ' ‘Lo, even chl],grel

’
.

.
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1 by ordinary genera-
-of the Lord to pa~
omb is s reward to.
whom is the address .
nts; and those belicv-
iy S e covenapt of graee;
#nd it is to them, an intimation,that they may ¢n-

joy themselves withoutinquietude.. They may

consider themselves delivered from all the.saxie-
ties and troubles of the world, manifested by their
rising early and sitting up late from rest; feeding
on the bread of sorrow, &. Because you are
taken iatoa relation to God, by which you bave
peace with ‘God secured, and finally. a*conquest
over the world, As the persons. sddressed are
believers, so the heritage of which the Psalist
speaks, .is believer’s children. These -God de-
clares to be his heritage; and while they are only
lent to parents, the right of the Head of the
Chwurch 15 not thefeby relinquished.  All we ask -
is, that this heritage should be sealed to the Lord,
by baptism. - .

Mr, W. did, in the public dispute, and does yet,
eontend, that the passage in Psal. 127, does de-
clare, that infants may be coustituted members of.
the visible church, by declaring, that the children"
of belitverg are the ‘heritage of the Lord.> This

- is a title in scripture given to the church, Joel 2.

17 “Spare thy people O Lord, and give not thy
herhtage to reproach.’  The church is an heritace
which Christ ‘purchased of old. Itwill indeed
take the ingenuity of Mr. €. to.prove that the ex-
‘pressien in Psal. 127, must mean something dif-
ferent from that which it was, in every other part
ef scripture. o

‘FThe next argument. he attempts-to refute, is



drawn from Matt, !

teach all nations, ba
.the Father and of the
. P' '5'0 Ml‘. C. aft'
skill. Succeeds in
does not relate to.n
of nations, that are (
serve him for an opportunity of dl-playmghlmself
because no peraon ever denied that which he has
proven; and therefore, hi: Gr cisn labor is lost.
Nn person ever supposed that Chrizt’s injunction
reqmred the bapti-m of every pcreon, prophane
or sober. But this inference will not be denied,
even by the Baptists, that it is the duty of Gospel
ministers-to_go and preach the Gospel to diff rent
nations, and give such as receive it the seals of
the covenant of grace. Yet we ob:erve that
gomething more is fou.d in this expression of
Christ.  From the injunction of Christ in Matf
28. 19. the following things are evident.

-1st That an adu’t should be tiught by the
preaching of the everlasting Géospel, before he be
b-ptized.

20d. That it was the duty of all the nations to
-whom the. apostles came, to receive the word of
life to them pre:ched, and the sacrameut of bap-
tism to them presented.

-3rd. That every member constatutmg the ng- -
tion, whether male or female, bond or free, young
or old, should profit, by the administration of
word and saerameuat. It will be granted, that
the "parents - were -not the only persons bound te
receive these; but their childrea also. The pa-
rents being once instructed and initiated in the
mysteries of grace, were qualified and dispo-ed
to iustruct - their chnldren, who, like olive
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ireir Gospel table, a:.@ -
essings their parents

n the nation, and ca-
1 be instructed. And

"= again, all who were capable of being baptiz d

.

* should reeceive this'ordinance. But as receiving

instryction, supposes the activity of tf e subject -
structed; so none but those capable of under-
standing could receive instruction. But in.the
reeeiving of the sacrament of baptist, no activiiy
was necessary; then the infant members of the
nation cou!d be the prdper subjects of 1t.. The
fit subjects of baptism were then more numerous, *
than the fit subjects addressed.in the ministry; be-
cuuse beptism included adalts ‘and infunt-, Bat
as Mr. C. is fond of syllogisms, he shall-huve it in
that form.

If infants are the members of a ndlion, they
were included in the positive command of Christ.
Marr. 28. 19. :

But the furmer is true, and therefore the latter.

Our first assertion will not be denied. - Tte se-
cond 1 think is a vatural consequence. Mr. C.
thinks not. Why? because the words might be
rendered go ye therefore intd all the world and dis-
ciple all nations; and because infants cannot be
discipled they must ret be baptized. But I ob-
serve, that Mr. C’s. inference is not true. Read
Math. 10. 42. *And whosoever shall give to
drink, unto one of these little or.es, a cup of cold
,water in the name of a disciple, verily 1 say unto
you, he shall in no wise loose his reward.” There,
a little one, a babe, is called a disciple. Buta cer-
tain Dr. Lathrop, who happered to quote, for sone
purpose, Matt. 18, 5, 6. Mr. C. to the surprise of
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*the Doctor, found the werds litile one in v. 8,
were to be understood of believers;. and tlien
he :buses tt.e D .ctor for d:rirg to think that the
words little one could meana b be. The amount of
Mr. C’s. reasoning i:, that the words litle one
‘were taken in a fizurative ser.se in Math. 18. 6.
Therefore, this must be their signification in every
other scripture passage. T
Mr. C. admits that infants may, ininfancy, re-
ceive a seal of «civil citizenship, even at eight days
old; although they are both unconscious of the
gignt and of ‘the thing signified. Grantingcircum- -
_cision to be, what Mr. C. supposes, a national sign,
“aseal of the earthly Canaan, yet it will net be
denied that it wasan instructive seal. They must,
according to him, have by it, been taught their na~ -
tional character, their civil rights and priviledges,
their security for possessing their land, and final-
ly, the source from which oll flowed. . Why, Mr.
C. do all this to, male infants, when they
had no understanding of any of the doctrines
teught 1n this rite? But this was 1n a civil sense,
‘discipling them; and as we have before shewn,
has all the Baptist difficulties attached to’it, that
discipling them-in a religious sense could have.
* ‘But the commission of Christ says, first teach
" ‘and then Baptize.’ Page 152. I reply that Christ,
upon issuing the commission, mentioned in Mark
28. 16. continues: ¢He that believéth and is bap-
tized shall be saved; but he that believeth not, shall
be damned’ Now,upon Mr. C’ plan, I argue. .
He that will not believe, shall not be saved, hut no .
i.fant ina state of infancy will believe; therefore,
noinfant dying in a state of infancy will be saved.
The truth of my conclusion drawn on his plan, is
evideut; becau:e faith is set before salvation; and

.
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of course, without faith, salvaticn eannot follow.
Nor will any person either believe Mr. C’s pre-
mises, or are they prepared tq receive his caon-
clusion.

Thus from scripture and reason, I think the im-
partial reader wili sy, that the doctrire of infunt
baptism ig estabiished. Indecd the reader . will

acknowledge, that little more wos necessary after
T

t e esteblishment of the first. propositions. M.

C.was well aware of this, and theretcre plead with
all the ing' nuity of which he was master, with
all the sternness which he possessed, and with all

the pity which a falling "combatant could claim, -
that Mr. W. would 1t him lonre from the old’

musty coveénant, and from the doctrine of circum-
cision, here indeed his cinse looked miserable.
Here was the mortal disea<e of his system, Mr. C.
felt it.  When the discussion of thus was doue,
little .more was neces:=ary.

In order that his system should live, the cove-
nant of the Old testament, the churchin that day,
nay cven the gospel of that age. must all die, they
. maust be no more; and the langnage of a Paine, 2
. Hume, a B:lingbroke must be revived, to bring

down scornand contempt, upon that age, that Mr.
C. may succecd in establishing his theory, and
lead captive unthoughtful, and ignorant hear-
ers.* . .

* Perhaps the degeneracy of a part of our com-
munity cannot be better discovered thau by the
support which a. periodical work, edited by Mr. C,
receives. The loose, and I thiuk, the prophane man-
ner with which he treats divine revelation, must
be shocking to the Christian ear. See his obser-
wations o Prov. 27 27. and on Acts. 13. 23
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Mr. C. concludes his discussis
of infant baptism,in a way, whic
every attentive reader: that the::
wary are his: mark, this-he evidi

Ist. By his address to the R:
page 183. And here I may ‘ren | ... E
dress to the Papists and others, are drawn on the
plan of Mr. Hume’s history of England. Mi. Hume
because he was an infidel, gives no discnminating

-view of the different churches.in Britain, but pla-
ces.on a level, the church of . Rome, -and the .ze-
formed churches. . So Mr. C although he may
. not very well understand - the different peints,
which distinguish the church of Rome from pro-
testants, yet at least he is careless about it. . -

It is true, that in some sense the Papists arc
Pedo-Baptists, because™ they yet in some way,
bowever corrupt, retain a few of the apostolical
practices: but will the Baptists deny the being of a
God, because the R>man Catholicks beliexe .it3.
While even this doctrine is corrupted by them, in
their worshipping.of saints and angels; so the doe-
trine of infant baptiswn is corrupted by papists, hy
the sign of the cross, and other superstitious rites
attached to itby them: yet we are willing toagree
with them, so far as they recognize the doctrins.
of the Bible. ) : .

2nd. By his address to the Episcopalians, his
‘manner of writing to them, has rather atendency to
confirm them in every view he opposes. The seri-
ous members of that church, deplore all the abuses -
of this doctrine, and while to Mr. C. it is the sub-
ject of sport, yet to every honest Episcopalian, it‘]is
the subject of lamentation. It is usual with the
prophane rabble, to take peculiar pleasyre in
dwelling upon the faults of professors of the Chris-
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'y, -some excuse for -

find Mr. C.. copying

gt to. the world for

he Episcopalians, be

vho like himself, bave-— - —

B 1 ] S A ~ sh Mr. C. saysof the
- Presbyterians, [ shall make a few observations.
He asserts in page 133... ‘For if, as their confes-

"¢ sion says, the sprinkled infant, ‘is engrafted into

¢ Christ’ by sprinkling, thén its sins must be for-

_ ¢ given it; then it must be pardoned and accepted.’

It 16 quite sufficient here to reply, that neither
such expressions, nor sentiments - are fourd in @

, confession of faith, belonging to any branch of
the Presbyterian church, and is one of Mr. C’s
usual comments. Mr. C. has soon forgotten his
shorter catechism, when in a citation made {rém
that small book, he can be contradicted by every.
school boy. ‘By it, the church of Rome secures .
¢ all bern within her dominion, the church of En-
¢ gland and the church of Scotland, secure, by this _
¢ rite, all within the pale of their respective juris-
¢ dictions, each sect has its own views.” Page 183.
If Mr. C. here means that parents, who have pre-

" sented their children to God in baptism, teach
- their respective views to their children, then. I
grant thar children generally possess the senti-
ments of their parents; but I have néver yet been
ableto discover a differénce in this respect, bea.

tween the children of Baptists aiid Pedo-Baptists. .

Nay, I have known some, who undergé all the
-changes of their parents, and with them leap from

creed to crced. Wik Mr. C. advise parents to

- teach their children views, they believe not.
Query, how does he teach his own children?”
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But why attribute th:

-to the manner of te:

Catholick is as stron
views as Mr. C. is, he
the déctrine of the pr
tinlity, that Mr. C. wo
trinc of Pedo Baptist:
children of the one, .
and the children of th
'T'his phenomenon is
haptism.® :

But every reasonable reader, will refuse his con-
clusion, because the principle is not contained in
the premizes, the effects not found in the cause.

Mr. C. not content with charging almost every

* The reader will pardon me, for paying any
atgention to Mr. C’s observations on other branch-
es of the church.  These remarks have generally
their answer in themselves, T should have paid

' no attention to that'which he has said, but for the

sakc of a certain class of readers. There are

- some, who cazily take offence at the church of

Christ, 10 us all, infidelity isnatural, while Thomas
Fain and others, proclaimed war against the serip-
tures, attempting thereby to disarm the- church. -
Mr. G, 1s not willing fully to declare ontheir side;

_but while he almost concedes their views with re->

spect to the Old testament, he attacts the church
in another quarter viz. her practice, doctrine, and
profession, with a few he may succeed, but with
the wary and discerning he never will, Those
who fee]l httle interest in Divine truth, or vital .
piety, will contént themselves, notwithstanding of
all that has been’said, with a superficial. view of .




hand the baptists were a. sanctified people from
the begining. 'That such was. the character of the
baptists, ‘let readers judge for themselves, like
other branches of the chareh, they have had their
faults. Let us hear the facts from a German writer
of the age,in which the baptists arose. Mr.
_ Hoorne, page 818 319. Whether he was a Pedo-
Baptist, or not, I cannot say, yet certainly he was
impartial.  “Fheir founders: in Germany were
£ Nicholae Storch and Thomas Muntzerus. They
¢ rejected Pedo-Baptism and taught that baptized
¢ infants shovld, wﬁen they became adults, be re-
¢ baptized. That impious magistrates should be
¢ slain, and in their room. pious princes and ma-
¢ gistrates should be set up. They arose about
¢ the year 1525. They collected thelr troops and
¢ occupied Mulhusias a city in ‘Thuringia; from
¢ which theyled their army to indiscrimirate butch-
¢ ory, believing they should reign without a rivel,
¢and would have left Germany a heap of ruins;
¢ but Philip, Ldangrave of Hesse seized their lea-
¢ der, Muntzerus and took off his head, and set it
¢ ypon a pols, in the centre of a public place, as a-
¢ terror’ to, others,* and dispersed the troops.’
Muntzeruslike Mr. C. had. his own standard of

*This upon the whole, was rough treatmenty of
. one of Mr.C’s holy b”?“'
. W )

-



and the full spirit of it found in the church, to
which he has the honor of belonging, maore than
in any branch of the protestant church. Evéery im-
partial historian justifies the conduct of the cele-:
brated Knox, and many, the conduct of Calvin, in
those events for which Mr. C. -condemms them:
but none the conduct of the baptists. In justice
to this branch of the church, we must, however ab-
serve, that no more of a persecuting spirit is_ now -
found among them than in other branches- of the
church; nor would- any of their writers, treated
this subject as Mr. C. has done, I do not belleve,
thatthe conduct of these ancient Ana-baptists, pro-
ceded from their views of baptism, nor do I be-
heve that the persecuting spirit of the baptists
arose from their views of baptism: every impar-
tial reader will equally deny both. :

We shall next attend to the history of baptism.
But before we proceed to'give a particular hi3to-
ty we shall make a few observations.

1st. Mr. C. refuses the testimony .of any person
with respect to facts, who does not agree with
him in opinion. Upon this general view of the sub-
ject, and as if there could be no centroversy on
this point, he proceeds to invalidate the testimo-
nyof Cyprian and others, because their views,
not on facts, but on abstract subjects, differed
from his: yet he never once attempted to impeach

o -




before court. _Query, wiﬁ ever the world rb:; re-
duced to that state of ignorante. It was the po- -
pish opinion in the 13, 14,and 15 centuries, Mr.
C. has revived it. '

3rd. Many of the fathers, I grant, were in the
habit of ‘calling baptism - regeneration, although
thid manner of speech, is not to be justified, yet it
. is not probable, that their sentiments differed
much on this subject, from those now generally
believed, by both regular baptists and Pedo-Bap-
tists. It was evidently a practice of the Old-tes-
tament saints, to call circumcision a covenant;
while it was only a seal of a covenant, as in Gen.
17. 13. 8o the fathers might have’ called bap-
tism, ‘regeneration -because baptism is the sign of
it. 'Hid this been true however, their testinony
on facts might have begn neveriess true. Itis
remarkable that Mr. Robertson, believed to be a
Bacinian writer, was fully qualified, with Mr. C.-
to bear testimony, while the pilous—or as heis
usually styled the holy Cyprian, was refused.
0. thissubject Mr. C’s. readers will pity him.

I the history of infant baptism* we have a few

#1 have for mysclf trad:lated the most of the
following quotations from the original works, or
extracts of the same, found in the Lattin edition of
Bingham’s antiquities. I thought or this plan,

~
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remaining sketches
thers who were c
by comparing their
+ ly be infered, tha
- in their day. Cle
the shepherd, live
were the persons, (
© cannot affirm;¥* yet
- diate successors af
writers, granted tl
infants will not he
Clemens Roman
Corinthians. ‘Jab
‘true, worshiping (
‘Na_one is free {roi
the is but a day .
Now reader attc
* temporary writer
tance gttached by
tism, ‘It is neces:
¢ as¢cend, that-they
¢ wise enter into th
¢ ing aside the mort
¢ therefore being sealed with the seal of the Sop:
¢ of God, and being dead, enter into the kingdem
fofthe Son of Gad. For before a person receives,
‘the name of the son of God, he is destined to

that I could ut least, do more ju'stiee to the faé,t},
than if I had taken thgm, as fouud in English
hooks.

*From trxé 'pos‘ll‘ivg‘ ‘manner in whmh Mr. C.
speaks of these fathers, you would think bg was
personally acquainted with them., ’ '

»
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vives that sign, heis
elivered to.ife. Byt
Iife. "Tothese there-
and they use it that
ingdom of Ged.” Pas. .

- . -.-. uons, and what is the
evident result. That there could be no salvation
to infants without baptism. For if as Cleme:t

says, they had moral corruption from the womb,

and ‘as Herms says, baptism the only way by
which - thkey could enter into hieaven. It follows
that such as desired the salvation of their chil-
dren, would have' this seal administcred.  Now'
although we grang that they attached amundue
‘Importance te this ordinance, vet it affects not
the point, upor which we demand their testimony.
-To every imnpartial reader, they declare, that in-

- fanls at that time were baptized.

Justin Martye who wrote about the year 148.
has this declaration. ¢There are many amoug us -
“of cachsex, sixty or seventy years old, who were
‘made disciples of Christ wheun children (hoi k&
¢ paidon  ematuethesan to  Christd) 'Those of
whom Justin here speaks, were of course, initiat-
ed into théchifeh during the life time of some of
the apostles.” But in the same apology, like
Hermes, he declares the necessity of baptisin for

* o gsalvation and this he attempts to_establish from

John 3. 3, 5. But that he also granted the d c-
trine of original sin, is-evident from some passa-
ges in his dialogue P.315,316. That Justin viewed
b:ptism, as coming in the room of cirggmeisior,
and thereby, granted the b.ptism of infants, s
also evident. ‘We,” says he *have not received
“that circumcion agcorging to the flesh, butin a
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¢sgirital Imanoer;,
‘‘omoiot) saints rece

“ed it by baptism:,

¢ ceived by the mercy

¢like manner. old co

~ But Mr. C. having

quotation, P. 105, 10(

‘ﬁrm the slightest gri uu, L yu - e

‘as a testimony in favor of infant baptism.’*

~ Let the reader now judge for hinself. Ifit be
.conceded that baptisn is to the subject now, that
Which, circumcision was to its subjects under the
Old testament, then infants may be baptized. But |
this concession is absolytely made by Justin Mar-
tyr, or otherwise his words can have no meaning.
. Had Mr. C. made the same concession with this
fathet, he never would have denied the doc:
trine of infant baptism: But'it is also evident
from the same +riter that he did notthink, with
Mr. C. that the priviledges of Naw testament pa-
rents were abridged, those now 60 or 70 years old
were disciples to Christ when children. . So the

*The reader will look at a mté in Mr. C's°
book, P. 105. The last and first aspertions of
that note are equally true. Indeed M. W. does
think, that the books assigned to ‘the list of Mr.
€. saints—such as saer Barnubas saint Hermes,

&e. were never seen by those siints. Their o
theology differs véry much, from that ‘which.
would have been written by thé companions of

tire npostles—one of whoin was an evangelist be- ‘
fore the -Apostle Paul, the style savors more of

the 4th, than of the 1st. century. Mr. €. knovs- ‘
this, but it serves his .purposé, to hand | forth spi-
rious works, for geuuineq ‘
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1en eight days old by
foni of Justin Murtyr,

€t

an opinion generally
1 Murtyr. that'the or-
L , ssential to salvation:
‘fyithout doubt, at that period, they would have
their children baptised. ~The homilies supposed
to have been wrnitten by Clement Romanus* hus
this question, ‘of what u-e is the water of bap~
ftism in the worslp of God? He answers, 1st.’
¢It pleases God in .that it fulfills his will. 2nd.
¢ Because ‘being regenerated by water and renew-
" ¢ed by God, the weakness of our nativity, which
¢ was produced by man, is removed; so that final-
‘ly yot can enter into hfe but otherwise it is im-
possible,’ {allos de adunaton. 26. P 698.
Let us next-attend to the testimony of Ireneus.
. Jtindegd. sppears something difficult to fix pre-
eissely ‘{he time of the birth of this celebrated
man. Mr. Dodwell that writes a disseitation on
his age. has fixed it A. N. 97 this he collects from
an «xpression of Ireneus, ‘the fall of tlie empire of
“Dornition happerned in bis tirie® But Mr. Bing-
ham- states that anothet copy, has it ‘almost at
“his time.” Yetcertain it is that he was born be- .
fore the year 122, while as yet Polycarp "the dis-

. *1I have _more reason for supposing Clement,
was the author of - these homilies, than Mr. C.
has for supposing that his saINT Barnabas was the
*author of the Catholick Epistle ascribed to hwuop;
yet }.am far from being convinced that Clement
weas ‘their author, slthough I beiieve the work to
be vgry ancient and probably written about the
- time of Justin Martyr. S -
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ciple of John the D

neus declires he sat

timony should be of

tnfunt childr-n admt

the visible church

of his assertions will

tian, he seuled with'h

fessed: He uses the

39. <Christ came to save all by Limscf, all T s«y,'

~nho by Lim are regenerate unto God, both infauts
“ and hitile oves, yourg mer & elder pursons, > By

the expression ‘regencrate unto Ged. he. cenam-

ly - mesnt bapt: zed  unto God, because he

uniformly uses the words ju " this  sense.

Thus he suysin bock 1<t chap. 19. ‘Because

¢to deny baptism which is our regencration to

¢ God® (ets theon gnagenneseos.) He has a}<o

the-e words. *When Chust give the commarnd-

¢ ment of regencrating into-Ged, he said go and-

¢ teach all nations,” &c.

Tertullian ordaireii the B=shop ofCanlmge, was
born in the last part of-the 3rd century. He ex-
presses his mind clearly on this e-ubJ( ct -as it re-
spects the fact, that infants were baptized. I grant
. that upon the stnlge(t of baptism, he held some
op nions entirely unjustifiuble, and in some things,
almost ‘aswildin his notions as Mr C. He was
indeed rather oppesed to the ba apysm of infants,
or any unfarricd person. He ‘advises that in
most cases it be delayed.until after murri- ge; yet
he,opposed the baptism of infants, merely because’
they were unmarried. But be expresely declures
that in case of necessity arrising from evident ap-
proach of death, their baptism should not bg de-
lared. And this he doe+ uyon the authority of
Christ’s words John 3 5. ‘Lacept a man be born



— - . witness: he was born
- about the year 133. His father & grand fajl.er both
" professéd christianity; and, being born: himsclf
withina httle inore than 100 years of the life-time
-of some of the apoustles, he mnst-lrave had a parlicu-
Tar knowledge of the acts, practices; and views
of the church, from the eatliest ages: of ber ‘New
testament history. Leonidas, his tather, suffered
martyrdom in the persecution raised by Sewverusti.e
R.man Emperor; at_ which tinie, Or'gin, whe was
oidy 18 years of age, wrote a letter t@ hi- fath.
to continue steadfast in his adherarge to trutw,
to.death. He says:. *The baptism of children are
¢ given for the forgwveress of their sins; but why
X are children. by the usage ofthe church, baptized,
¢ if they have nothing that wants forgiveness?
He adds: ‘It is because, by baptism, the '} olluticn
¢ of our birth is taken away, 'hat infants are bap-
‘tized,” Nay, he agserts, that the pragticc was ree -
ceived-from the apostie<; he eclare~: *“The church -

*had also an order~fromn the " apostles to give -

¢ baptism to infant-: for they to whom, the Divine
¢ mysteries. were comaitted, knew thet these was,
¢ all persons, a natuial pollution, which ought
¢ 10 be washed away, by water and the spirit.

- Cyprian and Ambrose declare, that it was the
‘original practice of the church to baptize infants,
‘1 .was eveu urged against Pilagius that he denied
‘the doctiyic of uriginal ;Iin, and yet he granied that



conslantly.pr wctized in the church from the earli-

est ages-of the New testament.: There is not a sin-
gle hint given, of adults possessing an exclusnve
right to this ordinance.
“The false- views of the ¢hurch.at that hme, form
" a reason; why it'is very improbable, that they
would neglem the baptism of their children.. It s
‘conceded ‘by all, that infants may be regererated;
but their expressions seem to-say, that baptlsm was
regéneration; it was uot likely,.with this opimon,
they would neglect the ordirance. They held
that baptism was éssential to salvation; with this
~view would they neglect the ddmlmetratlon oflt
. tatheir children?

-‘The primitive faﬂners, gmera]ly granted “the
doctrine of original sin. Pelagias was among the
first who openly denied it; and therefore “should
have been'among the first to deny infant baptism;*
for without guilt, any ‘atonement -is unnccessary,
or any sign to Tepresent it. ~

"The heresy of ‘denying infant bapfism, .did not
make its appearagce, until the third century, whén

“many other errors made their appearance, some

of which Mr C. mentu’m= He shou]d have ad-

* [ should think, that Mr. C. might feel hurt when

~ he finds the heretical P-lagius ¢an«idering it slaii-

der, to hold that which-Mr. C, thmks 18 an honor.
. Otempora. O mores. L s
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. baptists te the list, That =«
welty of sentlment T'u-y,
ats & right to baptism. This.
y Cyprian; Austn, Chrysostim o
a the succeeding fathers, are 80. €x- -
%" the subject of baptizm.
A" T! writers of the two first centuries have bhut
little on the subject of baptism; became the right
of children to that ordinance at that time, was not .
disputed. It fared with the subject, ag witli-the.
doctriné of the: “Prinity, unti} the time of Arius,
little was said on that subject; bat, afier his time,
* we have an abundance on the subject of the Trin-
ity. The church is apt.to assert a gruth but feebly,’ ,
until it is opposed; but opposition: gwes llte to the :
testimony of ‘the church. 4
Mr. €. by his despising the, teqtnmony of the
early fathcr«, by his reviling their characters, con-
cedes to the world, that their testimony {ay agaisist
him. A man, who in courf has a witness eulled, = .
who testifies in has favor, will endeavor to estabs -
lish the charucter of that witness. . Had Mr. G. be-
lieved the witness of these fathérson hissside. he
would not have ¢alled forth the »id of a slandering
Robinson, to eallumniate them. N, he would hare
carefully concealed their failings. H:s ingenuity
te impeach. is his ingenious- cor fes-ion, that all
their testimony was in favor,of Pedu bqptism._ o

- THE MODE OF BAPTISM *

~

We have now come to that part of the debate -

*1i Mr C. has done Mr. W, htile justice intue -
othel purt of e ocbole, be has done bim mu
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-for which Mr. C. &

ring the debate. |

exhausted himself,

‘he would fly to"tl

d'ence that he wou

ed.* - kt must how

touched this part o

a true spirit of inve o i

‘share of his time, -in praising Lexographers; no.

time‘in giving truethe analysis of words. He sports

much 3nd does little on this paint of dvbite. = |
It ia nnt our intention hereto offer to'the -public

sny criticisms upen the Greck word, translated ta

baptize. © W-itera have done this to good .purpose

already. Mr. Ralston in a late publication, cer-

tainly liak given a very just view of this part of the

‘ _ sabject;and I think has done justice to the Greelk

less on the mode of bapiism: lu thr. partof the .-
b .ie, be has Mr. W, giving some tolerable good -
eriticisms on the Greak words:but'some of theve,

- however good, were never seen by Mr W. uatil

he read them in Mg, C’4 "book. - Other criticims
Mc. W. did make; these Mr. C. has matilated.
Sume of the-arguments are entirely misrepresented,
e g. those which were .drawn from the typical
atonement. You would suppose, thit Mr. W. be-
lieved, that the water of baptism respected
}ue grouud of justification alone, which s not a
act. - . :

“#* |t is supposed Mr. C, did tius to pick a qurrel
with Mr. Eindly, ene-of the Judges, because -he
kaew that the Jadges were. bound to keep the
disputants to the questioa. He missed his aim. ne-
ecssity alone impelied Mr. F. to uve this powor. -

S
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the pablic debate, -
» C% strictures on
ly attempts .to ree
nd in his way, fram

ds. [have obsepv-- .

of the baptist wri-
. 3 k in which they-all
T Ttravel; indeed some attempt it, who do not know
- the difference b-tween the Greek and Dutch. .
And yet when Pedo.Baptists attempt to shew that
the word daptize 1s fréquently used, both by hea-
then and sgcred writers, when it cannot be tranala-
ted, to dip, to plurige: and must mean to sprinkle, to
pour, eply is given, and frequeptly nore at.
tempted, 1shall therefore, ouly for the pregent, -
briefly reason from the natare’ of the ordinance.
The only matter here in dispute, is, how ‘much
water is necessary. in the alministration. of the
erdinance of baptism? - O~ this. Pedo Baptists have
had butlittle-d:ficulty; because, froma. drop to
the fullness of the ocean, they do not object. M
is sufficient that‘the element of water be -used.
- Wateris asign;and untl the baptists can shew,
that.the-command whichrequircs the use- of this
sign, specifies. alo- the quantity to be used, we
-+ ‘must regard aH-thair-reasoning as inconclusive. |
.~ The word baptize, inits tullest, supposed cxtent,
can determine -néthing in favor of the baptists,
For, supoose-it does-mean plunging entirely under

baptism is -not riglitly administered, unless by
plunging, because deipnon the woid used to point
out the meal taken in the Lord’s supper, means a
full feast. Bat it is coneeded, that thie Lurd’s sup-
per may be rightly celebrated, by eating a anor-
-gel of. bre.d, and drink;’}-.% a small- quuntity of

water; yet they cannot draw ‘the conclusian, that . .



”ne.
wine, The Corri
Paulin1.t. Cor. |
same mistake in e
baptists have, with
. posed that, because
meal, they therefo
b .ptists, becayse t
« means plunging, m
cannot be baptism.
under water., - . . . e
"We aggue Ist. That if sprinKling withthe blood
of sacrifices was sufficient to represent -the clegn=
sing efficacy of Christ’s bloed, thea the. sprinkling
" of waterin baptism is sufficient. -
But the formeris true. And therefore the latter.
That - this was the end osed by the blood
of sacrifices, is 'notden_igt.m the blund of Je-
. 8us, is, in scripture, éalled a fountsin, Zach. 13. 1.
" -Alp that day there shall bé a fountain opened to
- the - hause of Dyvid and to the inhabitants of Je-
tn«alem,, for sin and for uncleanness.’  But thlia
‘foyntain’ was -sufficiently represented, by sprinks
ling; and, in the use of it{rqqz'i.red by ghe’-cgtimo.
niak law, the sign and the thing signifed had theip -
conaexion shewn. Heb, 9. mﬁ(} ‘Forh when
Mnses had spoken every precept to al] the peo-
ple twcmdin}m to the law, he took. g blood of"
calves and of "goats, with water apd scarlét .wool,
aud hypop, -and. sprinkled both.the book and all
. the people, aaying, -this is the blood of the testa~
ment which God hath enjoiced .unto-you.
Let us for the.present, take it for truth, that, b
_ the blood of sacrifices, nothing more was intends
" ed’to be emblematically set forth; than the justifye
ing righeousness of Christ; yet, by this actof
Gad, the beliaver it pecfectipwashed from al} Io:
.. WSty
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g of regeneration,
ism, 18 but partiak
reman  even sf-
aceording to Mr:
nkling blood. was
t, the entire wash-

'e only plead that

+ = Fwater, used m baptism, signifies the renewing of
~ the believer in. part. - But as the former wus re-
prenented by oprmklmg, 80 1 say, may thciattel

also. ,

lEOORD ARGBMERT. '

) !f the mode of bapmm, be distinct from its being,

then (it is not necessary to plungethe person en-
tirely: under water,' m the adlmmstranon of this
sacrament,

"~ . But the former is- true. And therefnre the !attc'r1

That the mode is distinct from its being, wilj
appear, by observing, that the only thing es- e:~
tially ‘necessary to. the being of the ordinanee in
its external «dministration, is the use of water; the
pame of the: persons of the Trinity, the sub_,vct
suitable, and the admunistrator duly authorised,

- Bread and wine were the elements used in the sas

erament: of the supper, but no baptist will say
that it is essential to the bemg of the ordi-
nanee, that a person ‘should sit attable, althongh
Christ sat at it; that the bread'should be unledven-
ed. although the bread used in. its first ‘institution
was unleavened; or that it should be administer-

ed dfter night in an ‘upper.chamber, al’though ]

theze were faets inits first institution.
. Water is the sign used in baptism, but nothmg
m depend upon mher its quahty, or quamnt),

.
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. becauce an oeea

away a single stai

it-is only a sign.

listen to a great ¢

vesngatlon, to pi

) mg‘ seﬂnglhat a

as a river ‘would

neither Mr. C. ¢t

brought to prove the neces: , . dipping :
the néture of the ordinance.

- Whén the_baptists have succeeded 1n proving
{which they never yet have done)that John the
.Baptist and the disciples dipped, the utmost infer-
_ ence, will not eff ct the mode used by e Pedo
Baptist, They will only, afterall, infer, that
lungirg is a suitsble method in warm chmatesi
as if T should assert that sitting at the Lords - ta-
ble was a suitable ‘mode n recciving the ordi.
nance of the supper, because Christ and hi¢ de-
eiples sat at ‘meat.

" THIRD Ancvm:m" :

- If God will tiave mercy and not sacnﬁce, then
sprirkling is sufficient in baptism. - .

. But the former is-true. And therefore the latter. .

Ouar first assertion will not be denied.. That dur
inference s just will appear, by conndenn'g, that
no ordinance #hich God requires, will, in .any re-
gpect, violate any of*his precepts; but “the -sixth
pnmm’mdmem, which forb.ds us‘to kill, must re-
quire ‘us to_use alllawful eéndeavours to_preserve
our own kfe, and the lives of others.” ‘But.a grest
many di-eases; to which the huiman body js sub-
ject, and some seasons of the year, éntirely for-
bid the use of the cold bath; & to administer it, in
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ist church, would
ect,* whereas, in
stitutions, it would
There is, howes
ring to.‘this ordie
suited to all read
:; because thas the
- - - s so adapted. To
whatever eountry or climate, ministers were sent
to preach, they were also to baptize. g
‘I have thusin a few words, endeavouved to es-
-tablish the assertion, that sprinkling water is
sufficient in the administration of the sacramerit
of baptiam. - Although we grant: that dipping is
baptism, because the €lement of water is used, .
~ yet L object to dipping for the following.reasons.
1st. Because it is unnecessary. Any water . ap»
plied in the name of, the Tirnity by a person duly .
authorised, is sufficient; a drop is as truly em-
‘blematical as an ocean. - .
" 2rd. Because it makes the ordinance to con-
sist, not in the element of water, but 1n the quan- -
tityused, so that the rubject is not baptised unlese-
entirely put under water. - o

“#Buptsts wili - tell you that they vever knew
-any prreon . hurt by bring dipped. 1.fir<t di-pute
thetrath of the assertiou. I think contrary facts can
be produeed ~They mostly however negleet the
ordinance, until the seuson will admit.. But the
idea they-wish ta hoid gut,ie rathet that there is
.2 kind .of mirsculous preservation of the ‘sub-
ject. ‘This' will do-with faumaticks. Butl woul:d
infrm the public that ‘water used in this ordi-

ar.ce, will produce the same effect as at quhier

h_les. . . R . L.

-
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8rd. Becruce it
ordinance. - It gav.
emonies atr:ched
the darkness of p
as firmly for dipy
did, at that time, |
_mimidtration of this

4th. It calls too- much of the attention to the
sign; uothing in the administration- of this ordi--
nance should eveh for a woment, divert the attens .
tion from the thing signifird. If the subject be a
bsbe, then the fdith of the parent shoald be uc-
tively . employed, in ¢lsiming. the promise, made
through them t1o°their children. . It the subject be
‘an adult, hé should-exercise faith jn the very act
- of receiving -the ordmar-ce; but his attention will -
certainly be culled off, by a plunge in cold water.
To this view of the «ubject,"however, Mi. C ob-
jects. Tothose arguments which are founded upon -
th:e ongiral words, 1 do not propose to attend to.,
He knows, he f:els, nogvithstanding of all hLis
- egotism .and  boasting, that he wassatisfiid.on
this subject. during the public d:bate.* But we
shall atterd to a few .of hiv objections, which

*From the giest treats of Mp. C. what Le,
would do with his epponent,. wheu he wouid con.e
to this .part of the depaie, 1t .Was expecied, he-
would at least, present son.ething wgenivus on
. this part of -the gubj ct; bai a tire b ained-gen-
tlemenu on the stage with ‘wham 1 conversed, lelt .

themselves extrer.ely disappoinded. We suspect
" las<Greek ekilly indeed, to be very deficiem; al-
though he has persuaded a buwber that lic s a
_pericet adept n tias, aud alinost every Luigy io€, -
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1 he states were Mr.

that baptisin has'a

kling, but that 1t dé-

ition and the ren: w-

L 1s .emblematicai «f

f Christ and of our

o unto sin, aud of our

» ‘tesurtection with himto a new life.” Upon this

I would ybserve: = - . :

.. .1st” That the ‘washing of regeneration,” is .in-.
deed the thing chiefly signified by the sign of wa-

ter Used in baptism; it 18 not however, the ovly
"thing. Justification, regeneration, ai:d sanetifica-.
tion, although- all* distinct in their nature; yet-
have.the, same growid, tlie same foundation, the
blood, of Jesus. Hence being washed in this

* - bloed, is u-cd tb denote, not-only. the justifica-
"~ ‘tion of a believer, byt also that work of the spi-
" .rit, by which the belieyer is finally perfected.
Rev. 1, 5. 6. <Unto him that- hath loved us, ar.d
Washeé: usfrom -our sins in Iis own bleod, and
.hath made ‘us kings and priests unto God.” In
ihis passage it is evident, that in every respect,
“in which we were. stdined and- polluted- with sin,
the blood of Jesus has washed us from it. )
- 2nd. It isonly beoause the debt of the -believer
ig-paid-by the death of Christ, that hc ean be re-,
generated, or sapctified. The: washing of rege-
neration could have ne -existence without the
. sheding of that ‘ood winch is the washing of
..justiﬁcatiom - 7 S
3rd. It follows that-every emblematical rephe.
sentation of - justification, is also a sign of the,
washing of regeneration, wh‘gre the things signi-
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fied are inseparab

signs be. - - -7

- .4th, That baptis

al and resurrectic

Mr. C. by this cor

in dispute, beenuse

was fauglht by-fhe.

u. der.the cerimon. .

L wb of God slsin from the foundation of the

world.' This death was_j refiguted by the shed-
ing of the blord of beasts slain.in sacrifice, this
was . aprinkh d-upon the people to intimate their
interest_in it.. Now if »prinkliiig this bloed upon
:the people was a sufficient rejresentation of this
- death as Mr. C. concedes, why do€s he refuse

. sprinkling of water asa sufficiént representation

-of the same thing. = -

Mr: C. endesvours to es;ablish his mede ‘of b'é.‘i)- ’

' tism from Rom. 8. 4, 6. - “Buried with-him by b: p
tism-.anto death, that like -as.Chris! was zaised

from -the deod, by tlie Glory of the Father, even

so we also sholld walk'in newness of life:’. P. 140,
208 * For the proper understanding of this pas-

", sage I ob-erve that_baptism is a seal of union to
- Christ, as it.is. a ceal of all7the blessings -of the

tovenant - of grace. The. blessing. is: sa two

% Thix lattér quutation is.laken from Mr. O’s

C: techism—This is the only place in which I baye:

¥a.id any attention to that work, a lay gentléman
Fanded me ¢ full reyly to that catechism; I theught
it not necessary to publish it.. Had I thought Mr, C.
senious, | should have replied. "However, to eve-
ry di -cerning resder, it varries its cordyt-tion. 1t
muv cerve for spert; but the intelligent and seri-

*"ous reader is disgusted with at.

P

.
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‘He has a vita]

Christ is the vine

Jey arein this re-

Christ.  John 15,

Ise a union in law

. In this sense the

dst. Gal. 2. 20 In
rith Christ, .Now
because baptism is a seal of that union, subsisting .
. between Christ and the believer, they are said
to be ‘buried with hinvby baptism.” So that bap-
tism intimates that the believer died and .was
buried with Christ. The death and burial of
Christ, stand ‘necessarily connected—that sign
which represents the one, must necessarily repre-
sent the othes: but thg death of Christ is calfed the
sprinkling or staining of blood: Isaiah 63. 2,38,
which may be represented by the sprinkling of wa-
ter in baptisg. -

It indeed appearsstrange to hear Mr. C. state
so fully the connexion between a figure and the
reality. Christ was buried, so a person baptized,
must be buried under water. Christ arose;so the
person must-come up from under the water.® To .
understand, however, the truth of the thing signifi- .
ed, our attention-will be called from the mode, to
which Mr. C. adhears so particularly. The sub-
ject to be baptized will rather enquire, was Christ .
my surety? am I crucified with Christ? was [ bu-

- nied with him? If these things are facts, ther I
may take the sign gnd the seal of these blessings.

* Why but Mr. C.teaches in order to make out
the figure, that the person should stay under water
8 days? For if he- will follow the letter, this too
should ‘be done, - .V .
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It was the chiel
call the attentic
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to the heart, se
much about the
time was spent
the thing sign
dinance, it wq
members.
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ry profession;

gree with me that .

! integrity, is but a

e On t:\af ua:o

g e - -8 or speaks for the
£dification of the christian world, itpeexpechd to
be eminent, for his undoubted veracity. In pro.
ortion as he is, on the other hand, detected of
incapacity, or indisposition, to speak or write the
truth, on every occasion, his reputation in the
ebristian world, ought to be depricated, and his
influence renounced. Facts innumerable, might
be adduced, to evince-the eorrectness of this prin-
ciple.. For instance, shew me a man who is of
known disingenuity in his statement of facts; and
. I widl shew to the world a man on whose doctrinal
views of the christian religion, there is little, if
@y thing, truly scriptural, and viee versa; point
: § out & man, whe dares to lie against the Holy
ost, speaking in his own word, in teaching, as

the doctrines thereof, the wvegaries of his own
brain; and T will point you out a man, who will
regard the (ruth, in his statement of facts,
only so far as  his sinister ends may be
thereby promoted. Now as that old dragon, who
is the Devil and Satan, has always had his chil-
dren in the world, who delight to do his works;
he has them still, There are, even at-this day,
those who speak great swelling words of vanity
and of falsehood, in perverting the truth as it is in
Jesus; and who employ themselves, in all the arts
of finess. and deceit,in leading captive unwary
aouls, The Lord has, in former ages, administer-
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“ed sgeasonable ct
. unprincipled here
mise, “‘when errol
rit of Jehovah wil
Thijs standard he
sist, in .the agen
- ralds, in detectin;
the mistakes, of ti
and delusion. [n ry tact, thert
chutch is, in our own day, infested with enemies
to all righteousness, the watchmen upon Zion’s
walls, are called out, to buckle on their armour,
and to became as iron pillars, and a3 brazen walls,
in the defence, and vindication of precious truth;
they are called forth, to contend earnestly for the
faith, that was once delivered to- the saints.
These remarks have beeu elicited" at present, by
Rev. Mr. Walker calling upon me, to furnish, to
the christian world, a correction of such mistate-
ments of facts, as might have occured to_my notice,
in a recent publication,entitled ‘the substance of a
debate &c. stating, at the same time, that he hj
undertaken to correct the errors of doctrine’é¢olf&.
- tained in that werk; and also a number of the
" statements there made of facts, in a publ.cation
now in the press, and in as much as it has ordi-
narily required, the combined testimony of tiyo
or three witnesses, to convict a criminal at’ the
bar of justice, he therefore requested for truth’s
sake, which had been so eudaciously murdered,
in the above publication, to furnish a state
plain, unvarnished statement of the trutl
position to the fulsehoods, colourings and
sion of the substance &c. As my attent
particularly drawn on the occasion of that
aud my name particularly implicated.in 1
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re readily stepped

h, in bearing testi-

opposition to the

most naked and

Camphbell through

vm inall his mis-

o e . . _rect him in all his
aberrajions, from scriptural principle, would be
almost an endless undertaking. One might as
well undertake, to trace out the meanderings of
a wandering Arab, in order to prove that he did
not always tread in a high way; or detect all his
particular acte, to prove him an uncultivated sa-
vage. The task in ejther case, would be endless;
but it is unneeessary. - Ouce prove that an author
is capable of misrepresenting facts, and of main-,
tainiirg urscrip'ural principles, and you have left
his. f:bric, as. Sumpson of .old. left tlie Daron
house of the Philistines, without is pillars. 'This
in part, I trust you will find accomplish.ed, by the
Rev. Mr. Walker, in relation fo the widely circu-
lated, and herculean performance of Alexander
‘Campbell’s—To complete the catastrophy, it re--
mains for me, by a few statements, to evince eith-
er the incapacity or indisposition of Mr. C. to
. state the truth. This being done, we trust Mr,
«Campbeil’s whole scheme will, a8 we are convine’d
it ought, to appear, but the baseless fabrick of a
vision, without a wreck behind. I indeced feel
that my task iz a paiuful one. In detecting a
man’s misstatement. of faets, the subject of criti-
ci=m, i8 necessanly held up to sccizty, ag an ob-
ject of ablhiorrence. Onthis same account, the.
critic becomes awfully re-pons:ble. It would ne
deubt be Lighly desirable, were there nove in so-
ciety 80 enlearued with the Prince of durkpeses
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as to give occasit
any time, to eng
office. But thisw
pect; offences ma:
‘given on the grol
. be displayed en th
predicted of truth
shamed it shall hide its head. Itdoesmno. . __ _

-properly belohg to truth, nor its advocate, to- aim

wespecially for the Jast word. The heretick more

frequently seeks for this, because he has no other

grouhd, on which, he ean hope to gain the ascen-

dency over his antagenist, than that of speaking

much, or speaking the. last. The advocate of

truth,on the other hand, having honestly and can-

didly, stated the trath, on whatever subject he 1s.
called to appear, more generally leaves the’ fur-

ther issue of the case, in the hands of that God,

whose blessing alone, can, in any case, give genu- .
ine success. ' :

But to proceed, Mr. Campbell has stated,in
the frontal page of his book, that-he “had previous
to his publication, made application to me, fora
copy of the rules to be observed during the de-
bate, but without effect.””. It.isalready before the_

ublic, that this statement is incorrect. It has

een stated and cannot be disproved, that I never
#aw, nor met with any person, on the occasion of
such a demand.

It bas also been stated, and cannot be disprove
‘ed, that & few lines left at my house, when 1 wyy
"800 miles from home, was not an applicatien for
the copy, but for the eriginal draft of ssid ryleg.

Mr, C. then proceeds to state the.sy
of them from recollection. There is howe
e copy of thess rules (the origimal of
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atare efixed, can- _
ted in -page 4 of

reated to compare
h the true copy,
ly determine, how

in plecingon Mr.

s the great ground,
v . e ..ments. On a faig
comparison, it myst be perceived, by the candid
and judicious reader, that some ‘of Mr. Camp-
‘bell’s rules, both as to substance -and form, are an
entire forgery. '

But agein, in Mr. Campbell’s statements of what
he calls facts, connected with the debate, in the
Bth page,we meet with the following words : “The
Debate was closed by myself, but afier 1sat dows,
Mr. S8amuel Findly, by an injudieious, and un-
‘becoming address, ¢ontrary to the rules by which
he, asone of the Moderators, should- have been
governed, produced an unpleasant -excitement in
the congregation. But as the public, obviously
and emphatically expressed their disapprobation
of it, I feel.no desire by a minute statement to per-
petuate the remembrance of it.” Now, whether
gir. Campbell has, in this statement, spoken the
‘truth or not, will be submitted to the reader, after
Ihave given a brief narrative of the transaction,
to which he here alludes. Mr. C.has said that he
bad closed the debate, previousto Mr. Findley’s
address, of which he complairs; sud m the same
gentence, he states, that said address was contra-
7y to the rules, bv which he, as & Moderator,
should have been governed, The controversy
for which these rules were formed, it appesrs,was

¢losed. .. They had consequently lived their day..

3ow then could Mr. Findley’s address wiolple
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them? - Pray teader
" But! tn be more ex; |
Mr. F. did give ann
troversy. What th
“the substance of thy
shall he auswered a
" found that his res
that the ratter of it . _ L )
ly could be no_ sufficient cause for uirpleasant ex-
cite ment at the time, nor yet for ceusorious re=
flections afterwards, : _ '

Ist: Then the reason «f myaddress, is to be
found in what, I truly conceiv’d to be injudicious &
unbecon ing & somethog at least ten degrees werse
than either, in Mr. C’. closing addres. Leav-
ing his subject of debate altogether, he undertock
to harangue the audience, upon the unfair man-
agement of his opponents; as displayed through-
out the course of the dibate. He. even asserted
that [ had used partiality in the maiter of order,
aud had endeavoured to keep him under undue’
restraint; & reflected moreover that the judges had
disappointed him, in biinging the subji ct to 8 has-
ty close; aud that at this he was the more aston-
ished, seeing the regulations made provizion for

*continuing from day to_d»y; with these nflec-
tions Mr. Campell concluded his last address.
Previous to this unexptcted and unprecedent har-
angue; the thought of speaking in the way f ad-
dresging the andienee, had 1ot en'ergd my mind—
Upon Mr. CampelPs corrcluding I bekoned to the
audience. Therg was the mo:t profound attention
g ven. I proceeded then to deliver an address, the
substat.ce of which as 1 understard, is a're: dv in-
se-ted, in page 16, 17. 18, of this. work—H-~ving
cigped my wddress, I took my leuve of the audicuce
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rithdrew. So far
under my notice
hey were entire
ends, at least did
my having acted -
rpart; and I had
everse, who were

Lo _NURMiRy a qUPSUOD Of or-
der of ment, as Mr. C. or any of his friends. -
Anether instance of Mr. Campell’s indispcsition

or weapacity, to stats the truth, you have in a
note apperded to the 69th page of his book—He
there cails Mr.-F. the abettor and second, of Mr.
W. We have only to. say, that Mr.Findley ap-
peared inno such character. No, he appeared on
that occarion, st frre of personal cblightion to se-
cond,or abett. Mr.W_as Mr. C—;& nothing but the

* exercise of that prerogative, whichle recd. from
the band of Mr. Campbell himself,to defend truth,
and good order, to the insupportzble chagrine of

Mr. Campell’s lawless epirit, could have induced
him,. [Mr. C.] groundlessly to af rly these con-
temptible epithets.

- In the same page he complains that Mr. F. had
made a proposition sooner than he had anticipated
to bring the subject under discussion to s cluse. 1t
is utterly denied that Mr. F. made any such prop~
ositicn at Jhat tin.e, but with theé hearty corecurs
rence of M¥s nsseci-te judge. Now is it honest? is
it candid? to artiibute a decision that was equally
concuried ir, by ‘each of the judyes acting oo 1te
.ocecusion, to the ui.fair interposition of an individ-
ual. Suchhowever 1s the honesty and such the
candour of our author. ®

We have a like instance of disingenuity, in the

%6th p. of his book. - His words are, “Hcere | was
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interrupted by Mr
. proceeding, - He
meeting,was the e
not perceive hown
uestions could pr
that we should pr
cive to their edifi
Mr. F. you aredo ] S )
minster creed and catechiem, and I presume as
such, must agree with youir bretheren, that.the
catechetical mode of instruction is the beet, as we
arenow proeceding as the Westminster divires. di-
rect, I thiok you eannot without a dereliction of
principle object. Mr.F. then was mute, I proceed-
ed.” What magnanimity? What knight-hood was
displayed here? Truly when T redd this part of
Mr.Campbell’s repoit I was induced to exclaim, O
truth whither hast thou fled! O shame, O thou fear.
of God & fear of man, whither. hast thou fled!?
Did Mr. Campbell think there were none present
that could or would, beer testimony to the truth, in
opposition to his abominable perversion? If he
did, I assure him he is greatly mistaken. To the
amdience then present, I appesl, while I write
for the satisfaction of those, who have had no other
gource of information, than the above mistate-
ment of the fuct. The truth is this. Mr, Campbell
had been stating questions, and making gssertions,
& pausing in each interim, for the matler of two,
“three, or four minutes, untill his father had time to
write, in fall, the words he bad used, and then -
there was a reading, and restating of what had
‘been stated, to ascertain“that no mistake had ta-
ken place; he stated at the same time, that he was
thus particular, with a view to publish to the world -
the whole of what passed on the ocemsion. After
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sgain and again,
s restless and dis-
* attention occupi~
‘1l was suspending
fathrer’s transcri-
tim if he was done,
utes, and he would
bserved that it was
e, _w argue, if he had any
thing to say, but it was not bis time te waste; that
the public were waiting for edification; but that
they would not be disposed 4o wait upon his wri-
ting a book. This closed the interview between
Mr. C. and myself.  He progressed in the dcbate,
and ], of courie, remainied mute., 1 had succeeved
in calliog bimr to order, which was my ebject in
speaking. , T :
See again Page 89, to.the same effect. . His .
words are:—“Mr. F. said that he and his associ-
ate Moderator thought that enoygh had been said
on the Covenants, &c.” Now I have to inform Mr,
Campbell, and the public, that the word covenant
or covenants, did not escape from my lips at the
time; nor was it the subject of remark—our opi-
nion respected the controversy on the subject of
baptism. Mr. C. may perbaps, at this, wipe his
mouth,and say, is it not a lite one? Beitso. It
is sufficient to discover his disinclination or in-
capacity at any time, where fast is concerned, to
state the truth. : . .
-For another aberration of a similar kind, we
“invite the reader’s attention to p. 118 of hisbook on
the debate &c. There-he tells you that Mr. Find-
ley asked tife pame of the author of the book,
which he held in his band—strange indeed! that
Mr, Findley should have asked the name of an au-

. G AN
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. can Futhers wer ~tners,
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‘thor, whose neme
no; the world is
grourd of perju
syllable to Mr. C
he had made his
ed a fulsome eunlk

Robertson, and u

of his hi=tory, th:

tured with the true spirit of the sublime r;ﬁa
gion of Jesus. Siaves themselver, they never
thought of christian®liberty: and even -Cyprian

-himself, the guide of thé rest, durst- not think

for himself.? In opposition to -the long train
of forged rant"which Mr. C. has in his book,

‘I then-called him to order, stating -that the rules
" by which wy jurisdiction on the occaston was to

be governed, absclutely prohibited all diminutive
or disrespectful personal allusions~—see rule 3rd.
and that if this rule had any meaning in it, he
was . certainly transgressing it. I stated that 'l
apprehended, that by this rule, I was 48
much bound’to protect the character of the desd
ag of the living, against personal and ground-

. less invective; yea more so, for their character

was subinitted to our trust, as a kiud of sacred
deposite. They were not alive to defend it
themselves. In this respect they had a claim up-
on us, that living characters had not. Mr. Camp-
bell’s reply was, “Am 1 not to be permitted to
read history as well as my antagonist?’ You
are sir, said I, et liberty to read history.—What-
ever of history you can find in Robertgen, ora-
ny where else; you are at liberty fo resd it, but
sir, you are pot at fdiberty either to spesk er
read slander. Mr. C. then exclasimed, with 3
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peculiar to him.
t of the Holy land,
ovenant was, is ree

cha sncer, to cast
Jesus or not, I dare

ver, as having this

oil. -

A died the public for
some time, in the most unorderly manner, and af-
. ter some baptist friends had discovered their im-
patience to bear up their sinking ship, - b'{ vocife-
rating here, and there, through the assembly, read
read; I called again to order, and observed- that
lest some  might suspect me for wishing to keep
something, that might have the semblance of rea-
son, and evidence, out of view, I would give Mr.
C. special privilege to read, from his socinian
friend, as much as he pleased; but I would advise
the audience to obtain,and read at their leisure,
John P. Campell’s review of Robertson’s History,
and also Cave’s lives of the Fathers, that hereby
they would find themselves fortified against the
slanders and misrepresentations of the author
‘now read; Upon this intimation Mr. C. proceeded
to read a few, but very féw passages, from his

highly favorite historian. "I am sorry to say,or .

even to think, but sé it is, as fact would not ad-
mit of Mr. Campbell’s venting that strain of accu-
-sation agdinst me, which the cravings of his ve-
nomous nature required, wherever- hé las the
slightest occasion to foist in Wy name, in his
rancorous publication, he has¢onnected with it,
a forgery of his own, to make it appear, as he
thought, sufficiently hiack. ‘ .

In the 124th page,w%‘pav'e another instance of
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the same kind.—
the instance of M
be closed by onc
statement, is obvi
lic, with the app
exhausted or tire
‘versy. Now if M
that he consulte:

then agree to giv. upu. e

to every instance, ‘in which, I have correced Mr.
Campbell’s msrepresentations. No, No. There
was no such consultation on the part of Mr. W.
He was indeed opposed to coming to a close as
soon as he did.—But during the intermission of
which Mr. C. speaks, I mentioned to Mr. Walk-
er, that he must either choose anothierjudge or
they must adopt some measures, by which they
could draw to a close, that evening; my circum-
. stances at hume, beingsuch, that I could remain
no lenger with them. The measures -employed
to ~bring it 10 a close were altogether of my own
projecting, and occasoned by family and .congra-
tional circumstances. Instead of Mr. Walker giv-
ing out in the controversy, asMr. C. at different
times, fondly insinuates; it was the decided opi-
‘nion, of all T heard speak of their performance,
that Mr. Walker did much better, and Mr. Camp--
~ bell much worse, the second day, than the first.—
If Mr. Walker had 2ny inward fears, | have only
to say, I never-heard him, nor any person for him,
-express them. . o
Having thus far, proceeded to acquit my con=
-geience of an obligation to the public, in the cause
of - slandered truth, I commit and leave .the
issue, in the hand of that Gqod, who is in every
place, at all times, beholding the- eyil and the
good.—Je is the God of truth; and I know he
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: to silence every
ye done in all things
nd the interests of ‘.
f your servant for

JEL FINDLEY.
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. Let the righteous smite me; it shall be a -kindness:
and tet him reprove me; it shall be an excellent oil
awhich shall not break my head. .Psal. 141. &

’
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Rev. Sir,
WHILE we agree
neral, I am sorry -
prevailing in any
portant. Baptists
same advantage of
fake of those disput
i.e.todenythe whe . - v
ever, remember that among themeelves they are
not agreed, for begides all the different sects, that
are denominated baptist Mr. Campbell, one of
their’ late writers, has devised a plan for the sup-
portof their falling system, chiefly out of his own
brain, a plan unknown to the Apastles or their
syceessors—to Dr. Gill-or Mr. Booth. And while
his system possesses an authority no higher than
himself, yet it differs as much from other baptist
writers, as if the propositions they defended had
been entirely different. ' .
In defence of publick disputes, it appears
scarcely necessary that I should make any obser-
vations. Whatever were your sentimgmts when
you first heard of the dispute, between MY. Camp-
bell and myself,- you certainly now justify our
conduct: you have not only disputed with Mr.
C. but when he made an attempt to reply, you
answered. Your dispute with Mr. C. is still more
_ publick than mine was; thé only difference is that
you disputed.on paper, in the absence of your op-
ponent, while I contended in his presence. Our
methods differ; yet sir, it must be ‘eonceded that
by the method adopted by Mr. C. and myself, it
was most probable the subject would receive the

most fair and full invéstigation.

A writer gives form to the argument he oppo-
. 8e8, but in disputation viva uoce; each side for
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ent, and to it, in that

ren. This done in

, carrigs a conviction

afford: where human -

xed with such dispu-

rofitable, but degrad-

nour public dispute,

. - ---e wrath, and had his

‘book been a true portrait of that dispute, there
would have been no necessity for me ever to
‘have addressed any thing to the public, on paper.

" To the plan of disputing you have adopted, I

also give my consent. -1 now adopt the same, yet

would .always prefer the former where it can be "

obtained. The great apostle of the Gentiles give

me the example in Athens; Acts 17. 17. also with

Peter. Gal. 2. 19. To this plan also acceded our -

_ reforming forgfathers, such as Knox, Luther, Cal-
vin, Zuinglius and others, and indeed some of
their opponents were.but a small degree sounder
in the faith than Mr. C. . - . :

‘I have a cloud of witnesses in my favor: I think
the church was much edified, by the explicit, and
publick manner the reformers defended truth. 1
could wish the eame attempts were more frequent,
For my own part, I am fully rewarded for all my

. toil in that debate, not only by the accession to
the chutch, which succeeded it, but also by the
spirit of inquiry which it produced, which to
—- = " igsued in an understanding of the

ling predecessors, we
snd peaceful in the
for the truth upon the
+ general language of
e, stand disarmed and
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‘ 1

of

co L e —
grace. You suppose that my assumptien: of this
principlein the early stage of the debate, compell- -
ed me to support it, through the publick disputa~
tion. But 1 can assure you,sir, that 1 assumed °
no principle in any stage of the controversy but
those which were the rusult of deliberate .consid-
ertion. | therefore again declare .

That the eovenant of cireumcision was a dispen~
sation of the covenant of grace.

When I find any of the blessings of the covenarit
of grace, dispensed in the form of covenant, 4
thought myself justifiable in calling such dispen-
setion, a 8iapensation of the covenant of grace, be-
cause the blessings dispensed belong to that cov-
enant alone. There are no blessings in the cov-
«enant of grace, but may be considered asthe prop -
erty of the church. Now, sir, if 1 can’prove that
any promise made to Christ' the Head, from all
eternity, in the covenant of grace, “was revealed
@n the covenant of circumcision, then it will fol-
low, that at least so far the covenant of circumcision,
was a dispensation of the covenant of greces- But
this is proved,Psal. 89 35, 86, 37. Occe have
1 swoin by-my holiness, that I ‘will not lie unto
David. His seed shall endure forever, and his
throne -as the sun before me. ~ It shall be estab-
lished forever ns the moon; and as a faithful wat-

mess in Heaven.” But this .promise is found in
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Gen. 17.9. ‘And 1
setween thee, and

their generatioss
' The persons to
1esame, Abraham’s

seed of Christ. Gal. -

n are ye Abraham’s

ibsurdity -of saying '

that the one was a dispensation of the other, when
they dispente the same blessings, to the same
heirs. - : '

You object . 1st, ¢As circumcission was the seal
éwhich God himself, affixed to . that covenant, and as

¢a seal, the moment it is affixed, gives the persons on |

swhose behalf the covenant was made, all the advan-
‘tages therein contained: it follows by inevitable con-
‘sequence, that if that covenant was the covenant of
sgrace, then every circumcised ‘person must be
¢saved; and if baptism is come in the room of circum-
‘cision, that every baptised person must be saved
<also.’ ‘ : ) :
I reply, 1st, That you will certainly cqusider that
the Lord’s supper is a. seal of the covenant of
race: will you now admit your own inferencer It
llows by inevitable consequence,’ that every per-
son admitted into the full communion of the Church,
wmust be saved.” 1t is impossible for me to see any
difference in the premises. The conclusion must be
“the same-* :

2nd. I have shown,in the preceeding workthat there

#Was the Doctor aware ¢f this difficuity in |is sys-
tem?  Or, will he deny that the Lord’s supper-is a
seal of the covenant uf grace, or in other wards, that
there are no seals to the covenant of gracef The
d.ord’s supper is as truly ‘aflixed br God himself. as
circumcision or baptism: are all menibers in the full
sommunion of the church ¢saved?’ .
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isa difference betwe
‘and discharging the
or the Lord’s suppe
of conformity to the
charge-the duties of
*  8rd. The utmnsi
circumstance of a pe
+ are under the laws ¢ e ey - . A
all its visible privileges. The simple truth appears
to be; that there is a visible relation existing
between Christ and all the members of the visi-
ble church,end that they are entitled to all the ex-
ternal privileges of thé churchy so Tong as they
conform to her visible laws. .-
You, however, observe in the-page . last cited,
“But what is on exterpal relation to a covenant ?
Is it not in other words to be out of a cov¥nant?
Permit me, sir, to answer your guery;. That tobe
externally related to a covenant, is to be an ex-
ternal member of it; and not in other words “to be
out.of a covenant.” What is the-church on earth,
if she is not a visible body, pussesing external pri-
vileges, and under a visible law? In order that
any of these-external benefits should be, in reality;
profitable, I grant thut it is necéssary they should -
be inwardly applied, or in other words that there
should be something more than an external rela-
tiore—This forms a visible title to invisible ben-.
. efits. . : . - _
What inward or spiritual blessingdoes the church
on exrth enjoy, which is not first visible and ex-
ternal. Even fuith, a epiritual gift by wifich we
enjoy all othery, comes by an externdl ordinance.
“By hearing, ard hesring by the word- of God.”
Rom. 10, . Hence where this extern.] display of
the gospel is uot, we have no divine warrant to be-

’
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st. -The ;criptdré

qual right in a will;
er inherit any part
ou have done, that
out a covenant”-or
and contrary to the
r the testator would
. .. : covenant, about
whxch we dispute, is diatheke a will or testament,«
in which the external rights and privileges of the
“heirs are.the same: the legal rcason why they do
‘ot 'possess the inheritance willed, is because,
“they forsake their own mercies.”” The external
standing of the ten virgins, mentioned in Mat-
thew, 85. were the same, "It was notuntil Christ
the Bndegroom, called them from time, by.death,
that the difference was discovered.

This doctrine, you have materielly conceded;
for although you appear unwilling to admitthat
the covenant of circumecision, was an administra?
sien of the. ‘covenant of grace;'yet your conces-
tions cannot be ture, without admitting the truth
of my position, because,

#st. You call the covenant of circumecision an

ecclesiastical covenant. Now, sir, what is an ecle-
siastical covenant, buta covenant of the church?

and what else is the covenant of grace? Two
parties are_necessury, to form & covenant. In’
this, your ccclesiastical covenant, God must have
been one party, and the church the other. But
we have no account .of any otlier covenant in
which Gpd and the church were perties, besides
the covenant-of grace.. The apostle Peter when
he refers to the covenant of ¢ircumcision certain-
ly, however, refers to it, as the covenant of grace,

-

-
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““Yeare the cl
covenant whic
saying unto Al
-the kindreds of
“This passage w
kst. That all
this covenant,
medium, throu;
nant of circumc
apostle Paul so comments on the same passage,
Gal. 8. 16. *Now to Abraham & his seed were the
promises made. He saith not and to seeds, as
of many; but as of one, and to thy seed which is
Christ.” From the view taken of your ecclesias-
tical covenant by Peter and Paul, it is evident
they recognize Christ as its head; the person,
through whom all its blessings are to be enjoyed;
and a covenant in whigh all true believers have
an equal interest. I think, sir, you and I under-
#tand a eovenant of this d:sqnptlon to be the co-
venant of grace; if not, in what respect doés it
differ?
2nd. You concede ‘that it was 8 covenant gra-
¢ciously designed and wisely calculated, as a
¢ mean to an end, to interest them’in the blessmgs
¢ of the covenant of grace, consisting in pardon,
¢ sanctification and eternal’ life.” page 4.-..By this
' you mustmean, ore of two thmgs, either, 1st.
that this covenant prepared its subjects for re-
receiving these spiritural blessings; or 2rd that
they were contained in the covenant of circum-
.cision. If_you believe the formeér; then your sen-
timent must be that God the Father did through
Christ, as federal Head, enter into two cove-
nants with the church; ‘the first of which was to
prepare them ‘for the ]atter, the first contained
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1; the first ‘was cal-
he latter.. But Ido
to be yours; you
» sanctification, &c.
venant. It follows,
s¢ alone, contained
wnt of circumcision,
- , .- renant of grace.
“8rd. You concede, that it is ‘undeniable, that
- “infants were introdueed into that church by cir-
‘cumcision.” .The church is a sBopy holy to the
Lord,--an inheritance prepared. Acts 20.28. Your
concession implies, thaft by circumcision they
were united to that body, of which-Christis the
Hea. Col. 1.18. But themoment they were unit-
ed to this'body, they were entitled to all the pre-
vileges of it, as they became capable to receive
thtem, and bound by all their laws. The rightecus-
ness of Christ,the foundation of ajl these privileg-
ez, was sealed to Abraham by circumcision. Rom.
4. 11. Butthis righteousness and all the blessings
flowing from it, are the blessings of the covenant
-of grace. Therefore circumcision was asign and
a seal of the blessings of the covenant of grace.
In a.word, you concede that ‘they are engraft-
ed intg the goodolive tree.” page 13. luitiated
by this ordinance, among ‘the assembly of saints,’
amony a ‘ehosen nation’ a‘chosen people.’ page 7.
If so, it certainlv follows, that however unprofi-
_ table their standing be to themselves, yet they
are vis:ble memberyof that body, possessing all
the external -relation and -privileges, that saints
do, and must therefore by God, be dealt with, as’
‘covenant breakers,” which could not be true, un-
less in some sense, they had been in the cove-

nant.
<



25

1.
of t}
hat}
sion
ther
viev
‘are
‘wh
fCis

¢ that the wm-;l;. the oracles of God.’ imply in .

¢ them, juskification, sanctification and ecternal life,
“ this single passage settles the point at once.’ P.
14, note. . :

For the proper understanding of this passage
you will suffer a few observations.

1st. Thatby the ‘oracles of God,” we are tn un-

-+ derstand the scriptures of truth, and that in. Rom.

'3.2. weare chiefly to understand old testament
scriptures, hecayse these weie given to the sub-
jects of circumoision first. : '

2nd. We are in a still more extensive Sebsb, to-

nnderstand by these oracles, «ll the ordinences
warranted by the scriptures, together with all the
previleges they cootained. These, the same a-
postle and in the same epistle, declares to be the
peculiar privilege- of the subjects of eircumcision.
Rom. 9. 4. ‘Who are Isralites;’ to whom pertain-
eth the adoption, and the glory, and-the covenants;
and the giving of the law, and the service of God,
and the promises.” This, the old testament church
knew to be their peculiar previlege. Deut. 4. 8,
cAnd what natien -is so great, that hath statutes
and Judgments so righteous, as-all this law, which
I set before you thisday,’ Now, sir, ‘the church
of God is one and indivisible.” Therefore all these
ordinances are, in every age of the world, the

-
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h. This sentinrent is
5. 6. :
derstand the Scnp-
10 other sense, than
t of grace. lconsi-
wrilten lesltament of
testator. Will you
, sealed two wills, one -
an ecclesiastical will, the other the testament of
grace? The apostle, therefore, in asserting that
‘it was a benefit arising from circumeision, that
" unto them were committed ‘the oracles of God;
whieh by the reasoning before, must have inti-
mated, that a dispewsation of the covenant of
grace,. was the peculiar privilege of the subjects
of circumcision. _
_ This, irdeed, you appear to concede in page 81.
‘But the covenant of circumcision, secured unly
¢ the ordinances of religion, as~the means of grace
‘to the circumcised.’ But what can any person
* understand by the ordinances of religion, but'a
dispensation of the blessings of the covenmant of
grace? Now, these ordinances belonged to the -
‘covanant of circumcision; therefore the blessings
of the covenant of grace, were dispensed in the
~ covenant gf circumcision, or in other words, the .
covenant of circumecision was a dlspensanon of
the-eovenant of grace. N
To these Israelites, the subjects of circumeision,
‘pertained the promises.” Rom. 9. 4. In what co-
venant were-these promises contained? I think

you will grant, that they viere gospel promises,‘

4

and if so, you will not deuny that they were promis-
es of the covenant of grace. It follows that.the

covenant of circumcision, was a dlspensatlon of
the covenant of grace, :
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But until dt is pr
cles of God’ imply in
- tion and eternal hf
the point.” Now, ¢
. that little reasoning
- that in the ‘oracles o
dispensed to men, ¢
faith, received these
these spiritual blessings. .
Do you believe, that there i3 any outward dis-
pensation of the covenant of grace? If there is,
it must be the Scriptures of truth; the oracles of
God; the word preached, &c. why then deny
that justification, sanctification and eternal life,
are dispensed in these oracles?,
~ Now, what is your theory on the subject of the
covenant of circumecision? , o7
- 1st. That the covenant of circumecision was an .
ccclesiastical covenant; containing oo promises,«- .
for had it possessedany promises, and these have -
been claimed by faith, still it could not have dis-
-.pensed pardon or eterng) life—it was not a dis-
pensation of the covenant of grace: it had none of
thesé blessingsin it. o T
2ad. There are two covenants_existing betiveen
, God and man;. one of which containsthe means,
the other'the end. But had thé covenant of grace
been a perfect contract, then it would have con-
tained both means and end; it would have conlain-
ed all the provisions,,conditions, and means, neces-.
sary to.puf all its subjects 1nto full possession of
11 its blessings. And"then one of two covenants -
ould have been unnecessary.- . :
3rd. This ecclesias*ical .covenapt, has but one

sign, or seal; this wds circumcision, and iy now - -

baptism. AH the things ‘signified or sealed, are

-

a ”
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s,—for this reason,
¢ blessings contain-
iich it is appended.
rcumcision was not
he gospel is a dis-
grace. It is indeed
hat the-covenant of
o say with me, that it
"was a dispensation of the covenant of grace.

The seconp paiNT, in which I differ from the.
seutiments yoa have expressed, on the subject of
. debate, between Mr. Campbell and myself, is that
which you declare to be the design of c¢ircumei-
sion and baptism. . You say, ‘I do not consider
¢ circymcision and baptism, as primarily designed,
* ¢ for the purpose of building up believers in holi-
¢ ness; but as ordinances designed for the eonver-
¢sjon of sinners, of a certain character.” page 39.
'This ‘certain character,” or qualification necessary
in order to admit adults to baptism, or parents who.
desire their children admitted by this ordinance,
you declare to be ‘a speculative faith, and sense
- of guilt.” Your reader now perceives the reason
why you deny circumcision aud,baptism to be
seals of the coveuant of grace, beczuse they inti-
mate no interest in Ghrist, but are only means to
interest. It is a way to possess fhe blessings,
but i8 not a seal of possession.

I shall now give some reasonsy why I-cannot
subscribe the sentiments you have expsessed ou
-this subject.’ . R
" That the faithrequired of persons, in order to
their admission to this ordinanee, is not, as yau
suppose, a speculative, but & true and living faith
is evident, becaase no other kind of faith was, or

x 2 ' : ‘
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indeed could be,requi
believe, absurd to suj
aquires a faith, the vei
bedience. You will e
pel of Christ, presen
comes, all the blessin
God requires every ¢
ings, and this it requi
alty of eternal death. ] ..
that a temporary, or speculative faith, will an-
swer the Divine requisition, or will such faith de-

liver from the punishment due to unbelief, why.

then suppose that such faith can be a true pre-re-
quisite, entitling us to any ordinance?

The true state 6f a person, not possessing sav-

ing faith, is, that he is a child of wrath. From this

character, he i§ not delivered by ‘speculative
faith,” or a ‘sense of guilt.” In relation to the
gospel of Jesus, the whole duty of a sinner is
marked out by the divive law. Tt requires him
to accept Christ as his baviour,and all the bless-
ings that centre in him. A sinner, fegling con-

vinced of thetruth of the following assertions,

that Jeeus Christ js the Saviour of sinners, that

~the law, requires himto accept of Christ, as his -

Saviour: that he is a guilty sinner, that without
falth he must be damned,—is willing to make a

profession of these truths. Query, will he have -
in consequence of this, his faith, any interest in_

the covenant of grace, or a righ to any of its
blessings? 'No sir, when the faith of the man ad-
vances no fusther, when he refuses to appropri-

+ ate the blessings, that he needs, and to obey the -

law which he is persuaded requires.such appro-

priation, his guilt is_greatly inereased; he knag -
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not; he is entitled to -

. -

vileges. _

wr theory, you first

iven of the church.
were circumcised.?

:an believe, that all -

ess oﬁ'~pring, te the
e true believers.’ P.

e

40. 1 answer that the former system on this sub- .

ject, dnes not require us to believe that they were:
all united to Christ by faith. It omly requires us
to believe, thafit was their duty and the duty of

their seed, that desire the ordinance of circumci- -

sion for themselves or theirchildren,to possess a
true and living faith. TPrue heliness, which could
have no existence without saving faith, was re-
quired . in the very.introdaction of the-covenant
of cireumcision. Gen. 17.1. ‘Walk' before me,
and be thou perfect.’ Toe that which was contain-
ed in the covenant of circumcisson, all its sub-

jects were bound, and of this they made a public

profession, when they -wewe circumcised. In re-

- ceiving this ordinance, they must therefore have -
agreed, to walk before God perfectly; to receive -

the Lord as their. God Almighty. v, 1. To re-
ceive the blessings of this covenant as ‘everlast-
ing. v. 7. But because Abraham was required

to-teach this covenant to all under his care, and .

because the Head of the church, reccrcrmzed him

as a man, who would ‘commnnd his ehnldren and -
his; household after him; Chap. 18.19. There-

fore,.to his household also, was extended the seal

of these privilegee. . If any of these wire found .-

_ irreligious, they were lxke other apostates, ‘cove-
nant breakers.

?

Every. parent presenting his child for baphsm,:,
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is required as Abraha
and be perfect, and tc
alone, his obedience
‘command his. childi
him;’ and in the way
to receive this ordina

In the covenaut of
the three following th

1st. The duties required.

2nd. The promises stated.

S1d. The seal affixed. o

In receiving the last, the subjects of that cove-
nant were bound by faith, to receive the promises,
and essay the dutivs.. 1 therefore reason, that
the obedience whiclr God requiredin this and ev-
ery other covenant, in which he is a party, must .
be rendsred according to the true spirit and in-
tention cf his law, which, you will acknow!cdge,
is by saving faith alone. In every case where the
gospel presents a promise, the law requires the
acceptance of faith. But a promise was given to
Abraham and to his seed, in the covenant of cir-
cumcision, before he was circumecised, and he

" posse:ced-the faith required, proved in Rom. 4. 11.
But that which was the moral duty of Abraham,
is also the duty of all desiringto be, as he was,
initiated into the church of Christ. 1t is their du-
ty first to believe the promises of the gospel, by a
living faith. 2nd. To profess a determination
through the grace of God promised, to live a ho-
ly life. 3rd. To reccive baptism for themselves,
or their children. This is found to be the order
by which Abraham and his household were adunit-
ted.
- You reason from the letter or form-of expres-

sion used in Scripture. ‘How opposite to what
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%ion, or the church,
I, this and that man-
saletn; (another epi-
is above and is free,.
i8.all.? page 41.
, I observe, that you
promise equally ac-
. ) of those regenerated
Pefore they are admitted into the church, that
you would of those converted after they become:
men.bers; if so, you cannot then draw any argu -
ment from the- passage; in favor of your hypothe~
sis. To give youar opnion its full force upon the
assage, it is; .that the.church receives honor a-
one, from"those who euroll themselves, among
her citizens, at a time when they aré’ enemies to:
God by wicked works; because they are ungene-
rate sinngrs, or in other words, the way to seek:
the face of Jacob, so us to honor him with their.
birth, is to seek him in that way which dishonors
his Lord; a sentiment, you would as unwillingly.
subpcfibe as myself. 1 gonsider the true import
of the Jassage to be, that in a day of the reviving’
of the:church,converts of every nation and tongue,
will reckon it their true glory to'become citizens
of Zion, and consider it as truly their native
kingdom, as if they had been born Jews, and had
Abrahsam for a natural father. And with me a-
grees Molierus, whe has given a.celebrated com-
- mentary on the book of Bsalms. Of much the
same.import, is the second passage you quote.
You reason from Rom. 11. 20. ‘Well, because
of unbelief they were bpeken Off, and thou stand-
est by faith.’« You observe on this passage: ‘It
_¢follows by fair cousequence, that the faith by
¢ which the Jews stood, was a faith that conld be,

o



262 . oA

¢and was lost; but -

¢ faith"of God’s elect.

that the faith yvhich

by which the new 1

cause ‘unbelief’ is n«

tive, but of atrue fo

unbelief for its contr

ken off. It follows ‘(.. ce iy
‘same faith, in which we now stand. Would it
not be absurd fo say that the church, at any period,
stood by a apeculative faith? Is it not the same,
. as saying, that she once stood by unbelief?,

I believe, sir, that if the whole Jewish nation .
had possessed a speculative faithy & had expres-
sed the same as the centurian, who commanded
the band of murderers that killed Christ did,
their true situation would have been’no beiter

- than it was, they would still have beea broken

off. - . e .

It follows, that tlie Jewish Church lost true
and living faith, Although no individual, that
possessed this faith, ever lost it, yet the Jewsh
* mation lost their church charaeter; they ceased to
be a body under Christ, the head; and such of
their members, as had a.true and living faith,
were the branches, by which ihe/church contibu-
ed, and among whom, the New-Pestament bran-
ches were grafted. : -

In your examination of thet faith ard repen-
tence, which you suppose were required in their
admission to baptism, you first reason from -Acts,
2..38. “Then Peter said unto them, repent and
" be buptised, every one of you, in the name of Je-
sus Christ, for the remission of 8ins; & ye shall re-
ceive the gift of the Holy Ghost.” As to the vari-
ous meanings you have given us, of the word re-



an impostor, and crucified as such, and as an evi-
dence that your change of mind is real, ‘be bap-
“tized, every one of you.> That something more
than a simple change of mind, was required by
- the Apostle, is evident, from the influence that
the sermon he had just preached, had upon them; -
‘they were pricked in their heart.” This intimated
a deep, piercing wound, that the sermof had pro-
duced in their consciences;strong legal conviction,
it was evident that they were afraid, that the man, °
whom they had crucified and slain, would égain
appeay as their awtul Judge, to take vengeance
“on their wicked conduct. v. 37. “Now when they
h;‘h!ard this, they were pricked n their heart,
and said unto Peter, and fo the rest of the Apostles,
memvand brethern, what shall. we do?? according
to your view of the subject, Peter’s answer impli-
ed nothling more than that which theyhad alrea-
dy expressed “~Nay, he required €ven less; it was
only, ‘change ycur mirds’ -

I also object to-the construction you give the
words used by Peter: “For the remission of sins.”” -
“This baptism is for the remission of sins,’ ‘or a
‘mean appointed by him, that you may receive
‘the remission of your sins.’ P. 48. Saving fath
is the proper mean of Justrfication, or the remis-
sion of sins; by this act we claim the righteous-
ness of Christ, the alone ground of Pardon. The
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Scrip

of me

10. 1’

by th

.cpncl

penta

mean

tance .. . . . S ‘e .
- .evangelical repentance, by the special-a,.| aratiors
of the Spirit of Gud; the former prececding, and
the latter fullowing, justification, and instead of .
being a mean, is a piéper-consequence of it.

Ou tl.eview you have taken of this passage, I
concede, ti.at ‘baptism is a badgg of discipleship
to Ci-rist.” But does speculative faith, or legal
repentance constitute a'man, a-disciple of Christ?
If 8o, it can only be a badge of hypocrisy.

T also concede the truth of the reasun you give,
why Peter required them  to be bapticed; *as an
evider.ce that your change of mind :s real, be bap-
tised, every one of you, in the name .of -Christ.’
But, Sir, is legal repentance acccmpanied Wiy s&
speculative faith, ‘a real change of mind,’ in™the
eyes of God? I« it not a repeutance, wh'ch eceds
to be repented of? .

In-a word, my view of the pasfage is,»that the
.Apostle, used the worde, ‘repent) every one of
you,’ to irtimate the insufficiency of -that Tepen-
tance, which they had already manifested, by
which they were pricked to the heart; and there-
fore 10w requires fronthem a repentance, en-
tirely distinct in its neture, an evangelical repen-
tance:. because o repentance; built upon the for-
mer, would be ‘like tke'morning cloud and early
dew;’ it yould ‘pass away.” The spirit of higdan-
guage, then is, having a true hold of the righte-
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thom ‘ye have cruci-

ra Godly sorrow for

me forward, and give

of these, 'your exer-

banner, by claiming

ng the blessings he

seiving the ordinance

ey~ - - -- _, . cncetothe world,that

~ you have clained his pardoning mercy, manifested

in the forgiveness of your sins. .

- You argue, that the faith required, was only a

speculative faith.

1st. From acts 8. 12,13,  ‘But when they be-

lieved Philip, preaching the things concerning

the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus

Christ, they were baptized, both men and women;

then Simon himself believed " also: and when he

was baptized, &c. What was the faith these per-

sons professed to have? I answer, it was a living,

and not aspeculative faith., That any of them

possesed a true faith, I cannot say, but that they

" - nfade a profession ofthis faith, is the thimg in ques-
tiongand that which I shall endeavour to prove.

It i®€vident first from the case of bdimon Ma-
gus. The faith which he had, we percieve was
not real; It is evident from the character given of
him by Peter, that he acted hypocyitically, when
he madethe profession of his faith. ‘Thy heart
is not rightin the sight of God,” He professed to
be, that which he was not. He was among those
of whom the Psalmist speaks. ¢Nevertheless
they did flatter-him with their mouth, and they
lied to him with their tongues; for their - heart
was not right with him; neither were they sted-
fast in his covenant.’ Psal. 78. 36, 3¥. But if
Simon Magus bad. professed nothing, but a spec-

,
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ulative faith, Philip 1

the stile of Peter at

candidate for ‘baptis

‘him thathis beart w

cause his faith was

lip might then have d

art in the gall of bitte

iquity, the state in v Ceey emes vy wvw
possesses nothing, but a spetulative faith. Thus
according to your view, the mimsters were not
deccived in the character of Simon Magus, he pro-
fessed the faith which in fact he possessed—a
speculative faith He was no hypocrite—his
profession and faith agreed, which I think, how-
ever, is very different from the history given of
- him in the scripture. . .

The faith of the other persons admitted by Phi-
1ip, may be judged, by the subject of Philip’s ser-
mon; it was the ‘kingdom of God.” In which, it
is cvident, that he so displayed the privileges of
this kingdom, as that they were willingto_eanreoll
themselves among her citizens. But did Philif
preach that they . should only yield in histolal
faith. No, he must have taught that the K¥¥g of
thi§ kingdom, was the, Lord their righteousness.’
Wheri they professed to beheve, they certainly
declared by their profession, that they accepted
him as their king, and his kingdom as their rest.
If their hearts corresponded with their profession,
you will agree with me, that their faith was sav-
1ng. -

That the time, which they had to- judge of " the
sincerity of their faith, was very short, 1 grants
yet the spirit of God at that time, wrought with
much greater power, than it does at present, and
therefore, a shorter time for judgement was suffici-
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present. They were
1, and so are you and
previous knowledge

ossible for us to file
Lydia as exceptions
). Because, you say
*he was a true be-
e, e 38 not lie in contro-
versy— or that the statement given does not neces-
sarily suppose saving faith; and ‘imperts notbing
more than sincerity,’ page 46. But sir, I hope
that a plain view of the statement will convince
ycu to the contrary., Act 8. 36, 87. ¢And the
Eunuch said, see, here is water, what deth hinder
me to be baptized? - And Philip said,if thou be-
lievest with 21l thine heart thou mayest.’ The
pre-requisite hcre required for admission to bap-
tism, was believing with all the hecart, this was
the moral requisition, Jess than this either express-
ed or implied, could notbe required.—Christ de-
eanded the same,although not mentioned az a
precrequisite to baptism. Luke 10. 27. ‘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.” Itisin this way alone,
that this command of God is to be obeyed. *That
we should believe onthe name of his son Jesus
Christ.’ 1. John 8. 23. Now sir, how was the Eu-
nuch required to believe? ‘With all thy heart,’ i. e.
with your whole soul accept Jesus as the Lord
your righteousness, Who wijll say with-you, that
this command only required speculative faith? -
Whatever may be reasoned from the language
of the Eunuch’s reply, this must be evident, that
Philip received it as an answer to his pre.requi-

.
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site; and that he he

the son of God, that

Saviour, and decl:

public profession of

the sacriment of ba

quired speculative

possessed, then this

Simon Magus—the: R —

was all, according to your opinion Philip reqmred
of extber

"Bhe same observations will apply to all the oth-
er cases you mention, such as Saul of Tarsus, the
jailor &c. whether any or all of these persons were
converted prior to their baptism, I cannot deter-
mine, but the question is what kind of faith was
required of them before their admission to bap-
tism? I shall eonclude this subject, by simply
- stating afew further arguments in favor of the
position I have espoused. .

’

ncum:ur, FIRST.

If God never requlred any faith but a r)l'hng
faith, thena speculative falth isnot a moral pre-
requmte to baptism. -

But the former is true, and therefore the latter.
The argument is proved. Heb.11. 6. ‘But
without faith it ia impossible to please him.” To,
- say that God would in any case require specula .
tive faith, is to say that he repulres that whlch
would dlsplease him.

ARGUMENT, SECOND,

.

If the moral law demands perfeet obedience,"




commands by yielding speculative faith.— ~

What object is to be gained by planting dead
trees in a garden,—trees that possess no living
principle>—You may water and dung about them
they decay the more speedily. Yet sir, you would
allow the keepers of Christ’s vineyard to fill it
with such vines— people having only a dead
faith. . : "

Is this not a speedy method to corrupt the
church of Christ,—To fill it with those that hate
him, all unbelievera are haters of Christ—their
character is not changed by possessing a specula-
tive faith.

Christ has appointed ordinances to prepare the
sinner for entering into the charch, let these be
faithfully used. When they appear to have gan-
ed their object, then let the person. be admitted
by baptism into the church. . :

The Tairp and only point of disagreement that
I shall now mention is the-view yon have given
us of the baptism of John, as you have not rea-
soned any onthis puint, but rather appears to take
it for an assertion which none would contradict;
I rather thought it, at least, my duty to notice it,
lest you might suppose, that I was among the
number of them, that believed that the baptism
of John was not christian baptism. . You asrert,
‘that admittine that it eould be incontrovertibly
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‘proved, that John’s
‘immersion, yet it w
‘christian baptism, v
‘same manner. Joh
‘the christian, but to
grace.” page 8.

Upon this I intend
servations, as I have
bourds of a letter.

Those who deny John’s baptism to be christian
baptism, object; 1st. That it was instituted un-
der the old Old Testament dispensation. I an-
dwer, so0 also was the Lord’s.supper. The death
of Christ was the close of the former dispensa-
tior Every precept of the cerimonial law, had
its full force,until all its typical rites had.their
accomplishment in the sacrifice of the great an-
titype; but prior to this event, the Lord’s supper
was instituted. Although it was indeed shortly
before the close of that dispensation, yet it is suf-
ficient that it was instituted before the death of
Christ, it was instituted under the Old Testament
dispensation; and therefore according to your as-
sertion cannot be a New Testament ardinance.

2nd. It is objected, that it was in existence bex
fore that circumcision ceased to be an ordinance”
of the church, and therefore could not come in
the room of circumcision. I answer, that all or-
dinances exist in the church, According to the
‘will of her HEAD @nd Lord. He-. may, or may
not appoint seals according to hisrighteous plea-
sure. .

I conclude, that for a short seaspn, three seals
existed to the covenant of grace, and this
concession implies no more, than that the churgh
having for a’long period of time, been accustom-
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initiating seal of the
wdually introduced to
lestament, the present
sared; the darkness of
pearing of the son. of
rees diminished, but
was closed, our ordi-

- ‘nances, which were to take the place of theirs, .

made their appearance. Thus while our fathers
had their own ordinances, they had the pleasure
of seeing ours. . : :

This hypothesis, I suppose, is generally *sup-
ported by those who fear to admit premiscs, from

-which the baptist may draw conclusions unfavour-

able to pedo-baptism. Lest Mr. Campbell might
have supposed that I intended to bave taken the
same advantage, I publicly intimated in an early
stage of debate, that I believed John’s baptism to
be christian baptism, and feared no eonclusion my
opponent could draw from my assersion.

3rd. It is objeected, that those baptised with the
baptism of John, were re-baptised by Paul. This
objection is founded on Acts, 19. 3, 4, 5. ‘And lLe
said unto them, unto what then were ye baptized? -
and they said, unto John’s baptism. Then said
Paul, John verily baptised with the baptism of re-
pentance, saying unto the People, that they should
believe on him that should come after him, that is
on Christ Jesus, When they heard this, they
were baptised in the name of the Lord Jesus.” Let
it be observed on this passage,

1st. That by the Holy Ghost, in the passage, we
are not to understand the saving operation of
the Holy Spirit, but the miraculous outpourings of
the Spirit, which commenced on the day of penti-
cost, and continued tor some time in ‘the Church;
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because the person of
ving operations, wel
ment, to which these
2nd. That Paul she
bapfism, that in that
taught the nature of {
ter of Christ Jesus, al
his name.
8rd. When Paul had shewn the nature of John’s
baptism, he then intimates to these people,that
when the kearers of John had understood this, his
doctrine, they made a “public profession of the

faith by receiving hia baptism, and here he is not .

speaking particularly of these whom he now ad-
dreased, but of the Learers of John in general.

4th. That the Apostle, firding that these peo-
ple had received by faith, Jesus Christ preached to
them by Johr, and having made a public pro-
fession of their faith, by receiving baptism from
John, he now lays his hands upon them, that they
might receive the miraculous outpourings of the
Holy Spirit. _

I bave new given you the view of Beza, and

- some ofthe best commentatots upon the paesage ; &

I think upon duereflection, you will agree that
these persons were not re-baptised. Indeed,the
same reason that would ‘render it necessary to
re-baptise these persons3, would also require the
re-baptism of the eleven Aposiles, and many oih-
ers, who had no other than John’s baptism.

That the baptism of John was Christian baptism,
will appear from a few observations. .

Ist. That if the- baptism of John, was not
Christian baptism, then neither Christ nor  his
disciples, received christian baptism.—Christ did
not, he was baptized with the. baptism of John

‘'
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1or the New Testa-

ist was regularly in-

T'estament church by

s initiated a member

aptism. The eleven

ing to. this doctrine,

rs of the New Testa-

. . baptized ministers of

Christ—a doctrine, which, I think none should as-
gert:

2nd. For the samc reason, that the baptism of

John could not be christiairbaptism,because it was

under the former dispensation. The baptism of

" the disciples, before the death of Christ, could

not be christian, not one of the 120 disciples by
this, had received christian baptism. .
8rd. The language of John intimated that his
baptism was christian. ‘He that sent me to bap-
tise.” Had it been any of the Jewish washings, he
would have no special commission, the levitical
law would have marked his duty. If the wash-
ing by Johr, had belonged to the Jewish purga-
tions, we should have heard his baptisin, announ-
ced at Mount Sinia, or from the tabernacle in the
wilderness; but his intiination, that he had a dis-
tinct commission from any cf his predecessors, de-

“clares that he had particular duties to- discharge,

not belonging to that dispensation.
Thus, sir, 1 have taken a very brief view of the

‘baptism of John, of the faith required as prerequi-

site to baptism, and of the, covenant of grace, as
administered in the covenant of circumcision.
While I have objected to some things in your
letters, do not suppose that I disapprove of them
altogether. No eir, I believe you have given suf-
fieient and unanswerable reasons, why the view
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of baptists on the sul
refused, and I well b
grees with me in thia
your arguments cou
would not have fille
but with replies, so fa
cause of truth, I wi
the Lord. -
Yours, &c.

© Jon. 14th, 1824

- JOHN WALKER.

e




ERRATA.
We have only corrected such mistakes as partieu-
larly effect the sense; such as are evident, may be
corrected by the reader.

——0: -

Page 5, Line 5. omit infant. P. 25, L. 16, for re- -
volution, read resolution. ps 28. L. 34 for longevi-
ty r.emigration. P.51. L.8, for 3.r.5. P.52, L.
13, for may r. cannot. I, 52, note, for Inothi seauton
r. Gnothi seauton, know thyselt. P. 56, L. 8 for trans-
-lation r. transaction. P. 57. L. 34 for appeared r.
appended. P, 64 1. 12. omit not. P.89,L.10 for
3rd, read 2nd. P. 115 L. 17, for covEN4n?, v.
INFERENCE. P. 117 L. 6, for adopted r. adapted.
P. 118 L. 22, for indeed r. instead. P. 120 §..9 for .
interest r. intent. L. 14. for interest r. intent. P. 131,
L. 9, for rational r.national. P. 169 L. 8 for in-
stitutions r.instructions. P. 186 L. 23 for letters r.
inference. P. 251 L. 25 for turer. true. P. 255
L. 12 for prepared r. purchased. P. 264 L.8 for
apparation r. operation. ‘L. 9 for apparation r. ap-
eration, . :

.




- |
























