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A SERMON

oN

PREDESTINATION AND FORE-KNOWLEDGE OF GOD

INTRODUCTION.~AR{ntroductory tothe following Discussion, welay before the
reader, Mr. Franklins Sermon, and the Correspondence of the parties, which pre-
veded the Detate.

TEXT —According as he hath chosen usin him, before the foun-
dation Of thé world, that we should be holy, and with out biame be-
fore him inlove ; having predestinated usunto the adoption of
children by Jesus Christ tQ Limself, according to the good pleastire
of his wiil, 1o the praise of the glory of his grace, whercin he hath
made us accepted intheBeloved.—JFph. 1: .

Beloved Hearers:

We design calling your attention to the Bible doctrine
of Election; Fore- Ordination, Fore-K nowledge, and Pre-
destination. We have no prejudice, creed or barrier Of
any description, binding us toany theory, and are, there-
fore, free tolollowtheclear and obvious teachingsof the
Holy Scriptures on these themes, lf,therelore, we can
determine what the Bible meansby thescimportant terms,
it matters not what theory it may agree or conflict with.
Weshall, then, at once, proceced to the elucidation of these
important themesinthe light of inspiration.

The terms, Predestination, Fore-Ordination, Fore-Know-
ledge of God, Election, Determinate Counsel, Mystery,
Secret and Council of His Will, arc all Bihle terms. We
cannnt, therefore, say we do not belivein the doctrine of
Election, Predestination, Pore-Or(lination, etc.; butwe
do most heartily believe that doctrine when set forth in

the light of revelation. But wecansay, in all gzood
3



4 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

conscience, that we do not believe the following, as fonnd
in the Presbyterian Confession of Feith.

* By the decree of God, for the inanifestation of his
glory, some men and angels are predestinated unto ever-
lasting life, and others fore-ordained to everlasting death.
These angels and men, thus predestinated and fore-ordained
are particularly and unchangeably designed ; and their
number is so certain and definite, that it cannot be eithe:
increased or diminished. Those of mankind, that are
thus predestinated unto life, God, before the foundation of
the world was laid, according to his eternal and immuta
ble purpose, and the secret counsel and good pleasure of
his will, bath chosen in Christ, unto everlasting glory,
out of hismere free grace and love, without any fore-sight
of faith and good works, or perseverance in either of them
or any other thinginthe creature, as conditions or causes
moving him theteunto ; and all to the praise of his glo-
rious grace. "-( Can. I'aith, page 18.)

This doctrine, we say, we do not believe. 1t is not the
Predestination of the Bible, or anything like it. We, then,
invite your attention, first to the term Fore-Knowledge of
God. W-hat doesthe Scripture mean by this term ? We
speak of men's foreknowledge in contradistinction from
what they do not know before ; but we may not speak of
the Great Being in this way, for ¢ He sees the end from
the beginning.” When God is said to know cextain things

it does not imply that there are certain other things which

he does not know, otris not acquainted with. When it is
said, «Known untoGod are all his works,” the import

is not simply that he is acquainted with all his works, for
the Omnicient is acquainted with everything. The im-
port of this passage is ¢« approved of God are all his
works.” Another passage of the same kind is, ¢ The
Lord knows them that are his.” If the word know were
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here used as we use it between men, it might be responded,
the Lord knows them thatarenot his, also;there are none
whom he does not know in that sense, or is not acquainted
with, But the import ofthe passage is,“ The Lord makes
known, or approves them that are his, ” as hedoesnot
inake known or approve them that are not his. The
same is true of the words, <« Depart ye workers of iniquity,
1 never knew you,” which surely did not mecan, 1 was
not acquainted with them, or did not know there were
such persons ; butthe obvious intention of the passage is,
«]did not acknowledge you.” ]t is, therefore, clear that
when God speaks of knowing certain things, it is not iu
contradistinction from other things which he does not
know or is not acquainted with, but in contradistinction
from things which be does not makeknown or approve
as his. When the Lord looked upon the worksof creation,
he said, he saw that they were good. In this case, the Lord
made known his approbation of theworks of his hands.

From these premises, what shall we say of the Fore-
Knowledge of God ? Itisclear,thatit will not do to say,
that God spesks of his Fore- Knoweledge in contradistine -
tion from what he did not know before. All knowledge
must be present with the Infinite Being, and cannotbe said
to be fore-knowledge or after-kno~vicrlge, as in refcrence to
man. It is therefore clear, that where the Scriptures speak
of the Fore-Knowledge of God,they do not simply mean
what he was acquainted with before, but must haverefer-
ence to something else. Without any speculation, therefore,
we will apply directly to the Law, and to the Testimony.

¢ Him being delivered by the Determinate Council and
Fore-Know'ledge of God,yehave taken, andby wicked
hands have crucified andslain.” (Acts, 2:23).]n this
passage We havetwo of the strongest expressions of this
kind found in the whole Bible, viz., * The Determinate
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Counsel and Fore-Knowledge of God.” What is the im-
port of these terms ? The following passage is on the
same subject, and is a full and cecmpiete explanation of the
one just quoted : “But those things which God before had
showed by the mouth of all his holy Prophets, that Christ
shoul:l suffer, he bath so fulfilled. ” (Acts 3: 18). It will
here be seen that what is called “Determinate Counsel and
Fore-Knowledge of God,” in the second chapter, is called,
those things that God had shown by the mouthof all His
holy Prophets,” in the third. This defines the Fore-Know-
ledge of God to be the knowledge which God has before
given by the Prophets, concerning Christ and His sufferings.
The following, it appears to us, throws some light on the
subject : “ And the Scripture, fore-seeing that God would
justify the Heathen through faith, preached before the Gos-
pel unto Abraham, saying, in thee shall all nations be
blessed.” (Gal. 3: 8). Now, the same that is meant
by Fore-Knowledge in the former passage, is meant by
fore-seeing in this ; the amount of al which is, that God
showed before in the Scriptures that he would send
Christ into the world, that he should suffer, and justify
the Heathen through faith ; and in making this great mat-
ter known before he, in promise, preached the Gospel to
Abraham. Another passage like this is, “the Scripture
bath concluded all under sin, that the promise by faith
of Jesus Christ niight be given to them that believe. ”
(Gal. 3: 22). The amount of this is, that God has made
known by the Prophets, in the Scriptures, that all are
under sin, that the promise which is by the faith of Jesus
Christ, might e given to them that believe.

The eternal purpose of God, or the secret hid for ages,
was, that God would justify the Heathen through faith
This was the great mystery of the Gospel, that the Gen.
tiles should be fellow-heirs and of the same body, and
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partakes of his promise in Christ by tile Gospel—the
grand secret of his will, hid in God,who created all
things, by Jesus Christ. It was concerning this wander-
ful purpose of the Almighty Father, thatthe Prophets so
frequently and in diverse manners spaketothe Fathers. It
was concerning this grand secret, which had been hid for
ages and generations, and ussured in the justification or
salvation of the Heathen through faith, that the Prophets

have inquiredandsearched dilligently, who prophesied
of the grace that should come unto us : searching what,

or what manner of tinic the Spirit of Christ which was in
them did signify, whenit testified before-han[l the suffer-
ings of Christ and the glory that should follow- unto
whom it wasrevealed, that not unto themselves but unto
us they did minister the things whicharenow reported
unto you by them that have preached the Gospelwith the
Holy Ghostsent down from Heaven ; which things the
angels desire to look into. (I Pet. 1: 10-12). It was
this same wonderful secret that was before the mind of
the great Apostle to the Gentiles, when he concluded his
letterto the brethren at Rome, in the following most
striking words: ‘‘Nowto him that is of powertoestab -
lish you according tomy Gospel andthe preaching of
Jesus Christ, accordingto the revelation of the mystery,
which was kept secret since the world began, hut now
is made manifest, and by the Scriptures of the Propliets,
according to the commandment of the everlasting God,
made known toall nations for the obedience of faith,
(Rem. 16:25, 26). From thispassage itis clear that Paul’s
Gospel, the preaching of Jesus Christ, and the revclation
of the mystery, all mean thesame tiling.

It is thus an established point, that the cternal pur-
pose of God was to publish the Gospelof Jesus Christ to the
world,that what the Prophets said in relation to thispurpose
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is what is called, in the Scriptures, *‘the Fore -Knowledge
of God"—the Gospel itself, with the fact that the Gen-
tiles should be fellow-heirs and of the same body, and
partakers of his promise in Christ by the Gospel, was the
great secret hid for ages, but now revealed, and those
chosen in Christ before the world to divulge this secret are
God's elect.

We shall now proceed to decide two important ques-
tions: 1. Who are God's elect ? 2. What were they
elected for ? In our” text, it is clearly stated that certain
persons were chosen in Christ before the foundation
of the world. These al | admit were God's elect. The
question then, is, who were they ? They are not named
in the whole connection but are, by the Apostle, simply
called “us’ and “we. ” These pronouns occur a number
of times between the third and thirteenth verses, but the
difliculty is to determine who is meant by them. Two
positions have been taken in relation to this point, and
contended for with much confidence, which we are well
satisfied are wrong. These positions we must carefully
notice before we proceed further. One of these is, that
the persons chosen in Christ before the foundation of the
world, and called “us’ and “we” (Eph. 1. 4, 12), are all
the Saints. The other position is, that they are ¢/l man-
kind. h'either of these positions are correct, as, can be
easily shown.

It must be evident to the most common capacity, that if
we can determine who the Apostle means by the words
“us” and “we,” and insert their proper names, it will not
only make sense, but will precisely convey the Apcstle’s
meaning. 1f when the Apostle says, ¢ he bath chosen us
in him before the foundation of the world, ” he meant
« he bath chosen allthe Saints in him before the found-
ation of the world,“ it will make sense so to read the
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passage. If he meant the wholeworld, by the words us
and we, it will make sense, and give hismeaning, to insert
the words 2/l the world, in the place of the wordsvs and
we. This rule is universally admitted. Let us, then, try
this rule, in the case before us.  We need not read the
whole passage to try this rule, but will simply try it to
the 11th,12th,and 13th verses. Do these pronouns, ther,
mean the whole human family ? If they do, it will give
the Apostle’s meaning toread,whole human family, in
their place. Wewill, then, read thus : “ in whom also the
whole humanf{emily have obtained an inheritance” (ob-
tained it before millions of them were born), “being
predestinated according to the purpose of him who work-
eth al thingsaflterthe counsel of his own will that the
whole human family shouldbe to the praise of his glory
who first trusted in Chris t” This would bea singulai
reading. If thewhole human family firs¢ trusted in Christ,
who trusted in Christ last,or afterwards? Certainly
none but the whole Lumanfamily have trusted in Christ,
and how could they all trust in Christ first ? But the
Apostle proceeds, rrt the 13thverse,“Inwhomyealso
trusted, after that yeheardthe Word of Truth, the Gospel
of your salvation ; in whom,also,after that ye believed,
ye were sealed with that HolySpirit of promise.”Surel-
no one can fail to scc whet consummate nonsense it would
make to read Of the whole humanfamily havingreceived
an inheritance in Paul’sday, that the whole human fam-
ily trusted in Christ first, and that the Saintsat Ephesus
also trusted in Christ, az well as the whole human fam-
ily. This would imply that the Saints at Ephesus did
not belong tO, or were no part of, the wholc human family.
This fully and clearly determines that the pronowns us
and we, in this psssace, can not mean the whole human

family. It destroys the sense so to read it,
1*
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Can 1t mean all the Saints ? This may be decided in
the same way. Wewill, then, read the same verses
again, and in the place of the words us and we, supply the
words all the Saints. “ In whom also, all the Saints
have obtained an inheritance” (past tense), ¢ being pre-
distinated according to the purpose of him who worketh
all things after the counsel of his own will ; that el the
Saints should be to the praise of his glory who first
trusted in Christ, ” If all the Saints first trusted in
Christ, who trusted in Christ last or afterwards? Cer-
tainly none but Saints ever trusted in Christ, and the
difficulty is to see how all that ever did trust in Christ,
trusted in him first, and that so long ago as Paul’s day !
But this is not all—let us read a little further: *“In
whom ye aso trusted ; after that ye heard the Word of
Truth,” etc. If the word we,ir the 12th verse, means, all
the Saints, then the Apostle tells the Ephesians, at the
13th verse, that they also trusted in Christ as well as all
the Saints. This would imply that the Saints at, Ephesus
were no part of al the Saints. This shows that the per-
sons of whom the Apostle was speaking, who were cho-
sen in Christ before the foundation of the world, could not
be all the Saints ; for al the Saints could not trust in
Christ first, and others could not trust in Christ as well
asall the Saints. The Apostle must, then, have meant
some other persons. Let us try another noun in place of
these pronouns.

Can the Apostle mean the Apostles and Prophets ? Let
us try the same rule again : “ Ir whom, also, the Apos-
tles and Prophets have obtained an inheritance, being
predestinated according to the purpose of him who work-
eth al things after the counsel of his own will ; that the
Apostles and Prophets should be to the praise of his
glory who first trusted in Christ; in whom ye also trusted,
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after that ye heard the wordof truth--the Gospel
of your salvation. ” There was some propriety in speak
ing of the Apostles and Prophets having ol tained an
inheritance in Paul’s day, of their first trusting in Christ,
and of the Ephesians also trusting in Ch rist, as well as
the Apostles and Prophets.

Whao bave an additional evidence of the correctness of
his. I the 9th verse the Apostle says, ‘' Having made
krmown unfo s the mystery of his will accordinz to his
good pleasure, Which heheth purposed inhimsell.”
Here he uses the samewordws, which evidenily means
ths same persons, and sayshe made known the mystery
to us. As the mystery was made known to the same
persons chosen in Christ before the foundation of the
world, if we can ascertain to whom the mystery was
made known, we shall have settled the whole question.
This information wecan obtain from the samelotter(3:
3,.5), where ths Apostle says, “ By revelation he made
known unto me the mystery, as | wrotealore in few
words (Chap. 1: 9),« whereby, whenye read ye may
understand my knowledge inthe mystery of Christ ;
which, in other ages, was not made knownuntothe sons
of men asit is now revealed unto Ais holy aposties and
prophets by the Spirit.”  Theapostlesand prophets then,
are the persons to whomthemystery wasrevealed ; who
first trusted in Christ, andwho were cliosen in him hefore
the foundation of the world.

In John, 17th chapter, the same two theories exposed
above, have sought afoundation, hut never can find any
when the passage is fairly understood.  Certain per-
sons, in that passage, are said to he given to Jesus Christ.
One class sathdse given to Christ are thewhole world;
the other classsay they are @ll the Saints. They ave
both, however, wronghere, and have committed the same
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blunder asthe case just examined in interpreting the first
chapter of Ephesians. Let us turn andread: “ 1 have
manilested thy name unto the men thou gavest me.” Now
the question is, who are the men the Father gave him ?
Were al men given to him ? Let us read a little further:’
““i have manifested thy name unto the men thou gavest
me- out of the 007ld-> Jno. 17: 6. All the world were
not given to him, then ; for the men given to him. were out
of the world. Let us read again: « Holy Father, keep
through thine own name those whom thou Rast given me,
that they may be one as we are. While | was with
them in the world,1 kept them in thy. name; those that
thou gavest me I have kept; and none of them is lost but
the son of perdition ; that the Scripture might be fulfilled.”
From these passages we learn that those given to Christ
were given out of the world, and conseguently were not
the whole world, and that one of these elect persons given
to Christ was lost. Why w-as he lost ? The following
passage informs us: “ And they prayed and said, Thou
Lord, knowest the hearts of all men, show whether of
these two thou hast chosen, that he may take part of this
ministry and apostleship, from which Judas dy transgres-
sion fell, that he may go to his own place. ” Acts 1:24,
25. Paul, also, though one of God's elect, was compelled
to have ‘an eye to his conduct, lest having preached the
Gospel to others, he himself should be a cast-away. 1
Cor.9: 27. If, then, ” one of the elect—one given to
Jesus Christ, was lost—fell by transgression, and another
had to keep his body in subjection, lest he might be a cast-
away, it would be well for others not to rely too confi-
dently on their election to save them.

But we return to John, 17th chapter. The Lord said,
« Neither pray I for these alone, but for them-also who

shall believe on me through their word, that they all may
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be oney as thou, Father, art in me, and | in thee, that
they also may be one in us ; that the world may believe
that thou hast sent me. ” Verses20 and 21. This pass
age designates three classes: ]. Those givento Christ,
whom alone he doesrotpray for here. 2. Those who
shall believe on him through their word. 3. The world,
whom he wishes to be induced to believe by the unionof
those aready believers. The apostles,then, arc the per-
sons givento Christ, as set forth in this chapter.

Having now determined beyond dispute, that the apos-
tles and prophets arc the persons chosen in Christ before
the world, and consequently that they are God’select,we
shall proceed to ascertain what they wereelected for. [t
is not probable, then, that the Divine Fatherchose persons
before the foundation of theworld far no purpose. What,
then, were they chosenorelected for 2 Paul answers:
« For this cause, I,Paul, the prisoner of JesusChrist for
you Gentiles, if yc have heard of the dispensation of the
grace of God, which is given me to you ward ; how that
by revelation he made known unto me the mystery as |
wrote afore in few words, whereby, whenyeread, ye may
understand my knowlddge in the mystery of Christ; which
in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men,
as it issnow revealed unto his holy apostiesand prophets
by the Spirit, that the Gentilesshouldbe fellow heirs,and
of the same body, and partakersof his promise in Christ
by the Gospel ; whereof I was m ade @ minister, accord-
ing to the gift of the grace of God, given unto me hy the
effectual working of his power. Unto me, who am less
than the least of allsaints, is this grace given, that I
should preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable riches
of Christ: and to make all men sce what is the fellowship
of the mystery, which from the heginningoftheworld
bath been hid in God, w nh o created all things by Jesus
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Christ; to theintent that now unto’ the principalities and
powersin heavenly places might be known by the Church
the manifold wisdom of God, according to the eternal pur-
pose tvhich he purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord. " Epbh.
3: 1, 11. This passage most clearly and explicitly states
the object of the election of which we have been speaking.
The grace of election or @postleship was given the apostles,
that they might preach the Gospel, that the Gentiles might
be fellow-heirs, and to make all men see what is the fel-
lowship of the mystery, that the manifold wisdom of God
might be known unto the principalities arid powers in
heavenly places, according to the eternal purpose of God.

We undertake o say then, that the purpose of God, the
grand secret which was hid for ages, was,; that God would
justify the heathen through faith, and make the Gentiles
fellow-heirs, and of the same body in Christ, With this
purpose or intention, God made the promise to Abraham,
and various other disclosures by the prophets, relative to
the new institution, but veiled them to the Jews, in conse-
guence of the hardness of their hearts, that they might be
read an:d not understood, that the purpose of God should
remain a secret until the fulness of time, when be would
gather together in one, all, both Jews and Gentiles, in
Christ. In harmony with this Divine purpose, he predes-
tinated or chose by Christ, before the ‘world, certain per-
sons-the apostles and prophets-to whom he would
revea the secret—make known his purpose in the fullness
of time, that they might make a revelation of it to the
whole world—make all men see it—preach among the
Gentiles the unsearchable richesof Christ.

In petfect conformity with all we have said, we have
the following on the subject from Paul: * | say, then.
bath God cast away his people ? God forbid, fo,l also
am an lIsraelite, of the seed of Abraham ‘and tribe of
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Benjamin. God bath not castaway his people which he
fore<knew (or made known). Knowyec not what the
Scripture saith of Elias ? How he maketh intercession
to God against Israel, saying, Lord, they havekilled thy
prophets dnd digged d o w n thine altars, and I am left
dlowe, and they seek my life. But whatsaith the answer
of God to him % | havereserved seven thousand men,
wio have not bowed the knee to the image of Baal.  Fven
go ot the present time there is a remnant according to the
election of grace. And if by grace, then is it nomore
of works ; otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it be
of works, thenisitnomore grace ; otherwise work is
nomere work. What then ? Isracl hath not obtained
that which he seeketh for; but the election have obtained
it, and the rest were blind ed. ” (Rom. 11: 1, 7.) From
thisit is manifest, that God reserved to himsell among
the Jews an election of grace, consisting of apostlesand
prophets, through whom the scheme of redemptionwas
published to every creature under heaven, andthe rest
were blinded because of the hardness of their hearts.
How wonderful and overwhelming are the works of the
Almighty Father ! I n the midst of all the nnbelicf of the
Jews-tlleir greatblindness and hardness 0f heart, the
Lord had an elect reserved toreveal hiseternal purpose
to all mankind--—to publish the Gospelamong all the
nations of the earth, making the declaration thatne
had concluded all, both Jewsand Gentiles, under sin—
in unbelief, that he might have mercy upon all. In
view of all this the apostle exclaimerd, <O, the depih
of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of
God | How unsearchable are his judgments, and his
ways past finding out!  For who hath kn own the mind
of the Lord ? or who hath heen his counsellor? or
who hath first given to him, and shall be reeo mpensed
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unto him again? For of him and through him and
to him are al things ; to whom be glory fcrever. Amen.”
‘We hasten to the consideration of other passages. We
are asked, does not the Scripture say, “ Jacob have |
loved, and Esau have | hated ;” and was not this written
before the birth of these sons, and consequently before
they had done any good or. evil ? Most certainly not.
The passage referred to is found Rem. 9: 13, and
is a quotation from Mal. 1:z, 3, and was written only
three hundred and ninety -seven’years before Christ, Some
of our best authorities say that‘Jacob have | respected,
and Esau have | dighted, " is a better translation of the
passage. in what respect, then, did the Lord respect
Jacob and slight Esau ? Did he reprobate Esau to. etor-
nal damnation, and elect Jacob to eternal life ? By nho
means. You will see, by reference to the- third chapter
of Luke, that the genealogy of Christ is counted from
Joseph up, through Jacob to Abraham, or; indeed, to
Adam ; and by reference to the first chapter of Matt., you
will see that the genealogy of Christ is counted down from
Abraham, through Jacob, to Christ. As Esau was the
first-born, it was his right, according to the usage of
nations, in counting the lineage of kings and priests, to
be counted in the lineage of Christ. But, contrary to this
custom, God slighted Esau,and counted the lineage of
Messiah in Jacob. God, then, respected Jacob, though
the younger son, in causing the blood of Christ to flow in
his veins, and dlighted Esau in denying him this honor.
But God did not deprive him of this honor by a previ-
ous and unconditional predestination. Esau freely and
voluntarily sold his birth-right, and, as a free agent, sur-
rendered it up to Jacob. This we prove from Heb. 12:
18. The apostle says, “ Lest there be any fornicator or
profane person, as Esau, who, for one morsel of meat,
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sold his birth-right.” |t was his birth-right to be counted
in the genealogy of Christ. ‘This helost, not by some
previous decree, but by his freely and voluntarily selling
it. Afterhe had clone this, hecould not regain it, though
ke sought it with tears. It was not eternal life helost,
and he did not lose his birth- right—his privilege of having
his rame enrolled in the genealogy by an arbitrary and
unconditional predestination, but he freely bartered it
away, and for this transgression God slighted him, in
inserting Jacob’s name in the sacred genealogy.

But it was said untothe mother of these children,
before they were born, * theelder shallserve the younger. ”
See Rem. 9: 12 and Gen.25: 23. This, however,
did not mean that the eldershall be eternally lost, and
the younger saved, nor did this servitude take placeinthe
person of Esau, nor for hundreds of years after his day.
As an evidence of this act,youwill recollect, thatafter
Jacob had served his twice seven years, for hisbeloved
Rachel, and become quite wealthy, he wasonhis return
to his own country, and wasapprized that he was about
to meet Esau, at which he became quite alarmed, and
sent presents to Esau to appease his wrath,{or fear he
might suffer from him. This circumstance shows that
Esau was by no meansJacolb’s servant. But by reference
to Gen. 25: 23, you will see that the Lord did not indi -
cate that the servitude should be in Esauw’s own person,
but said the Lord,* two nations arc in thy woml, andtwo
manner of people shall hescparated from thee, andtheone
shall be stronger than the other people;andtheeldershall
serve the younger. ”  This, then,wasmerclyapredidionto
ancient Rebecca, relating to her decendantsandforetelling
that the decendants of theelder childshouldbe se rvants
of the decendantsof the younger child, and consequently
furnishes nosupport for the common theory of election.
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But the Scripture says, Hath not the potter power
over the clay of the same lump to make one vessel unto
honor and another unto dishonor ? Is not the volition,
therefore, and the whole matter in the hauds of the potter ?
and how can the clay be any other than ‘merely passive
in the hands of the potter, to make just such a vessel. as
seems good for him to make ? You will find this quotation
Rem. 9: 21,as quoted by Paul from Jer. 18: 1, 10.
The prophet says, ¢¢ The word which came from the Lord
to Jeremiah, saying, arise and go down to the potter’'s
house, and Iwill cause thee to hear my words. And |
went down to the potter’s house, and “behold he ‘wrought
a work on the wheels. And the vessel’ he made of clay
was marred in the hands of the potter’; so he made it
again another vessel, as seemed good to the potter to make
it. Then the word of the Lord came to me saying, O
house of Israel, cannot | do with you as this potter, saith
the Lord ? Behold, as the clay is in the potter's hand, so
are ye in my hand, O house of Israel. ”

It should be observed here, that when the potter is turn-
ing a vessel, if it should mar in his hands, it is not because
he wills it, but because the clay is faulty. He, then, has
power, as it will not make a vessel to honor, of the same
lump, to make it over again into’ a vessel to dishonor,as,
may seem good to the potter to make it ; but; remember,
the fault is in the ‘clay, and not’ in the intention of the
potter. He makes it a vessel to dishonor &ccawnse it is not
good, and does not make it a vessel to dishonor that ¢
may not be good. With this statement before us, we will
read the 7th, 8th,9th and 10th verses. ¢ At what instant
I shall speak concerning a nation and’ concerning a king-
dom, to pluck up, and to pull clown, and to destroy it;
if that nation, against whom 1 have pronounced, turn
from their evil, | will repent of the evil | thought” to do
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unto them. AnNnd atwhatinstant | shall Speak concerning
a nation and concerning akingdom,tobutld and to plant
it34f it do evil in my sight, that it obey not my voice,
then willl repent of the good, wherewith I said | would
benefit them.”

From all this, it is clear that it entirely depends on the
clay, the house of Israel, and unless men turn from their
evil and obey the voice of God, he will make them vessels
to dishonor. This doctrine Paul taught Timothy (2 Tim.
2,0 21), “ If a man, therefore, will purge himself from
these, he shall be a vessel unto honor, sanctified, and
meet for the master’s use, and prepared unto every good
work.” This is as clear as it canbe, and shows that the
whole matter is conditional-that if a man will serve God,
he will make him a vessel to honor. Men arc not wicked
because God makes them vessels to dishonor, but he makes
them vessels to dishonor, as a punishment, Jecausethey
are wicked. When God speaks to men, nations and
kingdoms, to pluck up and pull down, letthem repent,
turn from their eviland obey his voice, and he will make
them vessels to honor, and fit for the master’s use.

The Scripture says, “ he will have mercy on whom he
will have mercy, and whom he will he harden s,” and “ it
isnot of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but
of God that showeth mercy ;” therefore, the Gospelis
unconditional, and none can be saved only those whom
God pleases to have mercy upon. Please not be too hasty
in coming to conclusions. Things arc disposed of very
differently from what people suppose sometimes. This
passage is found Rem. 9: 18, asquoted by Paul from
Ex. 33: 19. How this Scripture can sustain the com-
on theory of predestinationwe never could comprehend,
put as some persons think it sustains that theory, weshall
briefly examine it.
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The expression, “ He will have mercy on whom he will
have mercy,” is as literally true, and we can as heartily
receive it in all its import, without any attempt to go over
or around, asany passage in al the Bible. But one thing
must be allowed, viz: that this passage does not state
whom God will have mercy upon, but simply states that
he will not be thwarted in his intention, but will have
mercy on whom he will have mercy. This expression is
like the expression of Pilate. At the crucifixion of the
Saviour, you recollect the inscription containing the charge
for which he was punished. It reads. “ He is the King
of the Jews.”' The Jews went to Pilate, and requested
him to change the wording of it, so as to read, ‘* He said
he is the King of the Jews.” To this Pilate responded,
« What I have written, T have written. ” What did he
mean by that expression ? He certainly meant, what |
have written shall stand ; 1| will not change 4¢. Just so,
when the Lord says, *“ | will have mercy upon whom |
will have mercy,” he means, | will not change my purpose,
but will have mercy upon whom I have determined to have
mercy. Very well, says the Calvinist ; that will do very
well ; stick to that. | expect to stick to it, and, in turn,
I would ask if he will stick to it?

Well, we could not tell what Pilate had written from
the words, * What | have written, | have written,” nor
can we tell whom Gou will have mercy upon by the words,
«“ | will have mercy, on whom | will have mercy.” But
if we desire to know what Pilate wrote, we must find the
inscription itself, and if we insist to know whom God will
have mercy upon, we must go to those portions of Scrip-
ture where we are told precisely whom God will have
mercy upon. But nowremember that he has decreed that
He will have mercy upon whom He will have mercy, and
whom He will He hardens. Who, then, will he have
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mercy upon, and whom will he hardens 2 Here follows
the answer of God : “ Thoushaltnotbowdown thyself (o
them (images) nor serve them ; for” | theLovdthy God
am a jealous God, visiting the iniquities of thefathersupon
the children unto the thirdand fourth gencratiousof them
that hateme ; and showing mercy unto thousands of them
that lovd me and kecp my commandments.” Lx. 20: 5. 6.
Po you still stand to it, that God will have mercy upon
whom he will have mercy 2 W hem, then, does he zay he
wiil have mercy upon ?  His answer is, upon them that
love him, and Aecp his commandments.

Let us hear the Lord, in another passage,tellwhomhe
will have mercy upon. Tile prophet savs,« | beseech
thee, O Lord God of Heaven, thegreat and terrible God,
that keepeth covenant and mercy for them thetlove him
and observe &is commandments. Ne. 1: 5. Does not the
Lord state clearly here whomhe willhavemercy upon 2
Upon that man who loves him and keeps hiscommand-
ments, God declares he will have mercy. Letus hear
Jesus Christ on this important point Hesays, < Blessed
are the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy.” Mat.5:7.

Listen to the word of the Lord once more @ ¢ The right-
eousness of the righteous shallbe upon nim, anel the
wickedness of the wicked shallbe upon nim. DBut if the
wicked will turn from all his sins that he bath committed
end keep al my statues, and do that which is lawful and
right, he shall surely five;heshall not die. Allhistrangres
sions that he bath committed, theyshallnot bementioned
unto him ; in his righteousnessthathe bath donehe shell
live. Have | any pleasure at allthatthe wicked gl 1ould
die ? saith the Lord God, and not that heshould return
ftom his ways andlive» Butwhenthe righteous turncth
away from his righteousness,and committeth iniquity, and
doeth according to al the abominations that the wicked
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man doeth, shall he live ? All his righteousness that he
bath done shall not be mentioned ; in his trespass that
he bath trespassed, and in his sins that he bath sinned,
in them shall he die. ” E=z.18: 20, 24. If anything can
be clearly stated, this passage states whom God will have
mercy upon, and who shall surely die. The man who
turns from his sins shall surely live, he shall -not die, but
the man that turns from righteousness, shall not live, Aé
shall surely die. Such is the unequivocal decision of God
nimself, as to whom he will have mercy upon. Remember,
then, that he will have mercy upon whom “he will have
mercy, and whom he will he hardens. ”

Whom does he harden ? Here follows the answer of
God: ¢ Even him, whose coming is after the working of
Satan, with al power and signs, and lying wonders, and
with alldeceivableness of unrighteousness in them that
perish ; because they received not the lové of the truth that
they mightbe saved. And for this' cause God shall send
them strong delusion, that they should believe a lie ; that
they all might be damned who believed not the truth, but
had pleasure in unrighteousness,” 2 Thess:2:9,12. The
decree of God, then, is, that he will have mercy upon them
that love him and keep his commandments, and harden
those who hate him and receive not the love of the truth,
Men are not, then, vile and sinful because God hardens
them, nor do they refuse to receive the love of the truth be.
cause he hardens them, but he hardens them, because they
received not the love of the truth. On the' other hand, men
are not good because God has mercy upon them, but he
will have mercy upon them because they love him,. and
keep his commandments.

But | do not believe men can fal from grace, saysone.
That may be, andstill it may be true, for men” do not be.
lieve many things that are true. Wiiat do the Holy Scrip.
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tures say? Let us hearthem. <« For itisimpossible for
those who were once cnlightened,andhavetastedof the
heavenly gift,and were made partakers of the Holy Gliost,
and have :astedol the good wordof God, and the powers
of the world to come, if they shall fall away,to renew
them again unto repentance, seeing they crucify tothem -
selves the Son of God afresh, and put him to anopen
shame’ Heb.6:4, 6. Certainly nonebutChristians—
thossin Christ, in gracm—----cver have “tasted of the heavenly
gift, were made partakers of the Holy Spirit, tasted the
good word of God,and the powers of the world to come. ”
Yet Paul speaks of such and their falling away,as well
a8 the Impossibility of renewing them to repentance.

Let us hear the word of the Lordagain:  For if we sin
wilfully after that we havereceived the knowledge of tho
fruth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sin. ” Heb.
10: 26. Surely none but Saints ever “ received the know-
ledge of the truth,” and the Apostle alleges concerning
such, that if they sin wilfully, there remaineth no more
sacrifice for sin.

The doctrine that men cannotfall from grace, is clearly
contradicted in the closcof the Book of God : * Il any
man shall take away from the wordsof the book of this
prophecy, Go(1 shalltakeaway his part out of the book of
life, and out of the holy city, and from the thingsthat are
written in this book. ”  Rev. 22: 19. Certainly none but
gaints ever had a part in the book of life,and in the holy
city, and most certainly if amanhashisparttaken out of the
book of life and out of the holy city, he is undone forever.

One more passage, and we close for the present. « For
| testify againtoevery manthat is circumcized, that he is
a debtor todo the wholelaw., Christ is become of none
effect unto you,whosoever of youarejustificdbythelaw;
YE AREFALLEN FROM GRACE. » Gal. 5:3,4. Here is an
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end to the controversy ; a fina settl‘einent of the question.

My beloved audience, do you wish the Lord to have
mercy upon you ? Do you wish that he may not harden
you, send Strong delusions upon you, and make you vessels
to dishonor ? Then, remember his word, that he ““will have
mercy wupon them who love him and keep his command-
ments, and he will send strong delusions upon those who
receive not the love Of the truth, dut have pleasure in un-
righteousness. ” Do you wish that he may not make an ex-
. ample of you, as he did of Pharach of old ? Then harden
not your heart against him, but obey his voice, and he will
have mercy upon you.

Remember, it is not of him that willeth, nor of him that
runneth, but God that showeth mercy, and he will have
mercy upon the merciful, upon them who love him and
keep his commandments. You may will and run—you
may argue and contend that God will save you; nay, that
he will save all, but if you do not love God and keep his
commandments, he will never have mercy upon you.

Obey the Lord Jesus, who is worshiped and honored
by al the burning spirits before the throne, by all the re-
deemed in heaven, and upon the earth; who is honored of
God, with a name above every name, and crowned Lord of
al ; honor him, and receive the honor that comes down
from God, and when the earth and the heavens shall pass
away,and no power but Omnipotence will be able to
save you, God will have mercy upon you. May we all

find mercy of him in that day.
« Now unto him who is able to keep you from falling,

and to present you faultless before the presence of his
glory with exceeding joy,to the only wise God, our Saviour,

be glory and majesty, dominion and power, both now and
ever. Amen.
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Cincinnati, O., Sept. 4, 1851.
T® REV. MatTHEWS.

Dear Sir — 1 this hour receiveda letter from Elder J.
TRogers, informing me that you have appointed the third
Lord’s day in the present monthtoreply to, orinsome way
notice my Sermon on Predestination and the Foreknow-
Jedge of 'God. Ishould like to hear you, but owing to
engagements atthattime, cannot. But since my Sermon
has given yOU so much trouble, and is still calling your at-
tention, T have concluded to placea fair issue before you,and
invite you to an honorable and dignified investigation of the
subject I therefore propose to meet you or any other Pres-
byterian minister of respectable talents, in Carlisle, Nicholas
county, Ky., on Wednesday before thethird Lord's day in
November, 1851 ; and, in anoral discussion of two days’
continuance, undertake to prove the following aflirmative
proposition :

Prorosirion.—The doctrine of Calvinism, astaughtinthe
Westminster Confession of Faith, and defined inthe chap-
ter headed “ God's Eternal Decrees,’” isunreasonable, un -
scriptural, and in opposition to the spread of the gospel of
Christ.

Of course, | must have anequalvoice in rules of discus-
sion, moderators, etc.

I wait for an answer, and shallnot publish this till IThear
from you, or am satisfied that you will not answer.

Respectfully yours, Bexs. IFraxkoiy.

Carlisle, hy., Sept. 10, 1851.
Dear Sir — Yourletter of the 4thinst. has been put
into my hands, and I ha sten to reply.  You scem to be
misled asto thetrouble whichvour Sermonhas caused me.
On the Sabbathafternoonsucceeding its delivery, | replied
3 (25)



26 CORRESPONDENCE.

to it fully, eflectually, and, as | intended, finally. The
reply caused as much consternation, confusion, and ‘{trou-
ble,” to some in our community, as if a bombshell had
exploded in their midst. It twice called forththe bearer
of your communication, who, although not indorsing the
sentiments of your discourse, as he was careful to inform us,
thought that something must be done to mend the state of
affairs after said reply. The “ trouble” seems not to have
been confined to our community-it extended to the great
city of Cincinnati, and twice, a least, was | honored Wi th
a notice in the widely circulating columns of the ¢Christian
Agé”’ And, as if this were not honor overmuch, for so
obscure an individual as myself, | now have a CIALLENGE
from the “ Emstor of the Church of Christ on Clinton street,
Cincinnati, * and editor of the organ of his denomination in
the Queen City of the West, in which challenge he informs
me that he will take the “ trouble” to travel from his home
to this village, in order to discuss certain matters with me!
Verily, the ““troubdle,”” 10 say the least, is not all on one side.

But to your challenge. Knowing, as I now do, your stand-
ing among your brethren-and favorably impressed by the
courteous style of your communication--although utterly
inexperienced in theological controversy, | am willing to
meet you at the time and place indicated, provided we can
agree upon other essential preliminaries.

But, my dear sir, your proposition is not at-all satisfac-
tory, and for the following reasons, namely :

1st. 1t changes entirely the issue between us, which is
not the doctrine of the Westminster Confession, but the
doctrine of your Sermon on Predestination and the Fore-
knowledge of God.

2d. It covers too extensive a field of discussion. The
term Calvinism is indefinite. |t may mean all the opinions
and doctrines of John Calvin, many of which Ido not believe,
or it may mean ‘“the five points “ of difference between
the two great schools of theology, one of whichtakesits
designation from Calvin, the other from James Arminius,
namely, Original and Entire Depravity, Grace and Free-will,
Predestination, the Atonement, and the Fins] Perseverance
of the saints. Even when restricted as it is in your propo-
sition, to the teachings of the Confession of I'aith,and espe-
cially to the third chapteron God's Eternal Decrees, the term
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Calvinism i s a very comprchensive one. In the chapter
referred to, thereareabout thirty pointsof doctrinestated,
each of which admits of extended discussion. and some of
which are of a most intricate nature; forinstance,inthat
chapter we have the doctrine of Divine Decrees in general,
Foreknowledge, Predestination, orGod’sdecre ewithre speet
4o men and angels, Redemption, EffectualCalling, Justifica-
tfon, Adoption, Sanctification, and Final Perseverance. Is it

ur wish to discuss these and allthe other doctrines stated

the chapter to which you refer? If not, youmustper-
ceive that your proposition is indefinite and requires
amendment. If anything is to be gained by discussionthere
must be one plain point at issue ata time, elscthe parties
may mnever meet, but cinch may spend his time and strength
on merely collateral topics. But

3d. The #ime youallow us is entirely too brief. If you
intend to discuss all the points in the chapter of thecon -
fession you refer to,instead of two days, tw o months would
not more than suffice. But even if youwish toconfine your-
self to one of them, still | must have longer time, If
your gems be so towering, and your power of concenira-
tion so great, that, in two days, youcanshow that the doc -
trines Of Calvinism, asset forth in the confession, is, 1st,
unreasonable ; 2d,unscriptural; and 3d, opposed (o the
spread of the gospel, | am conscious that my abilitiecsare
so humble as to require more time to canvass vour argu-
mentfs.

These Iregard asthree serious objectionsio vour propo-
sition. 1 would, therefore, propose to madily as follows
You teach in your Sermonthefollowing doetrines: I«st.
When Godspeaks of knowing certain things,itis in con-
tradistinction from thmgq which he docs not approve or
make known as kis ; 2d. The foreknowledge of God i~ the
knowledge which God has before given by tl iepraphetscon -
cerning Christ and hIS sulferings ;. 34. God's elert are he
npo%tlvs and prophets ; 4th. The objeet for which ( od’s
elect were chosen, was to make known the gespel. These
four pmpoxm(mc [ allirm, are in opposition to <ound philo-
10(’) correct philosophy, zmd the seratures of truth;and
this affirmation I will underfake to sustain at the time,
place, and the manner, indicated in your lett er © Also thia
additional prop osition: The interpretations of the seripture,
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given in said Sermon, do not convey the true meaning Of
the Spirit..

After we shall have disposed of these matters, now at
issue, if you wish to take atilt a any of the doctrines of
our Confession, most certainly | will not balk you of your
bent, and | would respectfully suggest the following modi-
fication of your proposition : “ The doctrine of- predesti-
nation, as taurrhtm the Confession of Faith of the Presby-
terian church, and defined in chapter third, sections 3, 4,
and 5, is unreasonable, unscriptural, and in opposition to
the spread of the gospel of Christ.”

This proposition will confine the discussion to the doc-
trine of predestination alone. | refer particularly to the
above named sections, because they are those which you
guote and condemn in your printed Sermon.

Ido not think that we could satisfactorily dispose of all
these matters in less than six days ; | therefore suggest
that this modification of your proposition be also made.

All which is respectfully submitted.
Yours truly, : JaMEs MATTHEWS.
To LElder Benjamin Franklin.

P. S. Is it too much to ask of you to furnish me copies
of your paperin which you have, or may hereafter refer to,
matters personally interesting to me ? J M.

Cincinnati, O., Sept. 16, 185].
Rev. M arrnews :

Dear Sir — Your kind letter this hour crime to hand,
and | hasten to reply before | leave to attend anapppoint-
ment in the country to-night, that all may appear in the
Reformer for this month. | do not wish to spend words
touching the trouble given you by my discourse. But |
can but feel amused that you should have replied to the
discourse, ‘“fully, effectually, and as you intended, finally;”
and that this reply should have caused “ consternation,
confusion, and trouble, ” to some in your community, and
yet that in your own judgment, the reply should be found
not full, effectual nor jfinal,and that another reply shoul d
be found wanting !  But it frequently happens that replies
thought full, effectual, and final by their author, prove not
to be such in the estimation of a ‘community, which some-
times changes the mind of the author, and causes him to
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think something more should be dane to supply the defi-
ciency. Was your judgment at fault when vou thought
your reply full, effectual, and final oris it at fault now when
you think another veply calied for?

I have not had the Jeast ““trouble™ touching the matter,
but noted a few items in the Christian Age, believing them
to be of sufficient interest to appear in owr colunins,

I am sorry you consider my *“invitation’” to an honora-
ble investigation, a «“ challenge.”” This invitation, growing
aut of the circumstances which called it forth, 1 hoped
would not be regarded as a challenge.

I am truly sorry that I have not succeeded in meeting
your approbation with a proposition, aud I can but think you
will see, when you reconcider the matter, that vour objec-
tions are not valid. Your first objection is, that iy propo-
sition changes the issue.  In this, 1 trast, you will sce that

ou are mistaken. The doctrines of Calvinism, as taught
n the Westminster Confession of Faith, and defined in the
chapter headed «“ God’s Lternal Decrces,” is the doctrine 1
aimed to strip of its proof, in my disconrse, and the passage
in the Confession to which my proposition refirs, is quoted
in the printed discourse ; and one of the passages referred
to in the Confession, as proof of the doctrine, is placed at
the head of my discourse as a text. Not only o but the
discourse is on * Predestination and the Foreknowledge of
God,” and in arguing my aflirmative proposition, 1 shall
uote every passage quoted in the printed discourse, and
dke and define every position there taken, thus giving vou
a fair opportunity to give me a broadside.  This is the sub-
ject you spoke upon in vour reply, and the true issne ig,
in my bumble opinion, expressed and defined in my pro-
position, about as clearly and pointedly as it can be
done.

Your second objection is, that the ficld is 00 extonsive
I am not to blame for this. 1 take the docirine as 1 find
it in your crecd, and propose to mecet the issue firly
and squarely. I make the ficld no larger or smaller
than it is made in the book from whieh [ (pmtml 1in the
Sermon. Larger fields have been traveled over and can
be again.

I must insist that you are mistaken in saying, that my
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position is indefinite. 1 referred to your creed because the
doctrine is therestated byits most learned and devoted
friends, in the clearest, most perspicuous, and definite
terms, of any placeto which | could refer. The doctrine
there stated1s'the proper issue between us. Thereis no
doctrine of mine at stake, unless you can invalidate my
arcuments against Calvinism, by showing that | have mis-
applied scripture. | have aimed my arguments against
Calvinism, or Predestination, as set forth and defined by
the highest authority in the church with which you are
identified. Are you prepared to enter into a public dis-
cussion in its defense? Thisis what | have set out to give
you n fair opportunity to do, or decline, as you may deem
advisable.

Your third objection is, th at the time s too short. 1 n
this disagreement | will cheerfully meet you half way, and
say four days in the place of zwo. | Wasnot aware of the
amount of matter you desired to deliver on the subject, but
was simply governed by the time | supposed it would re-
quire to deliver my own arguments pretty fairly.

The issues you propose would shut oul many of tbe main
points bearing upon thereal question, thus hiding and
keeping out of sight the grand and leading theme of the
discourse. This youcertainly do not desire. Let us come
up to the work, and look at the definite number of men and
angels predestinated to everlasting life, to which none can
be added, and from which none can be taken. To accom-
modate you, however, | will make tbe proposition read as
follows :

Calvinism, or Predestination, as taught in the Westmin-
ster Confession of I'aith, and defined in the chapter
headed “ God’s Eternal Decrees, " is unreasonable, un-
scriptural,and in opposition to the spread of the gospel
of Christ.

This proposition, in my opinion, is as definite and clear
as it can be stated, covering the same ground discussed in
my discourse. It will lead out to the discussion of impor-
ant themes, such as the citizens of your community will
expect to hear. But you cannot expect me to travel eighty
miles, to discuss two or three points in my discourse,
merely explanatory of the main issue. | hope, therefore;
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ou will accept my proposition ns now amended.  Please
et me hear from vou at your cavlicst eonvenionee,
Of course, I will send yvou ¢« The Christian Age’™ con-
taining the correspondence.
Respecttully yours, Brxr. Fraveun,
Redidlus. Matthews.

Carlisle, hy., Oct. 4, 1851,

JDrear Sir-—*The Christian Age,” containing your re-
aponse to my communication was duly veccived. I our
correspondence is to be protracted much longer, I would
suggest the propriety of your sending me vour letters in
manuseript, for the sake ol a more speedy exehange.

My intended notice of vour prinfed Sermon was not in-
duced by any doubt in my own mind, or in the minds of
A0y in this community, re<pecting the fullness and conclu-
grveness of my rep]y to your spoken Sermon.

Most unwilling witnesses publicly confessed that T had
“trumphantly refuted”” the positions which I attacked in
that reply. Your own columns bear witness that I < most
elfectrally demolished ™ those positions.  But Twas charged
with misrepresenting yourviews. Iun answerto this charye,
I 2ppealed to the Sermon, when published, as [ had Jearned
it was to be, Accordingly, when your published Sermon
came, and I, after some difficulty, had procured a copy, [
appointed a time (o notice it, and to show, that so far from
migrepresenting vou, every position I took was fully sus-
tained by your Sermon, as published by yourself.

I regret that my response to your challenge, or “inviia-
tion,”” if you prefer the term, was not satisfactory. |
think I have done all that any fair man on earth ean ask
of me; and I have not been able, with my best dilivence,
to gather from your letter precisely what are your ohjee-
tions to the course which I proposed.

Your Sermon sets forth your theory .of Predestination
and Foreknowledge—your understanding of what the Bible
teachies on these subjests.  This is a positive theory, and
not, as you pretend, a mere negation of the doctrine of onr
Confession.  This theory, set forth in vour Sermon, was
what I discussed in my f'vplv. 1 (‘_\'prcs;ly discliimed any
attempt to discuss at that time the general dortrine of Pre-
destination. Your Sermon, and yodr Sermon alone, formed
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the topic of discussion. This, my reply to your most
peculiar view of these subjects, gave rise to a train of cir-
cumstances which called forth your ‘ invitation toan
honorable and dignified discussion of the subject.” But
when you state your proposition, instead of proposing to
discuss the theory of your Sermon, the only subject at
issue between us, you propose to discuss the doctrines of
the Con fession of Faith ! Now | beg leave to say, that
your Sermon is one thing, and the Confession of Faith a
very different thing. Your Sermon originated this whole
Correspondence : the Confession of Faith is only incident-
ally, if at all, concerned ; you neither mentioned nor
quoted it in your spoken Sermon Your proposal, there-
fore, to shift the discussion from your Sermon to the Con-
fession is a most palpable evasion of the whole issue, and
suggests the suspicion that you wish as little said as possi-
ble respecting your printed CReebd on this subject ; but
would rather bear down in an attack upon mine. Your
proposal to take every position of your Sermon, and to
quote every text in it, is only notifying me beforehafid,
that you intend to violate all logical rules of discussion,
and, while attacking one doctrine, to seek, not openly, but
covertly, to establish another.

| would have been justified, under the circumstances,
in the opinion of every impartial man, had I utterly refused
to listen to any proposal to discuss the teachings of our
Confession. But, willing to hear all you had to say
against it, and anxious to show that it was from no dread
of consequences to my own doctrine, that 1 insisted upon
our first disposing of the questions growing out of your
Sermon, | offered to discuss with youthe doctrine of the
Confession, on the subject of Predestination, only asking a
well-defined proposition of debate. That oﬁ'er]now re-
peat. But your last proposition is worsethanthefirst.
*“ Calvinism or Predestination !” Why, sir, is it possible
that you regard these terms as synonymous ? You surely
cannot be ‘ignorant that Calvin taught many things beside
Predestination, and that many wise and good men thought
the Bible contained the doctrine of Predestination, an
taught centuries before Calvin was born. fmmersion or.
Campbellism is just as good logic, as good grammar,as
good history, and asgood sense, as the expression you
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vely set forth as the subject of a serious and dignified

iscussion.

As to the question of time, give me two days On your
Bermon, and then you can have four in which to prove
that the doctrine of Predestination, as taught in the Con-
fession of Faith of the Presbyterian Church, and defined
m ohap_unhird, sections three, four, and five, isunrea-
sontble, mscriptural, and in opposition to the spread of
the Gospel of Ghrist.

Resprtfully yours, Jas, Marrnews.

To ElderLenjamin Frankiin.

Cincinnatl, O., Oct.9, 1851.
Rev. Jas. MatTiEWS:

Dear Sir— Yawys of the 4thinstant this day came to
hired, and | hasten to reply. | am sorry my formerve -
sponse did not reach you sooner. I hoped to have hadit
jinserted in “ The Christian Age " the next (l;\y after it was
written; but when it reached the oftice, seven miles dis -
fan from my residence, the matter for the paper was SO
far madeup €hat it could not go in ; and, ashad left
borne %o be absent two weeks, | did not know but allwas
right for several days, and, therefore, did not send youa
manuseript copy.

“ Your apology for your second reply to my Sermon does
not in the least help the matter. I your first reply had
been full and conglusive,” the people who heard my dis-
eourse and your reply would have beensatisfied.  Dut,
from your own account of it, some of your neighbors have
done you the injustice to accuse you of misrepresentation,
and the charge hashad so much weight upon your own
mind; that you judged it necessary t0 corrcctthewrong
impression becoming already current around you. What
& pity that your fellow-citizens, who were made “unwilling
witnesses’ in your favor, should get out the impression in
your community, where they heard botk sides, that you
had misrepreser\ted me, and keep up that impression till it
beeame necessary for you to attend to the matterasccond
Mae ! But | do not attach any blame to you. If your
nexhbors, after hearing my discourse and yourreply, cir-
culated the report that you had misrepresentedme, you
had & right to call their attention to the subject asccond
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time, and make a second cffort to enable them to see
things asthey ought to see them.

| see, at least, oneissue between us, viz: you think you
have done “ all that any fair man on earth can ask.”” |
think you have not, and claim to be a jair inan too. |
think you could have joined issue with mc onthe leading
theme of my discourse at once, without seeking to limit me
to a few items, which would exclude much oflhe;mé*ument
you must have been conscious I intended to introduce. |
desire to bea “ fair man, ” and to meet the main issue full
in the face, and seek no advantage over you or any other
man living. Iwish you to have the fullest and fairest op-
portunity you can have to assail my arguments, and lay
before your community the finest things you can on the
whole subject. | have no doubts of the correctness of my
position, and of the ease with whichit can be defended.
The only difficulty | feel is, how to get a fair issue and
obtain your consent to it. In this| do not accuse you of
unfairness, but attribute it to your cautiousness.

You say my “ last proposition is worse than the first-"
| cannot scc how inserting the word ¢ Predestination, a5
further explanatory of what is intended, can make the
matter worse. But you ask, with surprise, if it be possible
that [regard Calvinism and Predestination as synonymous.
| regard P’redestination, astaught in the passage in your
Creed, to which | have re ferred, to be Calvinism, and am
not singular in so regarding it. Calvinism is defined the
doctrines of Calvin, the reformer ; but when a man speaks
of Calvinism, as taught in a certain section of your Creed,
noone of moderate understanding, much less one of your
information, can think he includes al the doctrines Calvin
ever taught. Predestination, astaught in your Creed, is
Culvinism, but not all the Calvinism in the world. But,
that | be not further tedious, nor terrified with your refer-
cnee to “ good grammar, good history, and good sense,”
| proceed once more to make an effort to please you.
Will, then, you meet me on the following ?

P rovosition |. — I affirm that the doctrine set forth in
my stereotyped “ Sermon on Predestination and the Fore-
knowledge of God,” is scriptural, reasonable, and con-
ducive to the progress of the Gospel of Christ.

ProPosiTion I1. — The doctrine of Predestination, as
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taught in the Confession of aith of the Preshvierian
Church defined in chapter third, seetions three. four, cnd
five, is unreasonable, unscriptural, and in oppo-ition to the
spread of the Gospel of Christ.

The first of these propositions covers all the grownd veu
bayve contended for, and the second is the one proposed by
yoursell I hope now that I have fully satisficd vour
wishes. and that you will meet me at the time first agrced
upon ; and after we have discussed each proposition two
days, if you are not satisficd, the debate shall be extended
two days longer. ’

I presume it will meet your approbation, for you to
choose € moderator, while I shall choose another, and that
thesa two shall select a third, whose duty it shall be to
keep order in the assembly and contine us to the ordinary
rulas of debate.

Hoping to hear from you at your earlicst convenienen, I
subscribe myself, yours, respectfully,

Rev, Jas. Mattliews.

Drxg. IPravanis.

Carlisle, h7y., Oct. 17, 1851
Dear Sir I congratulate you and our readers upan
the prospects of our at last coming to an understanding.
ou seem to admit that in accusing me of misrepresent-
ing you, “Some of my neighbors have done me injustice.”?
In thid aamissiog you are not sinzular.  Youw only express
the unanimous opiniom, so far as I have heard, of cvery
impartial man who heard both sides,

‘ou admit that I had a right, under the circumstanaes,
t“to call attention to the subject a second time”” that 1
might vindioate myself from so unjust a charge.

ou consent to modify Tour proposition, according to my

suggestion, 50 as to confine it to the single doctrine of
Predestination.

You consent, conditionally, to extend the time to six
days.

You concede the paint, after a hard strugole, that vonr
far-famed, and [ ao happy to Jearn « .&’z‘mwﬂz’/)w{ Y Sirnon
ghall come in for a shuve of our attention.

Now while you are in this vielding mood, there s one
little point remaining, whieh I think vou will sce the pro-
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priety of granting ; andthatis, as you propose to show
my creed on these subjects to be uureasonable. unseriptu-
ral, etc,, you will permit me to return the compliment as to
yours.

| cannot consent, my dear sir, to burden you with the
proof of twoaffirmative propositions, while | shall have
nothing to do but deny. If you are so deficient in * cau-
piousness, ” as to volunteer such Herculean labor, | have
too much “ fairness “ to permit you to undertake it. |
must, and do insist, therefore, that while you affirm with
respect to my creed, I'shall affiom with respect to your
Sermon. .

You have been pleased, no doubt playfully, and for the
purpose of affording harmless amusement for our readers,
to say in your letter of the 16th ult. that “the issues Ipro-
pose would shut aut many of the main points bearing upon
the real question ;” and In your letter now before me, that
“ 1 refused to join issue with you upon the leading theme
of your discourse, and sought to limit you to a few itcms
which would exclude much of the argument you wished 10
introduce. ” Now lest youshould repeat these truly ludi-
crous and mirth-inspiring assertions so often that you will,
after a while, begin to imagine them true yourself, I
beg leave just to suggest, even if | spoilithe joke, that
from the beginning | have insisted upon enlargitg the field
of discussion, so as to embrace your Sermon as well as my
creed, and that 1 have constantly pleaded for an extension
of the time beyond what you were disposed to allow. It is
all the argumenis on both sides | have wished to have
introduced : it is only irrelevant, and impertinent declama-
tion which I have sought to exclude.

After hearing your discourse as delivered, and carefully
reading it as “ stereotyped, ” | ‘tonceived the gist of it to
lie in the four propositions deduced therefrorn in my first
letter, and in certain novelinterpretations of Scripture.
| offered to show that these four- propositions are in oppo-
sition to correct philology, sound philosophy, and the
Scriptures of Truth : also to prove that the interpretations
of Scripture given in said Sermon, do not convey the true
mind of the Spirit. | offered, when we had disposed of
these matters, to meet you upon the proposition respecting
Predestination as taught, in the Confession of Faith, and



CORREEPONDENCE. 37

Mk«in thoea secuons of the Confession “hl(h you
ke sud yet, I.¢ wished to limit you,” *to ex-
) " ety evade the erand and leads ing
s 1™ ep, etc. )

hout this whole correspondence, you have siudi-
ourly sought to keep your redoubtable Sermon out of sight,
;’hm:gh it be " sléreotyped,’”’ unchanged and unchangeable ;

Sermon, too, out of which this whole conmpnml
ames oy ted; and yet you * wished to meet the main
) in the face !’

Constantly have you struggled against an extension of
time to six days, and yet I am the one, not you, who
sought to exclude arguments !! My dear sir, have pity on
the aching sides of your convulsed readers. Do not, 1 he-
seech you, carry the joke any farther.

As we seem to be almost agreed, cxcept on the manner
in which your Sermon shall ['rruxe in the debate; and as
you offer no reason for m:hm(r to defend it before it is
attacked, except the amusing one just noticed, I wish now
to suy this, and I call the attention of our readers espectally
to it:

q you tan ﬁﬂd a smgle doctrine of your sermon which is

egitimalely embraced in, and covered by the five proposi-
tiony wluc/s Lundertake to affirm, and the one whick you deny,
Ilzmby pledge myself either to admit it as true, or (o embrace
il in my programme, and prove il to he false.

I agree to your proposal touching moderators, simply
suggestmg that neither of - us should sclect from our own
denomlnamon. The question as to the time of the discus-
sion, I wish left open. I fear I shall not be able to meet
you on the day proposed. But when all other prelimina-
ries are settled, we can casily arrange the time of meeting.

R} 3. ours uAu‘J,

Elder Benj. Frankiin. JaMEs MATTIRWS.

Owenton, Ky., Oct. 27, 1851,
Rev. Martaews:

Dear Sir—Yours, of the 16th inst., was received on (he
eve of my leaving for this place, and T have had 1o oppor-
tunity to answer tlll now. I am sorry that I cannot con-
gratulate you on conceding some point, or agrecing to
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something conclusive to our discussion. But this you have
not enabled me to do. It appears that you must formthe
propositions both for youand myself to affirm,and | must
not change theverbiage in the least, or you cannot accept.
| proposed a proposition touching a point of doctrine in
-your creed. You declined, and proposed one to suit your-
self. | accepted it in your own words. You insisted that
my Sermon was something different, and proposed propo
sitions embracing points init. | insisted that this was un-
necessary, as al these matters would naturally come up.
You then caught the idea that | dreaded to have the doc-
trine of my Sermon contested. | then offered to affirm the
wholp_.‘ o‘f;‘-.’tbe doctrine of the discourse without reservation,
andgive the fullest opportunity to assail it. This you de-
cline, but insist that you include all the points of doctrine
in it, in your propositions. Then why “not accept my pro-
positionat once ? | aflirm the doctrine of the discourse—
the whole of it. You deny it. The question, then, is this’:
Can you be induced to meet me and try its merits ? If so,
come up to the work without intimidation.

But you do not wish me to have two affirmatives ;yet,
‘fair man, ” that you are, you wish to affirm five proposi-
tions, and leave me to affirmone ! Then change the
proposition on the article in your creed, and you affirm the
doctrine of your creed, and leave me toaffirm the doctrine
of my discourse. You say the doctrine of my discourse is
a positive system. Be it so. | affirm it, and stand ready
to meet you and defend it. The doctrine of your creed is
positive. D are youaffirm it ? Will you meet me and
defend it ? Here 1s a point; can you see 1tand understand
what | mean ?

You must bear with me if | use plainness of speech. |
desire that you may not interpret all | say to bea mere pun.
| do not trifle with those with whom | correspond on reli-
gious subjects, nor with religion itself, nordo J. wish to for-
get that 1 am writing for theeyes of people of piety,and
who fear God. | am not playing off pranks, nor trymg to
do SO, nor can you make our readers think such is the case.
In your first letter you say of my proposition, ¢ It covers
too extensive a field” Yet you are not, trying to circum-
scribe the limits ; no, not you! You say that “there are
about thirty points of doctrinestated in it, €ach of which
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admits of extended discussion,” vet I am bul furnishing
matter of mirth, when I say you are tryving to curtail the
srgument!  When you propose to discuss certain points
in oy discourse, and I offer to affirm the whole of it you
decline; and then it is 3 mere matter of amusemoent tn
our readers that I should intimate that you are trving to
circamseribe! After I have let you exclude from the

jon on the item of your creed all you desired, and
sffirmed all that is contained in my Sermon, and you stiil
insi! on getting back to a few items in the discourse, if T
intimate that you desire to curtail, you imagine our
renders i convulsions of laughter!

You have mistaken the character of your readers, if
you imagine them to be convulsed with Jauchter under
these circumstances. Nor have they the Jeuast idea that

own sides acked with laughter, when writing your
Ingt letter any more than they will when vou read this.
But a debate is what I am after, and if there is any
debate in you, I should be pleased to know how fo get it
before the people. This I now aim at.  Yet it scems out
of the question to allow you to arrange cvery word in
both propoeitions. But I must convince cvery person
that I have done ‘“all that any fair man on carth ean
ask.”” If, then, you insist on an affirmative proposition
on my Sermon, that you may have a fair opportunily to
assail it in your own way, I offer you the followine

Proposrrron.—The doctrine set forth in B. Iranklin's
Discourse on *“ Predestination and the Forckuowledoe of
Qod," is unseriptural, unrcasenable, and in oppesition to
the spraad of the gospel of Christ.”

In case you aflirm this, I shall affitm on ithe item in
yout creed, as proposed in my last. Dut I prefer to
afhrmn the doctrine of my diseonree and ot vou aflirm
the doetrine of your creed. Now I leave the matter for
our veaders to decide whether T have not oftered all that
enn reasonably be demanded, and if we do nat meet wlhia
is to blame for it 7—You framed a proposition on vour
ereed, I accepted it in your orn vords.  You ]‘,1‘npmo‘ HEE
propositions on points in iy Sermon, which vo eons
sider, contains all that is in my Scrmen. 1 then propose
to affirm the entire Sermon. You decline.  T'o accomme-
date you, I then offer to let you affirm the negative of
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this proposition, that you may assail me in whatever way
you may choose, and let me aflirm the absurdity of your
creed. | offered you an extension of the time from two
days to four, and then to six. It is now for you to de-
cide whether weshail debate. If you accept any of the
foregoing proposals, please state explicitly which one.
If not, our readers will judge for themselves the cause.

| do not object to your suggestion touching modera-
tors, though it is of no consequence, as the president, who
would not, of course, belong to either of the parties,
would give the casting vote.

Ivisso difficult to get you to agree to different points,
that | am almost afraidto let you off from the time
agreed upon, lest we should not hit upon another. Yet |
wish to be accommodating. If you still insist on the time
remaining open,and have any valid reason for it, I submit
that point for your accommodation.

Please let me hear from you at your earliest con-
venience. Respectfully yours,

BENJ. FrankLIN.

P. S. | purposely omit any reply to your little quibble,
touching my admitting that injustice had been done you.—
None can fail to see its absurdity. B. F.

Carlisle, X(y., Nov. 11, 1/351.

Dear Sir— After a tedious passage your letter of the
27th ult. at length arrived, and is now before me. | am
constrained to wonder at the sudden change that has
¢ come O'er the spirit of my” correspondent. Formerly
some merry quirk, some ingenious perversion of my mean-
i,9, in order to excite a smile or laugh, characterized each
epistle of my placid friend. But now “ Ocean is into tem-
pest tossed.” Harlequin plays no more pranks. Comus
has ceased to make merry. Allissevere and solemn as
the g-rave. Nay more ; quite a storm of righteous indig-
nation is raised, and poured in all its fury upon my devoted
head. You have suddenly awaked to a consciousness that
you are ‘¢ corresponding on religious subjects, ” and ¢ for
the eyes of persons of piety, and who fear God. ” Alas !
alas ! most pious and considerate Correspondent why not
think of all that sooner ? Why make me the butt of all your
stock of smartness; why at first wear upon your features so
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broad 8 smile ; and now, o suddenly, elongate your phiz
to such portentous dimensions? Was it because you bewnn
to find that the public, instead of laughing w0/th you, were
lnughing atyou, that you find it convenient to remember
that your readers fear God ? DBut kccp coul, dear s,
keep cool-  You will feel better if you do; and you will
mmrtnin the eyes of those * persons of picty " for whom
€4 wrtto, if you show them that you can rule your own
King Solomon has ndvised.

ny correspondent is a man of versatile genius. st
he appesrs upon the stage in the phase of w prencher of
‘egtereotyped’’ Sermons ; anon he is a ficvee polemic ; now
he figures as & humorist ; and lastly, in this letter, e al-
tempts the misTorran! And, shade of Herodotus! such
history as he writes !

You charge that I wish to {orm propositions for bath
yonr and myself. You assert and reiterale, aw'l give oreat
amphnsis to the assertion, that you have aeeepted a propo-
sition in my ‘“‘own words.” This is vour Aiwnry. The
trulh is, the proposition which we have aorecd upon, and
\rhich é(ou aﬂirm, 13 all your own, warp an:d waaof, exeepl
the substitution of the word Predestination for Calvinisin:
and even this you will not allow is a chanze, for vou sav,
that in your proposition Predestination means Calvinism.
Not only so, but the propositions which form the basis of
ny affirmative are in the identical words, the Jpsivaima
perba, of your Sermon. A/ the propositions which T pro-

os¢ Lo discuss are yours.  You must father the banthinos,
you are ashamed or afraid to look them divecily in the
face, I cannot help it. The image and superseription
which they bear are not mine. 1t was yore that squd < the
doctring of Calvinism us taught in the Westminster Con-
fexston of Faitb and defined in e chapter headed © Gad's
Eternal Decree,”’ is unrcasonable, unseriptiural, and o oppo-
gition fo the spread of the gospel of Christ.””  And this i
the very proposilion which we have agreed to disenss, wiin
the change of the word Calvinism into wha! vouw oy it
means, and rcferring\ to the Chapter of the Confession by
number and scction instead of by the title. S0 yon sreo--
or if you won’t sce (and men are very blind s-n:nurihnr-\;), [
hope your pious and God-fearing readers will soe that vorn
affirmative is of your own forming.  Again: it was vou,

4
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not I, that said, first, When God speaks of knowing certain
things it is in contradistinction from things which he does
not approve or make known as his : second, The fore-
knowledge of Godisthe knowledge which God has before
given by the prophets respecting Christ and his sufferings:
third, God's elect are the apostles and prophets : fourth,
The object for which God's elect were chosen was to preach
the Gospel. These propositions, | repeat, are not MINE,
but may be found in a certain “ stereotyped Sermon”
-whereof some of us have heard. Neither are the interpre-
tations of Scripture given in said Sermon miINE. Traly
grateful am | that none of these things can clam me as
father. Now these very propositions; in ?.e very words of
that little book -which claims my very serious correspond-
ent as its author, and which he acknowledges with an air
of great self-complacency, these very propositions, in the
very words of ** B. Franklin’s Discourse, ” and these very
interpretations there given, are the subject matter of m v
affirmative ! And yet, 1am told, indignantly told, mena-
cingly told, that it is out of the question to allow you to
arrange every word in both propositions. ”  AimosT EVERY
WORD BOTHIN YOUR AFFIRMATION AND MINE IsY OurR OWN.
What did you mean, then, when you told your pious rend-
ers that | wished to form propositions for both ? And
why, since the propositions on both sides are vour OWN,
“ can you not be induced to meet me and try their merits?’
You complain that | won't fight unless | select the posi-
tion in which both parties shall stand. This is not so.
But | know & man that won't fight even when this privilege
is granted him. “* Wily do you not come up to the work
without intimidation ?* [or being {intimidated.]

The history procceds—< You wish to aflirm five proposi-
tions, and brave me to affirm one. ” Well, even that is in-
finitely ncaver an equal division of labor than for you to
hare two affirmatives, and | none, The truth however is,
according to my proposal, we have cachbut one. Or if
you choose to separate your interpretations of Scripture
from your doctrines, at most | have but two. You aflirm
of certain portions of our Confession that they are “ un-
reasonable, unscriptural, and in opposition to the spread of
the Gospel. ” | affirm of certain portions of your Sermon
that they arc in opposition to correct philology, to sound
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philosophy, and to the Scriptures of truth ; and donot
convey the true meanine of the spirit. 0 rne, my afirma-
tive covers five propositions ; ButT vouns €0 vERS ATLEAST
tev! Here is a pointan_ vousee it, and understand
what | mean ? If youcan't, our readers can.

Your history represents mc assaying of your propo-
sition, **there are about thirty points of docirine staterl
mm it ** Tho rrurn is | said this, not of vour proposition,
I:u!f of & chapter in the Confession of Faithreferredto

i

When next you play the historian, it is to behoped
that some of your “pious readers” who “ fear God"” wiil
remind you, that Truth is the fairest flower in the gar-
lanad of the historic Muse.

You say a debate is what you areafter. Well venriiars
so. But you are afterit at a most prudentandrespectful
distance, if at all. Youscemto cherish a most wholesome
dread of coming to close quarters.|was told assoonas
your gecond letter made its appearance, that vou would
neyer some Lo terms, and the wriggling and squirming of
that letter was instanced as proof, | begin to thinkthe

het & true one, | can only say, USC your own
ploasure: and if youcan prevail on anybody to beliey e
that the failure is attributable to me, and that dread of
your prowess has frightened me from the field, youmny
enjoy the triumph, and I shall sleep none the less sweetly.

I frankly confess | have dmditious Toncings o
meet you m debate. The Jaurels to be reaped in suchn
contest | did not covet. it wasonly because it scemed
just that you should have n fair opportunity to defend
your Sermon ON the points which I felt it my duty (o
notice and comment on in public, that | consented to
debate with jyouatall. This object, I find, I cannol,
accomplish.  Those points you scdulously shu n, anld
would fain have passed along with the whole of yourdis-
Course, attracting aslittlenoticeas possible.  Youwh nve
now laid down your . vrrimarva. You noiake varions
chbanges, and suggest new propos itions, and in case |
accept none of these terms, you call 011 yourrveadersio
judge between us. Yowr new propositions L cannot
accept. So here, I'suppose,is the end.

But before the rcadersits in judgment upon the ease,
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let me point out to him the cause of our not coming to an
understanding.

Wearcagreed UPON one proposition @ we are agreed as
to length of’ time, moderators, etc. We are agreed thal
your Sermonshallbe discussed. Wedifler In this—I
propose certain doctrines of your Sermon and offer.to
show their falsity. You say these are only afew items,
and wish a proposition to embrace the whole Sermon. |
say that these doctrines are the main and leading ones of
your discourse : but that if 1 am mistaken, and you will
specify any important doctrine omitted, | pledge myself
to admit it is as true, or to include it with the others and
prove it false. You make no such specification, but still
cry out, Afiirmthe whole, or deny the whole. Now the
radical objection in my mind to this wholesale mode of
dedling with matters is its want of definitiveness. It is
allimportant that the specific doctrines which are to be
discussed should be known beforehand to the debaters,
the mo-lerators,and the audience. In no other way will
the parties be sure tomect. In no other way could the
moderators keepthem to the question. ‘1 herewould be
no question tokecp them to.  Anything would be in
order, if a hint Of it could be found in the discourse. In
no other way could the audience be benefited. As |
said in my first letter, * if anything is to be gained by
discussion, there must be one plain point atissueata
time.” Afterthatis disposed of then advance to the
next in order. You have never condescended to state
what yourobjections arC to stating serorenanp the doc-
trines Of your Sermon which would come under discus-
sion.  We would have to state them At tur riMe, if we
just tookthewhole Sermon as you propose. Why not
let the points to come up be known xow ? Have you any
reasen ? | never canbe induced to go into a random
ficht, where the parties may flitat pleasure from cover to
cover; firing NOW from this thicket, now from behind that
tree. I choose to stand in the clear light myself, and
have my position well defined : and | shall insist that my
antagonist (lo the same. Those who choose to fightina
fog mnﬁ ; | can more profitably employ my time and
strength.

Had you been willing at the first to come up and face
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definite propositions, all might have Deen avranged dons

o Were you now willing, it might be srvangced now,
ﬁl so long as you prefer to prove © Calviniaa™ fale,
without specifying what doctrine of Calvinism vou me o
and 8o long as you insist upon my praving vour whels
Bermon false without allowing me to specify the painis i
which I object, I despair of ever geiting you o clos
combal,

I have faithfully labored to see <“if there were anv
debate in you.” I have endeavored (o ““get it Liefore il
p&OPIB" if there were. I have finaily fuiled, and have foy
my toila only this reflection, that many a man has fuibed
in a much more important undertaking.

With due respect, Jases Matiinws.

Lldsr B. Frankiin.

Cincinnati, O., Dec. 5. 1051,
Rev. MatraEws :

Dear Sir— Yours of November 11th, dil notr peaeh
this placcs before my departure to he absent several
weeks which will account for the delav in onscwern
jt. Indeed, there can be but little doubr L
inteltigent men will conclude there is but Ii:
of any reply. Your unenviable position must be very
manifest to the most dull of perception.  Yet, beiny fully
convinced that this correspondence is the elize conet
I shall be able to gbtuin with vourself, [ cannot disoiiss
you without a passing observation or two.

You, of course, did not expect me to reply to the fore
part of your letter. That part of vour eifirt will no
only be harmless in its effects, hut is of that Pt
kind which nbundant}y refutes itself.  Sueh writhing,
t‘wisting turning and R(‘.rr‘win; can nover covoy (e 5 -
tion you occupy. That I have treated vou with ennclor,
our readers well know, and myv poitey fa, where men e

e

a P%u]iar talent for 2ittle rolle 1o fot thai par o0y
talk pass without a repiy, and seck something o the
point.

There is much candor tn vour remark. that cow < hod
no longings to meet me ina debute.” None of o roodors

will doubt your sincerity in this staiement.  In this P
ular you have ““shown vour fuith by vour works? Soh
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is the humble and modest position you should have occu-
pied at the beginning, in the place of attempting to reply
tomy speech, which has involved you in the retreat you
are attempting to make. You lack two things, and very
important things at that, for a public debate.

1. You lack courage.

2. You lack a true position.

Before you ever attempt to reply to another sermon, be
certain that you have a true position, or courage to defend’
afalse one. Otherwise, you may again have the honor of
declining the fairest proposals that can be made. In all
this | am not saying anything hard, nor have I an unkind
feeligg. | am not the least disappointed, but have been
enabled, though with more clearness than was at first antici-
pated, to show our readers that men hold doctrines, set
forth very boldly in their creeds, that they dare not attempt
to prove in public debate.

1 have set forth, in a printed Sermon, what I understand
the Bible to teach in several important passages on Pre-
destination and the Foreknowledge of God. This specch
you have assailed, alleging that ¢ the time had come when
humbugger should be exposed.” | have offered to meet
you and affirm all that is contained in the discourse, or to
let you affirm its absurdity, and assail it in any way you
may choose. You decline both, no doubt, for good rea-
sons ! You have offered to affirm the absurdity of severa
points in it. | opposed this, as it circumscribed me. You
then offered to embrace any important doctrine not already
embraced in your propositions. As | considered the whole
discourse contained important doctrine, | proposed to em-
brace the whole bf it. You now refuse to embrace it, and
give me to understand that we can have no debate upon
any of my proposals. Thus you end the matter after my
best efforts to accommodate you. _

Your objection, that you wish points clearly defined,
hasno force; for should you affirm the absurdity of the
discourse you could assail whatever points you please,
and the' closer you would stick to the point the better. |
w-ill risk following you. And your evasion touching your
own proposition m ““ your own words “ is no better. No
one understood me to mean that you made the words or
the ideas contained in them. But you refused my propo-
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sifion, and arranged every word to suit you, and T acerpted
if a8 it came from your own hand. Hut what have von

ted that I have proposed 7 Not the first thing. Fven
when the time agreed upon drew near your courae fal
and you sought to have it left open !

I do not always interpret men the wav they interpre
themselves, aithough I would prefer to do so. Dut i
some eases it is out of the question, Upon AnY ra‘ional pii

o doft. Your last apology, though \7”'\» weal, wos
Oral you desired something p<)f11t0d. This T understand,
You know, and have kuown from the beginning, that my
discourse jnvolves but a single point between you and myv-
s6lf viz: Teit true that «“ By decree of God, for the i
fostation of his glory, some men and angels ave predosii-
nated unto everlasting life, and others forvordained o
mlasﬁng death,’”” and that < these angels and men tius
redestinated and foreordained arc particudarly and un
chan eably designcd; and their nwmber &5 so coriain aund
definiie that it eannot be either increased or dinminished 7
Thas is the question argued in myv diseourse from the fired
to the last, as you well know, and vou are determined to
select a few points, not involving this definite roumber of
men and angels, which would be but an evasion of the
whole matter ; and tlhese fow points you do not wish o dis-
cuss, but simply urge them to keep up appearanees, know-
ing them to be unfair, and not to contain the question at
igsue, and that I cantot reasonalily aceepl them. ot von
cannot escape in this way., You have stated] 1SS RIS
course contains my tl)(‘()l'y of Dredestination @ ve! vors dore
not mect me snd afirm its absurdity, and p-w.'n-}:‘ e 4o
respond, or Permit me to aflirm its corvectness sl respond
yourself. Your creed contains your theory of I'iedestinn-
tion, and 1 stand l‘eady to atilrm its :al;.cny'«i[;v, ar o 1"4"::‘1‘”’:14
to you when you affirm its truth.  Bu® veu dure not i
the truth of your doctrine and prrmit e to deny oo
respond to me when I allirm its absurdite, i e oo
stands. From the intimations in yours abeve, we are
to meet. Be it so; the fault is not mine. T e 1o
the responsibility.  Ihavenot consented to have 1o de
and shall not consent to 3t, I vuly submit when [ oean:

he]Ip it
tis not at all «wrpricing, that you, aftor reflectine oo

- !
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the subject several months, should decline undertaking to
provethat “ some men and angelsare predestinated unto
everlasting life, and others foreordained to everlasting
death' - that their number is so certain and definite, that
it cannot be either increased or diminished, ” and that all
thisis ¢« without any foresight of faith and good works, or -
perseverance in either of them, or any other thing in the
creature. ”  This doctrine, you can but see, cannot be sus-
tained by any man, and is only equaled by that Romish
doctrine found in the second paragraph, chap. xxx, under
the head “ Of Church Censures, ™ In your creed, which
teaches that “to these Church officers the keys of the King-
dom of Heaven are committed, by virtue whereof they
have power respectively to retain and remit sins.” Such
anti-scriptural and anti-Protestant dogmas it is not to be
expected you, or any other man of your ranks will under-
take to prove before an audience of Protestants;, but it
ought, in justice, to be expected that you will cease to im-
pose upon unsuspecting Church members and children what
you have not the courage to undertake to defend in honor-
able discussion.

It is not surprising that men claiming the keys not only’
of the Presbyterian Church, but the Kingdom of Heaven,
and the power to REMIT and ReTAIN sins should look upon
men not at all endowed with suclh extraordinary powersas
somewhat invidious, arrogant, and even impious, when Lhey
dare question their unfounded positions. But as youlmve
granted that the time had come when humbugger should
be exposed, you must permit me to speak fl‘ee]y to you in
my farewell address, and allow me to say, that when | see
men claiming to be the special few whom divine Providence
chose before the world to eternal glory, while he passed by
the balance of mankind without even offering them any
grace, without Christ dying for them, and leaving them
where all their cries for mercy never ‘cdn, and never will
be heard, | feel as little hesitation in calling it in question
as any absurdity ever uttered by human tongue. It stands
by the side of the doctrines of Church officers having the
keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, remitting and retaining sins,
infant baptism, sprinkling and pouring for baptism, infant
membership, etc., all of which are not once named in all the
christian Scriptures, nor any other book written in the first
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hundred yvears of the Christian cra.  Yet it is no matter
i these docttines are not mentioned in all the New Testa-
ment, nor anything else written in the first hunidred venrs
of the Churel, there are learned preachers who heliove
and teach them, but you can bear them witness that they
eapnot prove them in public debate, and that if their lives
were at stake they could not offer one clear testimony from
Qod’s word. ’

In eondusion, et me say, that my confidence is not in
myself, but in my position and the Author of it, to wham
I tncessantly pray for the victory of truth over ervor, for
tho triumﬁh of right over wrong, for I know that the time
is near when he will decide all our controversies.  To his
pame be honor and power everlasting.

J sent orders to the office to have the copies of the
"Age" gent you containing the correspondence, and if it
bas not been done it is no fault of mine. I wished the
olerk to send them. I have not been in the office since
the correspondence commenced.

Respectfully, yours,

Bexys. Fravkoin.

Carlisle, Ky., Dec. 18, 1851.
Eroen Bewy. FrawkLiv:

DEear Sir— As this correspondence was commenced by
yourself, you will hardly claim the right of closing it.  Or
even if you do insist on having “the Just word,” vau
sm‘ely ought to see the manifest ju:\‘iirf(‘, of confining vour-
self to matters already discussed.  To Introdure new sub-
jects, never alluded to in our previous r:ul'l‘(tspmu]vnr‘u, into
a letter which you intended to close the whole diseussion,
mny be & very safe, but surely is not a very honorable
mode of conducting a controversy. All your flings, how-
ever, about *the keys of the kingdom of heaven,”” ¢ re-
mitting and retaining sins,” “infunt baptism,” “sprinkiing
and ‘pouring for baptism,” «infant membership ere ]
would suffer to pass for what they are worth, satsiicd thar

ou only wished in this way fo Yaiee a dust inoorder 1o
ide your dishonorable retreat from a discussion projpoed
by yourself. My object in addressing vou awain is fo compel
you to defend your doctrines, as sct forth in vour Sernon, or
to eonfess that you are not able,
5
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But first let mé notice your last epistle. The politeness
surf courtesy of its style needd nn comment to set them
forth. They speak for themselves. But | ought not to
complain of this.  “ Men do not gather grapes of th orns. ™

The tone of braggadocio which you have adopted, the
glibness with whichyou talk of courage in yours ¢lf, and
the lack of it in your antagonist ; the frequency witliwhich
you iterate and reiterate the assertion that |« dare noi
meet younnd defend my doctrines : all this, | doubt not,
is highly characteristic of tile man with whom it is my
fortune to deal. | believe, however, it is well understood
in ** the ring,”’ the ];mguage of which you use wiLb ‘such
native facility, that the loudest “braggart is by no means
the most formidable foe ; that a coward, :n order to con:
teal his own weakness, is ever the loudest in professions
of courage in himself, and imputations of the want of it
in others.

You naively remark that | < did not expect you to reply
to the fore part of your [my] letter. ” ‘hue: most true: I
never did. But I did expect that a professed teacher of reli-
gion, and one too, Who claims for himself so much “piety, ”
and who makes sucha parade of his “ prayers” before the
public, when convicted of so many misrepresentations, and
misstatements of fact, would, atleast, have made an eftort
to extricate himself from so unenviable a predicament. This,
however, you wisely refrain from attempting, thinking, no
doubt, that on that delicate point, the least said the soonest
mended.

As 10 the doctrine of our Church set forth in chap. xxx,
of the Con fesslon of Faith, which you have lugged into
this correspondence, for such 4 plain and obvious purpose,
a word will set all that matter right. You rousp IT cox-
VENIENT TO QUOTE BUT PART OF A SENTENCE. It would not
have suited your purpose to have quoted Lhe whole. For
in the identical sentence you quote, separated only by a
comma, it is stated that the power claimed for the officers
of the Church, and actually conferred upon them by Christ
himself, Matt. xvi, 19 ; JOKI’], XX, 23, is exercised by the
word and censures, ” or, ‘‘by the ministry of the gospel
rind absolution from censures.” Nor would it bnve suitced
you to say, as our book does sny explicitly, that our doc-
trine respecting the power of church rulers is, that «itis
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!hﬁy moral and spiritual, and that only minicieaial and
deolmative.” Ido not wonder at vour b : i
{n wo other way could you give color 1o vonr oh
exarteithe odium you wished.  And beside, 1]
no peri’ {5 80 nearly allied to the < swrpstin i
not=wonderful that a man convicted of the one should bo
gailty of the other.

As ta serfain doclrines ‘‘not being found in any
writlen i0 the first hundred years of the Christian eri.”
when I shall be satisfied that Mr. Franklin has read ail
tha booké written in the first century, or is even com:e-
sent to read & page in any of them; and when [shall be
satisfied thut Lie is a credible witness on such a e
Tmﬁ? lsen to his statements,  As at presoni advised,
this ease I Lhink him neither a compet ptovor ers e
wilaess, 8nd therefore move the court (o aet aside Lis tonis

ony.

But all these matters, so copi
letter are aside from the real questio ;
8IALL THE PROPOSED DEBATE TAKE PlLace © 10 i
with you and you alone shall rest the responsi

ln assigning the reason for not ngrecing to
prupozals, you say in your letter now before
discourse involves but a &ingle point betwern o
mysclf, viz: Is it true, that “by the deo o
the manifestation of his glory, some mon and ano

predestinated unto everlasting life. an! PR e
dained to everlasting ‘death,’ and ther - e ans i
men thus predestinated and fvearlidne ] e poioal oy
and unchangeably designed; and e wonior i

certain and definite that 1t catnot Le oy nereaso |
dminished.” This is the question aroaed fnomv disecree
from fivst to last, ete., and you ave devanined o w0 b 0
few points not involving this definite numbor of neen
&Bg’(‘ls, which .Would be but an evasion of fhe vl
matter.”’  Again you say, < Vo lare not aliine fhe rwh
of your doctrine, und permit jue i el
me when I aftivm its abizurdive .
Now, Me. Ivankiin, doeple Ey:{.:.‘ful al e
to me to CXpuse sueh ! :
retensions, o i ‘
eAveS MO Lo ailernalive,

Sudlernicgt -,
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Your charge is that | wish to evade the discussion of
the doctrine of cur Confession, respecting the definite
number of men andangels predestinated to eternal lite, or
foreordained to everlasting death : nod you boldly say
that | refused to affirmthe truth of this doctrine or re-
spond to you when you affirm its absurdity. Am |
awake ? Do | read your letter aright ? Can it be that
you are so utterly reckless of your character asto make
such statements in the face of well known facts? “ Dare
you” (permit me to borrow your favorite word) dare you,
Mr. Franklin, answer me, categorically, one plain ques-
tion and forever settle this matter. Did I, or did | not in
my first letter, agree to discuss a proposition involving all
these parts of our Confession which speak of the definite
number of men and angels predestinated: andis ‘there
not a proposition now agreed upon between us, embracing
the very points which you say | wish to evade ? All our
readers know that this is true. You cannot escape.
That | gaveyou the fullest and fairest opportunity to
assail my doctrines, even your blindest, and bitterest
partisans must admit. | shall not apply an epithet to
these various statements of yours. No language thdt |
could use would be strong enough to express the feeling
of every upright and honorable man toward the mari*that
could make them.

Be it known then, that | am ready now and from the
first have expressed my readiness to defend the doctrine
of our church against you or any other assailant, who
may choose to make the attack in the community where |
live. But the true difficulty from the first has been that
I could not prevail on youto defend doctrines set forth in
your Sermon. True, you have talked in a very lofty
style, about your offering me fair terms, and all that, but
when | come to pin you down to the definite statement of
your Sermon, at once you fly the track. | am disposed
to make one more trial, and thus force you either to come
on and defend your doctrine, or to retract your challenge
and acknowledge that you “woke up the wrong passenger. ”

You say in your letter now before me, ¢« Should you
affirm the absurdity of the discourse, you could assail
whatever points you please. ” Now, Sir, stick to that, and
God willing, we shall yet have a debate. | am ready to
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affirm the dbsuldlt’\' of the discourss: :S’UIA ol nlense T (o
assail the points spumf fed iy il

The Sermon, according to the tile page i on
nation and the Forcknowed ge of Godo 1o tioe
second of the points which [ have lnid dosn 1 reen
tieory of Forcknowledge. In the thind anl [
theory of predesmmtmn both as to who the ele
the purposs for which they w ere .

L. your interpretation of S ‘

effestuslly to stop your month b
soribed,” and totall) to cut off vour ret
l? hack put nn'am from your owin i :
if your cﬂ’y any point in vour
.nytha?%ve which you wish o e
}'lﬂd sad pomt as true, or assatl it oo nnd e e .
And be it well and fuliy understoos] that voi sre te e

the most ample opportunity to ussall et doerhos Gl
definite number” of clect persons wndlor e prp
already agreed upon.

Ncw,nir. Franklin, what say you; o1l we bove ades
bate or not 7

Sinee I last Wrote, I have been receiving e © Ao
weekly, which is rather more than 1 requestdll Ba i
ftamber containing my letter of Octoler fhoand vour 1e-
gponse of the TUh never came to haud. T very slesiv s
of ob!,ummrr it.  Couid vou hive oo Vol :

Yours, e

"

Rev, Jag. MarThews :

Dsgar Sir— Yours of Dee. ‘lh may have heon on
hand some days, as L have been absent <ome works, Bt
now that I have returned, I procecd ar onee oo nnewer i

Tonchmg my \n‘mxw the s ; -
simply remark, that we
the rules and restrictions of
almm‘%, in a correspondence, fo . e

e 1w \ﬁ dete i
{

Fogr -
N DV

of o debate.  In cucdi acacr, el poniv
desist when he :;lwm ces T ko of 1o oo
from WIIEIH’TIIH‘ cle ot of corvesp
I wrote the first e Cespeein]

i
s ta the pubiishin,

first «
upon me first. A
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matter, not with you nor myself, but with the publishers.
| am not the publisher of any paper, though an editor, and
have not becn for a year.

Your cxplanation Of church officers “remitting and re-
taining sins,” is, | believe, thesame given by Romanists,
and1s but anevasion. If church officers simply declare
it, when God forgives sins, then, they do no more than
any one else can do, and have no more right to claim the
power of < remitting and retaining sins. ”  But neither
church officers nor anybody elSe, 1n our day, occupy the
place or possess the power of those to Wgom the Lord
said « Whosesoever sins you remit, they arc remitted, and
whosesoever Sins you retain, they are retained. ” This is one
of the arrogant claims of the Pope, but is one which he
cannot establish, nor can the officers of any other church.

Respecting my assertion touching the writings of the
first century, | simply remark, thatihave much more than-
my own reading to rely upon.  Tbe most learned ZRantizers
in the worldhave been tried over and over azain,by
learncd antagonists in debate, and they have invariably
failed to furnish one scrap, in the Bible or out of it, written
in the first century, mentioning the baptizing of an uncon-
scious infant. or the sprinkling of any person for baptism,
or saying one word about cither, in any shape or form. |
am certain they would have furnished this, if they could,
and the fact that they have not done it, when challenged
to doit, and when doing it, would have defeated their an-
tagonists, is an invincible cvidence that they could not do
it. Will you undertake to find it ?

If this is not suflicient to explain to you how such an
unlearned man as your humble servant could know what
waswritten in the first century and what was not, | will
explain more distinctly. You are aware that one part of
my asscrtion relates to the Bible, and that wc have a ver-
sion of that Book, called** the commonly received ver-.
sion, " or perhaps, by your Church, ¢« our immortal transla-
tion, ” put forth and commanded to be read, as the word
of God, by the authority of King James. Well, sir, there
are a few thousand copies of this work manufactured every
week in Ibis place, and, earlier than | can now recollect.
my good mother taught me to read this book. Since then,
| have read it through quite a number of times, and I now
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know positivély, that there is not one worl i it in any
shape or form, about Laptizing bitungs i : ,
hnpﬁenh You are aware, too, that s o hor
wtitlen in the first century, have been trinslace '
lish, and that I can make out to read thiem. 1o th
wa unlearned men get a peep inio the tee
fearned, and are cnabled to solve many o1 ¢
teries, sometimes to their dissatisfuction.

{ feel gnite pleasant since reading vour letter

1

OO deuD 1T

evar on account of the many bitier things van finvs .
Phese do not in the least concern me. viv o 1 e o
foeumbent upon me to reply to anvihing of &) i
is hot fair, in & correspondunce lie e 1 o a
bavo 8 good opportunity to exhiinr e doo h
his Beatl, for # from the abundance of G L e i
speakuth.” Of this privilege, Tahindl not a0 s

prive you. With me, our corresponlons s o
rsonrl affuir, in which one chonbd sl v

dowofall of the other. I attempr vo, o

to you, but simply make thie renvuk in

own course. 1 have not awht aonins:

desire o injure you in person nor rep

yotrself I wish to defeat, but vour mreo

as n mere personal conflict is converned,
on one side. Ihave nothing auninet vou narin fuvy
gelf,  OQur fellow-men and our God will '
If you have unfortunately failen iano e b
dishonoruble opponent,’who cantt read o
that waus written in the vt cone
the insinuations of your letter, npon veur vwn oon
consequences ; that is 1o business of mine, 17 vooar Jronie
tion should be exposed before the world, and v ot
shown to be false, by such an opponent, 0 mirh e wore
for your cause. And on the other haad, shiomld vou wain
8 victory over a muan of so little honor, <o yenk :
word, and unlearned in antipiine, vou will have oniaed
noth"mg; the whole will e acdibabed to vour <oarior
learning and talents.  In this view of the <ulidoss, 5
elear that you are beating the air, )
The case, however, 15 b Gilterent wi
conflict with a man of honor, ol trath, of profoun 1 leamning,

Pondoo of us

\ .
[EEREED \;\‘.\'

Porne, I st EIA L
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and superior ability, well skilled in sacred lore.  In this
case, should | gain a victory, it must be accounted for by
the superior power of truth over error. But, shouldIbe
defeated, my cause may NOt suffer much, as it may ration-
ally be accounted for on the ground of the superior ability
of my opponent. In all this | deserve no praise ; it is all
to be ascribed to good fortune.

I feel pleasant on another account. Nothing is more de-
lightful than to find that our efforts have the desired effect.
My last letter worked to a charm. It has inspired in my
friend the determination that we shall have a debate. This
is all I have been after, and | now have the assurance that
Ishall have one, and that by merely sticking to my word.
That is 0N as good terms as | could ask. But have you
offered t0 affirm the absurdity of my Sermon witbout fal-
tering ? NOt quite. Your nervestrembled a little when
you wrote the following : “ If you specify any point in
your discourse not embraced in these five, which you wish
to discuss, I will either yield said point as true or assail it
too, and prove it false.” You do thus begin to see some
pointsinmy obnoxious Sermon that may have to be
“yielded as true !”” That is what I have been expecting
from the beginning.

| therefore proceed to specify one point beforehand, that,
you may have a fair opportunity to reflect upon it. On the
fourth page of the Sermon, | state concerning. the extract,
from your Confession as follows : «“ This doctrine, we say,
we do not believe. It is not the Predestination of the
Bible, or anything like it. ” Here is a point not embraced
in your propositions — aclear and pointed proposition, de-
claring, in the strongest terms, that the Predestination in
the extract is “ not the Predestination of the Bible.”  This
point | have now specified, and you are ple@ged’;’fo “yield
it as true, " or “ assail it too, and prove it false.”” # Other
points Ishall specify in due time.

I trust now the propositions are settled.

There is a point, once settled, now to agree upon again,
namely, the time. | can meet you almost at any time, but
wish the debate to commence on Wednesday, as that will
be as early in the week as Icanreach your place, starting
on Monday. In the dead of winter the going is unpleasant
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for tho people, and I therefore do not knew wilother i wiil
a’ujhyour citizens in the winter orin the spring T deave
thia mainly with you and Elder Rowers to soree Ujeon

The reason you did not receive the numlor contid
our last Jetters, is simply that the publishicrs have not ve
found room forthem; but I trust they wiil soen. I ol ;‘(
no copies of the Christinn Age sent vou except those con-
tsining the correspondence.

Respectfully, yours,
Bexy. IFeassuis.

RO

Carlz'slt’, ]l—j/.. :]LIHDH’[,"?/ ot

Dear Str—Charles Dickens has written a work in
¢ the Artful Dodger” fizures ss a oo
should our correspondence ever he eolivirod
it might, with great propriety, be eniidod
crcumvented.”

Yes, sir; st length you have hun
fast in your nose, and you are being led cuch n danee as
you jittle dreamed of when you commeneod vonr vapenins
chanenges. You say that you “fecl guite pleasant un ier
the operation, and if they could Lilieve you, all Benevolint
hearts would rejoice that you do.  The feeling sportsnsm
would enjoy his pastime with a much keener relish, eanid
he persuade himself that his game <hued the enjovnen
of the chase.. Itis said thar an Iriskman cets so uad 1o
hanging, that hie rather Jikes e oy
geem, you are 0 used to having vour shidlow pretensions
exposed, your misrepresentations corvecte 1, nnel vour i
statements nailed to the counter, that youwenn stud b
tirely uamoved, and endure the infliction with the wimes
self-complacency. Is this apparent indifference to be il
uted to mental stolidity, moral insusceptibiity, or the sheer-
est affectation ?

No doubt the meek and lamblike spiv whick vou Lave

the hioelk s

vonrsei

ration. So, e wonld

Judged it politic 1o simulate, instrad of standin e a
man, and defending youwrsell fram the serious ¢ ex,onnd

overwhelming prociswhich T was comype
to (,1‘11”‘.’ hornor and date o oxbibgn o -
two letters, will appenr exececdingly edifvhy ;
certain caliber. But o all who take the pains to examine the
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matter, thecanting tone younowadopt, willonly add ¢ the
loathing excited by the Insulting air, and untruthful matter
of‘_\'oul‘prcvinus efforts.  You may spare yourself the
pawns of any more acting . You need not take the trouble
agamn Lo publish to the world that youbear such jinflictions
p:nienl]y, and feClqmtc pleasant, » while enduring the
torturc.  Our readers well know that you have no part
i n the blessing pronounced upon those who ** suffer for
rivhteousness’sake.”” | commend to your serious attention,
asa fine squecL for another «« stercotyped Sermon’’ the
twenticth verse of the second chapter of Peter’s first
€PI% tte, which thus reads i1 oUr good old- fashioned Bible :
“I'or what glory is it, if, when ye be bulfeted for your
faults, yeshalltake it patiently ? but if, when ye do well
and suffer for it, yetakeit patiently, this is acceptable with
God
B T At N S PR s ol

ously into this correspondence, having no pertinency to our

proposed discussion, thereby giving evidence that you
would be gladto shift your position if you could—

“8o when a raging fever burns,
We shift from side to side by turns :
But 'tisa poor relief wegain,
To change the place, but keep the pain.”

You inform me that my ‘* explanation of church officers
remitting and retaining sins, is (1) the same given by
Romanists ; and(€)1s’but an erosion. ”  Letus examine
both these points. In your previous letter you termed the
doctrine of our Confession & ‘¢ Romish doctrine,’” and now
you say that my ‘ explanation of the doctrine is the same
given by Romanists.””  In order to discover the profound
Jearning, the clear discrimination, and, aboveali, the scru-
pulous truthfulness of these assertions, we must compare
the “Romish doctrine” with that of our confession ; ang
“the explanations given by Romanists,”” with the explana-
tions which I have given. TheRomish doctrine, asset forth
authoritatively in the regular formularies of that church, is
the following: “ Our Lord Jesus Christ, when he was
about to ascend from earth to heaven, left his priests in his
place, as presidents and judges, to whom all mortal offenses
into which the faithful might fall, should be submitted;
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keys of the kingdom of heaven* they understand the
power of admitting to, and excluding from, that blessed
abode.  Presbyterians understand the “kingdom of
heaven” tomean the Church under the new dispensation;
and by the keys of the kingdom of heaven, they uuder-
stand the power of declaring upon what terms men are to-
be admitted to, or cutoff from, the privileges of the chris-
tian Church.

2. The Romish doctrine is, that the priest sits ¢ as presi-
dent or judge, ” and his sentence of absolution is “ a judi-
cial act.” The doctrine of our Confession is, “thatall
church power is only ministerial and declarative. ” Form
of Government, 1.

Placé the twoin juxtaposition, and it will be easy to sec
their points of identity.

Romisit DocTriNE. Prrspyrrrian DoCTR NE.

The priest’s absolution is notto| Allchurch power is only ninis-
be considered merelyasa MINIStry. |terial.

The kingdom of heaven is
opened “ by the ministry of the
word.”

The power with which t h e| The power of churchofficers
points of the new Jaw are invert-|“ is wholly moral ov spiritual, and
ed, is not, simplv to declare that;that only ministerial and declara-
sins are forgi ven, but really to ab-itive.”
solve from sin.

3. The manner of absolution in the Romish church, is,
thatthe priest, *“sitting asa judge in the place of Christ,
and with the same authority as Christ possessed when on
earth, says, * | absolve thee.* The manner in which the
kingdom of heaven, <. e., the churches, is opened and shut,
and sins remitted and retained, according to the Confes-
sion, is by preaching the Gospel and exercise of church
discipline.

Yet Mr. Franklin says that the doctrine of the Romish
Church and that of the Presbyterian, is the same ! ¢ And
Brutus is an honorable man 1”

But it seems also that “ the explanations which I have
given are the same as given by Romanists.” Let us test
this assertion. Now the only  explanation’ which | pre-
tended to give of our doctrine was, to state it fully in the
very language of the Confession, which you had garbled
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they have received it with the modification which their
(i,some degree) profounder doctrine of justification de-
manded.”  This, then, according to Mochler, is the Pro-
testant doctrine, that ‘“ absolut ion IS nothing more than a
declarutionthat sinis forgiven. ”  The Carbolic view is con-
trasted with this. In that Church, he says, ¢ sacerdotal
absolution receives a signification wkolly different from that
which is attached to'it”by 'thé Protestants. . . . We
may easily perceive that absolution, according to Catholic
principles, carn &y no means e « mere declaration that sins
are forgiven.”” Symbolism, part I, chap.4, sees.32, 33.

My ‘* explanation” was, that the power of Church offi-
cers in the, matter of rct'i)ininw and  remitting sins is
«yholly ministerial and dec arative. “No,” says Dr.
Moehler, “it has a signification wholly different ; it can by
no means be a mere declaration that sins arc forgiven. ”
Yet Mr. Franklin says that the explanations are the same!
“ And sure he is an honorable man!*“

We will next call on Bishop Purcell to give us his
explanation of the priests’ power in absolution : “ The
power of the priests to absolve tbc contrite sinner is based
on the text, John xx, Matt. xvi and xviii, 13. By these
words we consider the priests vested witha judicial power
by Jesus Christ to bind or to loose from sin. ” Again :
“The priest holdsthe place of Christ in the spiritual
tribunal.” Debate with Campbell, p. 221.Now what
precisely does the Bishop mean by ‘a judicial power to
pardon sin ?”  Refer to the extract from the Decrees of
the Council of Trent above,and the meaning of a judicial
act, in papal phraseology, will clearly appear. *“ The
priest’s absolution is not to be considered as merely a
ministry, whether to publish the Gospel or to declare the
remission Of sins, butas the nature of a judicial act, ” etc.
So it seems that, by a judicial act, the popish doctors mean
anact totally distinct from a mere ministerial net in preach -
ing the Gospel or declaring the remission of sins. | have
said that the power of remitting sins is merely ministerial
and declarative, and is exercised by preaching the Gospel,
etc. Bishop Purcell, Dr. Moehler, Dr. Milner, and all the
doctors assembled at Trentsay that this power is “ not
merely a ministry, “ is not 2 declaration that, sinsarere-
mitted, is not exercised by the publishing the Gospel, but
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the word with my sword to be a soldier-like word, and a
word of exceeding good command. Accommodated: that
is, whena manis, as they say, accommodated : or when
aman is,—being,—whereby, he may be thought to be—
accormmoda ted : which is an excellent thing. ” What a
loss it is to the world that we have not an equally learned
definition of ““anevasion..” Let me commend Bardolph
as editor of the new Dictionary.

In your letter of Dec. 5, you asserted that ¢ the doc-
trine of church officers having the keys of the kingdom
of heaven, remitting and retaining sins), infant baptism,
etc., are not once named in all the Christian Scriptures,
nor in any other book written in the first hundred years
of the Christian em.” Inmy reply | referred to Matthew
xvi, 19, where the keys of the kingdom of heaven arc
conferred upon Peter,and to John xx, 23, where the
power of remitting and retaining sins is conferred upon all
the Apostles : and as usual when in a tight place, you
practice the grace of silence. Do tell us, learned sir, how
vouare to be understood. Do you deny that the Gospel
of Matthew and John are parts of ‘* the Christian Scrip-
tures ?* or do you deny that Peter and the rest were
«officers of the Church ?* or do you confess that your
assertion wasa little too sweeping ? or is this all “ an
evasion ? I”’

In the letter now before me you very positively assert,
that to your own knowledge infantbaptism, and baptism by
sprinkling or pouring is not once mentioned in the Bible
in any shape or form. Just so the Universalist asserts
that the Bible contains not onc word respecting endless
punishment. Just so the Unitarian asserts that the doc-
trine of the Trinity cannot be found in the Bible. Jnst
so0 the Socinian asserts that the Bible says not one word
respecting the divinity of Christ, his vicarious sacri-
fice, and imputed righteousness. Just so the Atheist
asserts that in the universe there is no proof of the
existence of a God. But what do such assertions of
Mzr. Franklin, the Universalist, Atheist, etc., prove ?
That these doctrines are really not ‘in the Bible or the
Universe ? No, surely ; but only that the authors of
them are determined that they will not see these doctrines
where the overwhelming majority of honest inquirers in
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all ages bave had no difficulty in finding them : and that
they think there arc some gulls so silly as to take their
impudent assertions as overwhelming argumen's,

As respects your assertion respecting the writings of
the ancient-Church it is sufficient to say that it is yowr as-
sertion, and so let it pass for whatitis worth. It required
an amoutt of hardihood to refer to chureh history as op-

‘to the rite of infant baptism, which almost reaches
the subhme. There is no fact better established, there is
fi0 truth which has been more abundantly shown than the
fact, that from the days of the Apostles to the sixteenth
céntury, not a sing]e individual or sociely, except the De-
4robrussians, an obscure scet of fanalics in the twelfth
century’ declared infant baptism uniawful.  See Dr. Wall
for abundant proof of this fuct. Your blindest partisans
wiil soon learn what value to attiuch to vour most solemn
gsseverations. i

But what have all these mutters to do with the subject
im hand ? What ohject did vou propose to voursell by
their introduction ?  Suppose all true that vou have as-
gerted on these topics, does it Lelp us in the feast to an
understanding respecting the terms of our debate ?

You think it strange that I should speak of yielding any
oint of doctrine in your Sermon as truc. Why, sir, in
Flfe I have wasted many hours in reading the Arabinh
Nights, Gulliver’s Travels, the Adventures of Baron Mun-
chausen, as well as many speculations put forth by (he
promoters of the « Current Reformation,” and I never ro-
member to have read a work 1o which I did net find some
truth, Ifit be any comfort to you, T assure vou that vour
Sermon is not an exception. Why, some of it is faken,
perbaps, at second or third hand, from the writings ol Cal-
vin himself.

But you ““proceed to speetfy a point in vour Serraoen.””
not included in the propositions I deduced therefrom © anid
when “the point™ is specified, lo 142 is no paint of dortrine,
no interpretation of Scripture, no theory or spuvh];xtimn of
any kind, but simply another naked assertion of vours,
touching a matter of fict—which vou insist I must dis-
prove ' But still more strange in':\cl;%nq me to disprove
this assertion of yours, you in fact ask me to antisipate the
discussion of the proposition which you have undertaken

6



66 CORRESPONDENCE.

to establish! You have agreed lo show in your affirma-
tive that the doctrine of the extract from the Confession of
Faith, given in your Sermon, is “unscriptural. ” Yet now
you wish me, under my affirmative, to show that the ex-
tract is scriptural ! ! 1 have no doubt you begin to feel
that the proof of your affirmation will be a heavy burden,
and therefore you would be glad if |1 would relieve you of
apartofit. When aman finds himself in a strait, he will
resort to strange expedients. It is strongly suspected, and
that by more than one or two, that you have thrown out
this assertion of yours as a point which 1 must disprove,
in the hope that | would utterly refuse, as well | might, to
be a party to any such preposterous proceeding, as first to
affirm in one proposition that the extract is scriptural, and
then turn round immediately and respond to you affirming
it unscriptural 1in another.  For why travel over the same
ground twice ? But, sir, your hopes have deceived you.
I utterly protest against the irregularity of the whole thing,
but as | cannot get you to face logical propositions in logi-
cal order, | am determined that you shall not escape by
this shallow subterfuge. | consent to add this “ point, ”
if point it must be, to the other five, and undertake to
show that ¢Ass assertion of yours—that the predestination
of the extract is not the predestination of the Bible—is not
true.
You say, “ | trust now the propositions are settled.”
Yes, sir, they are settled ; and thus they must stand, like
the laws of tbe Medes and Persians. Here they age:

PROPOSI1TION FIRST.

InElder Benjamin Franklin’'s Sermon on Predestination

and the Foreknowledge of God are found,—

First. Sundry points of doctrine, viz :

(A. ) When God speaks of knowing certain things it is,
in contradistinction from things which he does not ap-
prove or make known as his.

(B.) The Foreknowledge of God is the knowledge
which God has before given by the prophets respect-
ing Christ and his sufferings.

C.) God's elect are the apostles and prophets.

gD.) The object for which God'’s elect were chosen was

to make known the Gospel.
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Becond. Sundry interpretations of Scripture. And,

Third. A declaration that the predestination of the ex-
traot from the Confession of Faith,gly en on page 4,
I8 not the predestination of the Bible, or anything
like it. The four points of doctrine are in opposition to
soun'd hilology, correct philosophy, and the Scrip-
tures oftruth : the Iriterpretations ot Scripture do not
convey the true mind of the Spirit: and the decimation
respecting the doctrine of the extract is not truein fact.
affirm: You deny.

PROPOSITION SECOND.

The doctnne of Predestination, astaught in the Con-
fession of Faith in the Presbyterian Church, and defined in
chapter. third, sections three, four, and five,is unreasonable,
unscriptural, and in opposition to thespreadofthe gospel
of Christ.

You affirm: 1 deny.

As to the time, | agreethat the spring would be more
suitable than winter, and therefore sugeest Wednesday,
the 28th of April, 1852, at 10 o'clock, A.M.  Especially
since the addition made t0 my proposition, I mu st have
three days in which to dispose of it : we had better say at
once that the discussion shall continue six davs.

I suggest that we now name our model-xto_rs, andagree
upon the rules of discussion : and thata complete pro-

mme of propositions, rules, etc. ,beprepared, and no -
tice given ublicly of the time and place of meeting.

aiting to hear from you onall the.c points, Iam
yours, etc., Jas. MarTuews,

Klder Benj. Franklin.

Cincinnati, 0., Feb. 4, 1852.
Rev. MatTrEWS :

Déar Sir—Your labored document of January 31st,
this ddy came to hand, and I hasten (o reply.  Passing ail
your unkind personadities and insinuations, leaving them
tofind their own meriled rebuke, T at onee proceed o the
subject of “church officers retaining and remitting sins.”
I claim that I have done no injustice to your standard
authority, as I simply quoted its own favguagze.  The iden
of « church officers retaining and remuting sins,”’ you were
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aware, must sound so outrageousto the cars of Protest-
ants, that youfelt it incumbent to explain it. Your expla-
nation was that1twas declarative. This | insisted, and dO
still insist, is no explanationatall ; for if church officers
simply declare it, when God forgives sins, th_ev do no
more thananybody else can do, and consequently have
noright to proclaim, that they have the power to “retain”
and remit sins. ” .

You blame me in two points: 1st, I do not quote the
full connection ;2d, I call the doctrine contained in the
quotation Romish. I shall, then, in the first place, give the
full quotation, and then examine it to see if it is Romish.
The passage reads as follows:

 To these officers the keys of the kingdom of heavenare com -
mitted, by virtue whereof they have power respectively to retain and
remit sins, to shut that kingdom against thé impeniteut, bothby the
word and censures: and to oper 1tunto penitent sinners, by the
ministry of the Gespel,andby absolution from censures, as occa-
sionshall require.”-COsFr=s[0x, chap. 30, sec. 2.

Here is the section in full.  Now, have I sinned in say -
ing, this is a Romish doctrine ?  If | can see that I have,
I will take it back. Let us look at it item by item, for the
charge is a serious one.

1. Dots the Church of Rome claim that the Pope has
the keys of the kingdom of heaven ? He does. The offi-
cers of the Presbyterian Church claim the same.  What
Seripture does the Pope refer to as proof that be has the
kevs of the kingdom ? Matt. xvi, 19, And | will give
unto thecthe keys of the kingdom of heaven. ” The
creed of the Presbyte rian Church cites the same passage
to prove that her oflicers have the keys of the kingdom of
heaven.

2. The Romish Church claims that by virtue of the keys
of the Kingdom of heaven, the Pope has power to retain
and remit sins.  In proof of this claim, he quotes Johu,
xx, $?3, *“ Whosesoever sins you remit, they are remitted
unto them ; and whosesoever sins you retain, they arc re-
tained.”  Theofficers of the Presbyterian Church, by
virtue of the keys of the kingdom of heaven, claim the
power to retain and remi L sins. In proof of this claim
they, too, quote John, xx, 23.

3. By virtue of these keys, the Pope claims power to
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phut the kingdom of God against the impenitent. In
?‘nsof of his Having this power, he quotes the words—

Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth, shadl be bonnd in
heaven,”? Matt. xviii, 18, The Presbyvterian Confiession of
Faith claims for church officers. by virtue of the keys of
the kingdom of heaven, the power to shut that kinwdom

fnst the impenitent. It also quotes the same words,
' Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth, shall be bound in
heaven,” Malt. xviii, 18, in proof of the power.

4, The Pope claims power, by virtue of the kevs of the
Hngdom of heaven, to open that kingdom to penitent
sinners, and quotes the words, “ Whatsacver ye shall lonse
on earth shall be loosed in heaven,” Matt. xviii, 19, (o

ve it. The Confession claims for church officers the
power to open the kingdom of God to penitent sinners. Tt
too, quotes the same words, Matt. xviii, 18, to prove that
aan& officers have this wonderful power.

5. The Pope claims power, by virme of the keys of the
kingdom, to absolve from church censures. In proof that
ke has this. power, he quotes the Inngunze of Paul, 1 Tim.
1, 20, *Of whom is Hymeneas and Alexander, whom [
have delivered unto Satan that they may lerun not to blas-

heme.”” The Conlession claims that chureh officers, by
virtue of the keys of the kingdom, can absolve from chnreh
eensures, and refers to the same Scriptures ta prove it.

So much for «“ church identity.” 1 have scen cefforts to
gshow that the Jewish and christian Churches were identinal,
where the identity was not near so clear as the above, in
which the authors claimed a trivmph. T do not elaim that
the churches I am speaking of are identical, but tha', in
the point of doctrine before us, there is a striking simi-
larity. i

Romanists and DPresbyterians hold the above five
points of doctrine, and express them in nearly the same
words. It is equally true that they substantiaily refer o
the same proofs in Seripture. Now that they have wni-
formly e:(p]uined these points in the same way, I have not
afirmed.  Not only so, but I wouhl not affirm that either
of these parties have uniformiy explained these points in
the same way ; but T ean affirm that they have given rer-
taln explanations, and prove it.  Butsome odhet man, of a
contrary party, or the same party, may have given a different
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or a contradictory explanation. Therefore, when | stated
that | believed Romanists have given the same explan-
ation given byourself, I by no means affirmed that they
have unifornmly done so. Your quoting Romish and Pres-
byterian authors who explain the doctrine differently,
proves nothing, only how defective you are in logic.
Bishop Purcell stated, with as much assurance as you can,
that < If all the priests and bishops in the world were to
pronounce the -words of absolution over a sinner, in whose
heart God did not see true sorrow for his fault, witha sin-
cere resolution to sin no more, the absolution would be
null and void, and the horrid crime of sacrilege superad-
ded to the previous guilt of the transgressor.” Campbell
and Purceﬂ’s Debate, p. 200. This is as liberal as your in-
terpretation.

But, sir, the doctrine is not true, interpret it as you may.
There is not & church functionary in the world who has the
keys of the kingdom of heaven. The Lord gave the keys
to the Apostle Peter, and he opened the kingdom, and, |
thank Heaven, that neither the Pope, nor anybody else has
ever had the keys, or the power of opening or shutting the
kingdom of heaven since that time. I have no doubt but
the officers of the Presbyterian Church have the keys of
that churgh, and can oper and skut it, but | as much doubt
the ratification in heaven, of their opening and shutting, as
Idoubt the Presbyterian Church being the kingdom of
heaven. This, | presume, you would hardly claim. Is it
using the keys of the kingdom of heaven, when you open
the door of the Presbyterlan Church to penitent sinners ?
Is it skutting the kingdom of heaven when you shut the
Presbyterian Church against some heretic, and do you sup-
pose it is ratified in heaven ? If so, then farewell to all
the members of all other churches ; they are all shut out
of the kingdom of heaven. This doctrine, sir, runs into a
difficulty that I see nothow to avoid. See the following
definition of the visible Church :

““ The visible Church, whichis also catholic or universal under the
G ospel (not confined to onenation as before, under the Law), con.
sists of all those throughout the world that profess the true relgion,
together withtheir children ;andig the kingdom of the Lord Jesus
Christ, the houseandfamily of God, out of which them is ordina-
rily no possibility of salvation .”—Con., ch. 25, sec. 2.
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N o w , sir, if the visible ©hureh consists of all these
mroughogﬁ the world, who pro ('css[hctrunrvligion,whr\re
are the officers of this visible Chureh, who have thekeys
éfrr Kingdom and the power to shuat the kingdoem of
heawn » Can the officers in the Ireshyterian Churchshut
‘anything bul the door of their ownClhurch? Surely they
cannot..’” Nor can the officers of any other church do any-
thing more.” Are there any church ofticers, in any party,
who can do anything more than shut the door of theirown

afty ? And is shutting the door of any party now in ex-
utence~'-shuttlng thedoor of the kingdom of heaven? you
ara. bound to say No. Then where are we to find those
ghurch “officers, Who have power t0 opepn and s the king-
dom of DLeaven ? I should like to see them ! -
a<X.find it difficult to understand your creed ON these im-
rtant points. 1 sec IT 1S stated in the extract above, that
out of this visible Church ordinarily thereisno possibility
of salvation. Yet | seeanotherstatem ent asfollows”
“Elect infants, dying in infaney, ave re gene rated, and
saved by Christ, through the Spirit, who worketh when,
and where, and how hepleaseth. So ulso are all other
elect persons, who areincapable of heing called by the
ministry of the word. »  Confess jqp, (‘])\Eip. lo, sce. 3,
Whoopens and shuts the door of the kingdom of heaven
to these?

The more Ilookatthissubject, the more difficulties
force themsclves upon mv mind.  After speaking of elect
infants, your creed has the foil,, lvilyr.

“’Others, notelected, thongl they may be ealled by th e ministry

of the word. andmay have F‘Jml'cmmxmn(np(vr:ninns' of the Spirit,
ef they never U1y come to Christ, and therefore cannoy be savec 17
onfession, chap. 10, sec. 4.

Now I cannot understand the idea of chureh officers
shutting the kingdom 6fGod, against the na n-el ect, who
¢ cannot be saved. ', Was the ki ngdom ever open to the
non-elect ? Was it ever possible for the non-elect to enter
into the kingdom of heaven? Did Christ die for them, or
sbed his blood for them 2 If e did not, and the kingido m
was never open tothem, how do church oflicers shut it
Bfninst them 7 If the kingdom was opened to the non-
elect,.did not those officers who hay ¢ tiic kevs or the king-
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dom open it? If they did, where did they get authority
to open the kingdom to any for whom Christ did not die ?

With your doctrine, my dear sir, the elect were chosen
in Christ before the world was made, and the kingdom of
heaven was never shut against them. There was never
any possibility Of their being lost, for their number is so
<« definite that it cannot be diminished.”” Therefore, to talk
of church officers having the keys to open the kingdom for
such as were ¢ chosen in Christ before the world, ” whose
number ¢ cannot be diminisked,”’ is talking with just aslit-
tle understanding, as to speak of skutting the Kingdom
against the non-elect, to whom it never was opened, and
who cannot be saved. But, sir, | deny the following five
points, with any explanation | have ever seen :

1. That any church functionary or functionaries have
the keys of the kingdom of heaven.

2. That any church functionary or functionaries have he
power to “rétain and remit. sins. ”

3. That any church functionary or functionaries can
sbnt the kingdom of heaven.

4. That any chwrch functionary or functionaries can open
the kingdom of heaven.

*5. That any church functionary or functionaries can ab-
solve from church censures.

The Lord gave the apostle Peter the keys of the king-
dom of heaven, and, after he had ascended far above all
heavens, among other gifts bestowed upon men, he vested
Peter withthe power of opening the kingdom. This he
did by making a revelation of the mind of Christ, concern-
ing the forgiveness of sins. When he declared the law of
Clirist concerning pardon, the law concerning admission,
and thus opened the door to the people, it was ratified in
heaven. According to that law the sins of the penitent arc
remitted, and the sins of the impenitent are retained, by
the Great Head of the Church. As Peter opened the door to
penitents, wethank Heaven it stands open yet, and willtill
the last penitent shall enter in. As he shut the door against
the impenitent, it must remain shut to all generations, for
whathie bound on earthis bound 1o heaven.  None but the
Great Master of Assemblies can‘ abdsolve from church
censures, " or any other censures scripturally preferred.
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Why ¢oniplain of the pricst for saying, «[aksolve thee,” ete.,
if;cgurch officers can absolve from church censures ?
uy ﬁwdllide me for not noticing your reference to Matt.
&¥ix19, where we arc informed tlie keys aof the kingdom
Wwera.given_to Peter, and to John xx. 23, where we are in-
fobmed the power was conferred upon the Apostles to “remit
snd retain sins.”  DBut'l have already shown vou that the
Pope quotes the same passages as fluently as vourself. 1le
iBaot-Peter, nor his successor, nor is anvbody else on this
earth;:and the fact that the Lord gave Peter the keys of
the kingdom; is no evidenee that the Pope has them, or the
officers of. any other Church in the world. The fact, too,
that the Apostles had power to remil and retain sins, is no
evidence that those not aposties have the same power. The
officers of the Presbyterinn Chwreh are not apostles, and
have no right to claim apostolic power,
+f Respecting my assertion, that there is not one word in
all the ‘Bible, nor any other book written in the first cen-
tary, about infant baptism, or sprinkling and pouring for
baptism; you try to insult me, but omit to furnish anything
toithe contrary, for the good reason, that it cannot be dune.
The authority of Dr. Wall will not 1clieve you. You com-
lain of my hardihood ; then produce one‘scmp in all the
ible or any other book, well authenticated, and I will be
§i]_qnced on that point.  You may baptize (runtize) infants,
and sprinkle and pour for baptism, but you never did and
ou never can produce one word about one or the other,
either for or against, in the Bible or any other boolk written
in the first century.  No ill-natured insults will answer the
urpose. - Produce the authority, and I pledge myself to
gavc it printed in large capitals. )
+You need not now protest against the irregularity of our
aroceeding.  You certainly know well who is to blame for
it:"I offered more "than once to aflirm the doctrine of my
Sermon, and let you affirm your creed, or to aflirm the ab-
surdity of the creed, and Ivt vou affirm the absurdity
of the Sermon; but could not get you into this regu-
lar method of procedure. o Year could think of no method
except to assail several remofe yoints, evidently evad-
ing the important and main issue, and spending a large
share of our Ume in a desert tield, where it would be
uninteresting to the audience.  From this unfair stand I
i
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labored to move you, butcould not, till you unthinkingly
uttered asentence which committed you. | availed myself
of this ¢ yportunity, and have you now committed to give
the scope i dc.tired fromthe beginning. Butyou need
have no fears of my seeking any undue advantage.I
want none. | only desired notto be circumscribed the
larger por(ion of our time, and confined to” remote matters,
thus destroying the interest of the debate.

Before closing, permit me to say, that T do not regard
yoursneers about learning, and your remarksabout a “new
dictionary.” Tnever fear any man’s learning when | find
him so full and F@8ning gver with it. Men who know that
the community award to thema little | earning ahd | ogical
acumen are not so restless. They are not “swelled to
bursting nigh.” They do not have the appearance of
boys just out of college, who have to intersperse alittld
Latinor Greek with every other sentence, to show their
learning and induce folks’ wonder, as the village peda-
gogue, ‘How one small head contaihedall be Knew.”
Such persons pttoneinmind of a boy with his first suit
of broadcloth on ; he fears it will not be noticed unles$ he
does something to call special attention to it.

In my last I said almost any time would suit me; hut
you happened to hit the only time soon, so far as known té
me, when | could not come. | shall be compelled to ask
you to put it off some two weeks later, or onc month
sooner. Later would be preferable.

| cannot choose moderators beforehand, if we chobése
those not members of our respective churches.

Could we not adopt the rules governing the Lexington
debate, so far as applicable, to ours ? | think we can. |
will arrive on Tuesday evening, when we can meet andar-
range these matters.

Let me hear from you immediately, that | mdy announce
the time of debate in the Christian Age, that we may have
a full attendance. Respectfully, yours,

Bens. Framsiiv,

Carlisle, Ky., Feb. 20, 1852
EipEr Bexs. FRANKLIN ; .
Dear Sir—You were good enough, very courteously to
inform me, in your letter of Dec. 6th, that | lacked some
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very essential qualities of a debater; ane of which, in
dur opinion, is *“cournge o maintain a fulse position,”
CRY otice silently acquieseed in the uuth of vour polite
fmpéachment. Let me hbe convinced that any position
fwhich I have taken is false, and T at once. as you traly sns.
etted, lose all courage to-defend it.  With vou, however,
by diffdrent. You boldly proclaim that courage to defend
fitfalse po’siti(_)n is essential to form a dispntant ; and this

thebry-you as boldly reduce to practice.  Of this
your last letter is a striking proof.

Petmit me to congratulate you on having made the
#cquaintance of that respectable personage, Goldsmith's
Village Schoolmaster. You seem to have made him a
pabjeet of study ; and one trait in the character of that
worthy you are resolved to emulate.  For

“X’en when vanquished, he could argue still”

Your last wordy effort is devoted mainly to an attempt-
8d bolstering up of the ¢ false position” taken in the
latter to which you expected no reply.  The substance of
the five points of similarity, which, with a goad deal of
stretching and splitting, you fancy you have discovered
between the Romish Church and ours, is this: that the
Ronianists and Presbyterians agree in using certain serip.
taral expressions respecting the powers whieh Christ has
conferred on the officers of his Chureh ; but, as I have
abundantly shown, thew attach to thoze expressions totally
8ifferent, and even directly apposite ideas.  This simple
statement is a suflicient answer to all vou have siid on
this point; or, if any further answer is required, I refer
the’reader to my previous letter,

Your insinuation that the authorities which I quoted
are not decisive as ta the real sentiment prevailing with
the respective parties, is wholly unfounded.  «“The Con-
féssion of Faith,” is an authentic and anthoritative expo-
nent of Presbyterian doctrine ; and it was from that
volume that T quoted the declaration that the pawer
claimed for church officers was exercised ““by the word
and censures,” and ly ke auinistry  of the Gospe,
and by -absohition from censures.”  Also, that < (dheir
power is wholly morat or spiritunl, and thut ovuy ministerial
and declarative.”  'The Decrees of the Council of [rent,
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and the Catechism issued by authority of that Council,
are cqua]]y authentic and authoritative expositions of
Romish doctrine ; and it was from these decrees, and from
that Catechism that | quoted the declaration that “the
priest’s absolution is xor to be considered merely as a
ministry, whether to preach the Gospel, or to declare the
remission of sins. ” = Again, ‘¢the power with which the
priestsare invested is nor simply to declare that sins are
forgiven, but, as the ministers of God, real/y fo absolve
from sin. ”» Thethree popish doctors whom | quoted
were Of three different nations, yet they did but echo each
other and the Council of Trent. Here, sir, I pin. you
down. You cannot invalidate my authorities. You can-
not divert me from the point. You must continue to
practice on the theory that afalse position, defended
through thick and thin, is almost as good as a true one.

You complain againandagain of < difficulties” in our
Confession which you “ cannot understand. ” I think it
quite probable that a theory might be invented to explain
this fact in your mental history, without casting censure
either on the authors of that Confession, or on any who
believe that it contains the system of doctrine taught in
the Scriptures.

There is a precious part of your letter which | bad in-
tended to let pass without comment, anticipating an op-
portunity of exposing youbefore an audience ; but as
many read our correspondence who will never hear our
discussion, I hare concluded to bold it up before the world
as another proof, in addition to the many already exhibited,
of your want Of that moral integrity which every honest
man, not tosay religiousteacher, should possess. You
say ; “After speaking of elect infants, your creed has the
following : * Orners not elected, though they may be
called,” “ ete.  “ Others nof elected,’” that 1S, as every un.
informed reader would conclude from the connection in
which you put it, “ other’” 1nvanTs not elected ; and thus
the staleand oft refuted calumny against the Presbyterian
Church, that wc hold that some infants who dic are not
of the elect, and therefore are not saved, would scem to
beproved from the confession itself! ‘. After speaking of
elect infants, the Confession says, others not elected !’
Yes ! but it is sufficiently long after speaking of infants, to
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allow « total change o subject /! The senfences vou quote
do vot Jollow eucl vtier comseesdively!  Tramediately afier
speaking of clectiniunts, there follaws asentenee relerring

to. ADULTS ; and then, in « (/’ii/[/.'«-/ section, tollows 11‘3
sentence ffothers not elected )’ As quoted 40 For
shame ! for shame 'l or the ]mpm of the refivion you
profess, if not for your own sake, nhandon such dishonor-
able nLtempta to excite odium "("mM anoopponent and ln
Church ! There is one way in which you can still exeape
from the discussion which vou have prfnukvd, and lh:-‘t
by pur=um<r the course you have adopred, making
most reckless and siandirous ehnroes, sl cast
most unfounded impntations wpon me el the Chuve
love, till vou have sunk vourselt eo low in the opind
every candid man, that vou will be benen :
any one who has the least pittiete
You still continue to eali for a pa
or the writings of the first contury, mv:H.:m.m_g coertain

self-respeet,

seoin the Se H):L‘Hrm

doctrines.  Dut it is worthy of notier that the list s
diminishing.  In vour letter of Decenwbor o to wlich o

anticipated no repdy, there weve glee docirines which von
asserted were not found in the Seriprures. or any other
book written in the first centurv,  These docirines were
First, that of Church offieers }:zf\ing the Jievs of the kino-
dom of heaven; second, that of their h:\\”;x{g the power (o
remit and retain sins; thivd, Infant bapiism ¢ fourth, sprink-
ling or pouring for baptism ; {finh, infant membership.
Two of these dectrines 1 found for vou in the Fn‘lip‘ln‘(w
unless vou deny that Matthew and Jokn are seriptar

writers, or that Peter and the other Apostles were oﬂ‘t(}\
of “the Church. Did you, then, honestiy eonless your
mistake 2 No. That ‘is an cffort of maonanimity of
which men like you are not capable. You attempt to
retreat coverlly, by making fulse issues, and keeping up
a show of defense. Jut one thing is significant. You
quictly dmp three of these doctrines, and now clamor-
ously eall for pl(»m that infant baptism, and \pnnl\hnvv and
pouring for baptisin, are mentioned fn these writings, Now

I think they are <o mehtioned. The overw mlnm"r nia-
jortty of the Christian Churel think o toa. You, \\Ilh A
fraction of nominsl Christendoam, apyly tieal tortures to

the passages which we adduce, in arder to prevent their
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inculeating those doctrines. Our proofs are well known.
Your quibbling evasions of those proofs arcequally noto-
rious. What, then, does your present call amount to ? It
is simply an effort on %/our part to divert me and our
readers from thereal issues in this correspondence to
something innowise connected therewith.  Suppose Ian-
swer your call, and adduce the passages we rely on to
proveinfant baptism lawful, and sprinkling and pouring
valid, what would be theresult ?  Another discussion of
those threadbare topics. Have you anything new to offer?
I confess | have not. Iam satisfied with the position in
which these questions were left by the Lexington debate.
Qo are the Pedo-Baptists of every denomination. My,
Campbell, | know, is dissatisfied ; and he has shown his
dissatisfaction with the result of that discussion by since
putting forth a book on the topics relating to baptism,
there discussed, without the troublesome answers of Mr.
Rice! You seem to share his dissatisfaction. But is not
a correspondence preliminary to a discussion of Predes-
tination a singular place in which to endeavor to start a
debate on the mode and subject of baptism ? But if you
maust have a discussion of these topics, and feel competent
to settle all questions in Greek criticism into which they
will lead, why say so ; and as the preliminaries of our
oral discussion are almost settled, we can continue the cor-
respondence on these other topics.

You wrote a Sermon, and named it yourself. You said
it wason “ Predestinationand the Foreknowledge of God.”
| propose to controvert your theory of Foreknowledge,
your theory S‘f__l)rcdestim\tion, and your interpretations of
Scripture. ~ This you call “ assailing several remote points.”
After “ evasion,”” 1n the new dictionary, do not forget to
insert «“remote.” 1 call Bardoph’s special attention to it
as another « soldier-like word, and a‘word of exceeding
good comman d.”

You say that a discussion of the points | proposed would
be * spending our time in a desert field.” I have already
shown thatif there be truth in your title-page, those points
cover thc whole of the doctrine of your Sermon. To dis-
cuss your Sermon, then, you think will be spending our
time 1n a desert field ; and, for once, | am happy to say, |
agree With you.
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It 8éems that the time T wmientioned did not suit you, and
you express & preference fur a later peviod. Were 1 to
—follow.:'?our example, I would say that © vour courage
failedt: and ‘vou sought to have the matter postponed.”
But I desive to *“ think no cvil” without just grounds. T
therefore;, now sugyest 3\'e(11105(1:1§', the 2oth of May.
é\s:You’ksuggeslt that we adopt the rules of the Lexi
debateacbut some of them .are inapplicablie, and others I
woitld mprefer to modify. T will transeribe such of the
rolesrad:apply, with the modification 1 desive. It theyr
duit you, well 5 i€ not, we will consult an a change.

Hnl. The debate shall commence on Wednesday, the 26th
of My, 1832.
¢=2:To beé held in .
38, Each party shall choese a moderator, not of his own
dendmigation, and the two thus chosen shall seleet a pre-
siding. moderator.

34, The debate <hall commence at 10 4. .. and con-
tinue W 1 r. 3.; the parties speaking half an hour
aiternately.

5. On the final negative, uo new matter shall be intro-
duced. . :

6. The propositions for debate are the fullowing, (as
given in my Inst etter. ) ¥
<7, Neither proposition shall be discussed more than
three days, except by conseat of parties.
=8, The parties shall preserve their notes and memo-
randa; and, imoitdiately after the closs of the diseussion,
shall write out and interchange their speeches, and pre-
pare them for publication.

9. The debatants agree to adopt as rules of decorum
those found in Hedge's Logic, pace 154, [Wlhen vou
'publish A programme of propesitions, rules, ete., he so
ood as to print thoee rules of decorum from Hedge 14

All of which is vespectfully submitted.

Your obedicnt servant, Jas. MarTiews.

* We deem it useless 4o reinsert thom —0, T
- It is wnnecessary to use rules——pB. F.
















































DEBATE.

MR. MATTHEWS' FIRST ADDRESS.
Wednesday, May26,1852,10 o'clock, 4. M.

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS

Fellow Citizens — It is with some degree of embarrass-
ment that | present myself before you on this occasion.
This embarrassment arises from the novelty of the posi-
tion in which I stand. For the first time in my life, | am
called upon to defend, in public debate, the doctrines which
I believe and teach.

If the motive of, your assembling to-day were to wit-
ness some gladiatorial exhibition, to see with what agility
and address a thrust could be given, parried, or returned,
| should feeldeeply mortified and humiliated at the posi-
tion which | occupy, and the part which | am to sustain in
the proceedings of this occasion. A minister of Christ
has higher duties— and ought to have higher aims-than
to enter"the field of controversy for the purpose of grati-
fying a10vc of notoriety, displaying partisan zeal, or
ministering gratification tothelove of novelty and excite-
ment prevalent in a community. The study, the pulpit,
tile bedside of the afflicted, the Bible class, and the prayer
meeting, are his appropriate scenes of labor ; and no ordi-
nary circumstances will justify him in turning aside from
these to occupythe rostrum and engage in the exciting
scenes of a public debate.

| have, however, no sympathy with those who think, or
feign to think, that public discussions are never alowable
for a Gospel minister. The teaching of the prophets, of
our Savior himself, and of his Apostles, was often contro-
versial. Noman, in any age of the church, has distin-
guished himself as a fast friend of truth, and a foe to pre-
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vanity.” Psalm xciv, Here the existence of cer-
tain attributes in the Creator is argued, from thefact that
they exist in the creature; and among these the attribute
of /mowledqe In this passage, thtn whatever “ know-
ledge “ means when pre(fcateél of man, it roust have the
same signification as referring to God. The very struc -
ture of the argument requires this. So in another passage :
“ O Lord ! thou hast scarched me and known me. Thou
knowest my down-sitting and mine up rising: thou un-
derstandest my thoughts afar off. Thou compasses my
path and my lying Clown,and art acquainted withall my
ways : for theré 1s not a word in my tongue, but, 10 ! O
Lord ! thou knowest it altogether. * * * Search me,
O God ! and know my heart ; try me, and know my
thoughts, andsec if there be any wicked way in me, and
lead me in the way everlasting.”” Psalm cxxxix,1 — 4,
23,24. That the word * know, " applied toGod, in this
passage, is to be taken in its common acceptation, is evi-
dent : first, from the fact that this knowledge is the result
of *‘ searching,” of “ compassing the poth,’’ of ** trying ; *
and, secondly, because the terms < under stajdest” and
¢ acquainted with, ” used as synonymous with * know,’
fix upon it its usual meaning. Indeed, the whole scope
of the passage forbids anyothm interpretation.

When these arguments arepondered, | hope we shall
have no repetition, onthis occasion, of the question of
some of old, ¢ How cloth God know, and is there know-
ledge in the Most High ? ’—[ Time expired. |

MR. FRANKLIN'S FIRST REPLY.

GentLEMEY M opErATORS ¢

Respected ffearers — Lheartily concur with the remarks
of the worthy gentleman touching the propriety and im-
portance of religious inv Lstlfrnnon Truth is always fear-
less of the light and free to be brought into discussion.
Error has everythlng to lose, and, therefore, is frequent].y
opposed to such close contact With light and truth as s
necessarily expected in public debate. The holy prophets
were frequently cngaged in important controversies. The
Lord himself withstood his opposers to the face. The in-
spired-Apostles not only “ contended earnestly for the faith
once delivered to the saint s,” but enjoined it upon others
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came to reveal to the world. With this before the mind,
there is but little difficulty in harmonizing the following
expressions: FOl‘cknowledge of God, Determinate Counsel,
Eternal Purpose, Predestination, Mystery of his Will,
Election, etc., etc. God hada purpose. Ile made a
promise. Through tile prophets hemade numerous pre-
dictions. 'The New Testament writers frequently refer
back tothe original intention or the purpose of’ God.
This they sometimes simply call « the purpose. » They
also frequently refer to the promise to Abraham, by sim-
ply calling it < tke promise.” INn many instances they
make references to the predictions of the prophets. [N
connection with these references, in the New Testament,
to the eternal purpose or original intention of God; tothe
promise to Abraham ~nd to the predictions of the prophets,
in some of their bearings upon the mission and death of
Christ, and the revelation of Christianity to the world,
with the calling of the gentiles, we find every one of the
expressions before enumerated and others of the same
kind. This accounts for the fact that thev are mostly New
Testament expressions.—[ Zime expired. |

MR. MATTHEWS' SECOND ADDRESS.
Wednesday, 11 o'clock, A. .".

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS :

WhneN aman has taken a position which he finds it im-
possible to sustain, thercare two courses open for him to
pursue: either nobly and magnanimously to confess his
error ; or, adroitly to attempt to change his ground, and to
make it appear that he never took the position which he
finds himself unable to defend. The gentleman has chosen
the latter course. We ought not, perhaps) toattach very
great blame to him ; but make allowances for the weakness
of human nature, and the pride of human opinion. Itis
an effort, and a stretch of magnanimity too g-rest to expect
of him, that in the very opening spcechheshould renounce
a doctrine set forth in his Sermon, though he finds it utterly
indefensible.  He therefore does the next best thing in his
power under the circumstances, he denics that he meant
what his Sermon most assuredly says.
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this be correct, we would expect to hear that “foreknow”
means to approve before. But instead of this, we are told
that Foreknowledge means to impart knowledge before-
hand. The Sermon is here involved in hopeless self-con-
tradiction.

3d. It confounds the word “ foreknow” with the word
« foreshow, ” from which it is radicaly distinct. ,

4th. It is contradicted by the etymology of the word
itself. 1f Foreknowledge does not mean the knowledge
of events before they happen, then words have no mé an-
ing, and language 1s a mockery. | speak now of the
English word Foreknowledge. As respects the original
word, which™ is translated “ foreknowledge, " | shall re-
serve my remarks until | come to speak of the passages in
which it occurs. —[Time expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN' s sEcoND REPLY.
GENTLEMEN MoODERATORS

| Look upon the speech you just heard, as virtualy giv-
ing up the dispute on the first point. All the argument of
the speech was directed to two points, viz : 1. To prove
that | have taken the position, that where God is said to
<« know,” it invariably means to approve. 2. To demolish
this creature of his own imagination. In the former he
failed ; in the latter he succeeded admirably. He saw
that he could not refute anything | have said, and he must,
to make even a show of argument, refute something; he
therefore refutes a position 1 have not taken. He has not
said anything deserving the name of argument, unless it
can be shown that | have taken the position that where
God is said to ¢* know,” it always means approve. This he
has not, and cannot do, for | never thought or wrote it.
My statement, and a mere incidental statement, in the in-
troduction of my Sermon, upon which nothing in this argu-
ment of importance depends, was that,“when God is said
to know certain things, ” it is, that he epprovesthem. 'This
thé worthy gentlemen admits, and kindly proposes to tind
instances not specified inthe- Sermon ! Here then, the ar-
gument ON this point is given up. Yet, he goes on and at-
tempts to show, that in two of the instances given in the
Sermon, the word “ know” cannot mean approve. Suppose
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MR.MATTHEWS THIRD ADDRESS.
Wednesday, 3 o'clock, p..

GexTLEMEN MODERATORS:—

During the forenoon’s session | have had some opportu-
nity of observing my opponent’s method of discussion ;
and there is one matter which I wish to mention now, that
we may be spared the recurrence of it in future—I refer
to loose statements, and unguarded forms of expression,
which, whether so intended or not, convey false impres-
ions : and which | shall feel bound, in every instance, to
expose. For example : he asserts that on a certain occa-
sion I quoted the words «“ Cain krew his wife, ” thereby
representing him as saying that “ know” always meant
approve. This is an entire mistake—I quoted the passage
to show that a man might. make blasphemy and nonsense
of the Scriptures, by takinga peculiar meaning which a
word sometimes has, and applying it to the word in other
places where it ought to have its common signification.

He represents me as holding that Trinitarians “ pervert-
ed” Matt. vii, 23 “to favor Trinitarianism’>’—I said no such
thing. | have no doubt of the honesty of those who give
the ‘Interpretation alluded to of this passage; but | attr}buted
their interpretation to an honest, though mistaken idea, that
the passage, in its common signification, derogated from the
honor of Jesus. The gentleman seeks to make a little
capital out of my interpretation of this passage. He ex-
claims, with well feigned horror, * Does he deny the omni-
science of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ ?* It is said
that sometimes Satan reproves sin. | have no idea how a
poor transgressor would feel if taken to task by the author
of allevil ; but T confess, my feelings are somewhat
¢ peculiar,” when reprovedbvaperson whose eccclesiasti-
cal associations are those of my opponent, for denying the
omniscience of Jesus Christ ! ‘Who it is that really denies
the omniscience of God, orat least seeks to put the doctrine
out of the Bible, has already begun to appear, and will be
yet more manifest before wc aredone with this “ Sermon
on Predestination and the Foreknowledge of God.” | be-
lieve that the Lord Jesus was very God, and very man:
that be united #co natures, the divine and human, in the
same person. Many things are true of him as Go o, which
11
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scend to recollect his rhetorical readings, he will remember
that there is such afigure of speech as prosopopeeia, or
personification, by which inanimate objects are represented
as possessing the attributes of living beings. But lest he
object to gotoschool to any of the ordinary race of mertals,
| again invoke the aid of the President of Bethany Col-
lege, who with both truth and poetry remarks :

“ Prosopopeeia a new person feigns,
And to inanimate, speech andreasen deigns,”

¢« As cloth not wisdom cry,”” etc.—Christianity Restored,
p. 49. Now the critics give the very passage on which the
gentleman relies, as an example of this figure. Of course,
then, there is no occasion for his newly-coined meaning
of “ foreseeing. ”  Suck ameaning destroys the figure.

We have thus examined the theory of this Sermon as
respects Foreknowledge ; and whether that theory respect
the definition of the word, or the exposition of the doctrine
of Foreknowledge ; or whether it refer to the use of the
term in the Scriptures geuecrally, or in the one passage
quoted (Acts ii, 23)—in any state of the case, the Sermon
is greatly at fault. Thetheory is contradicted by the laws
of language, by the dictates of reason, and by the Scriptures
of truth .—( Time expired.)

MR. F RANKLIN'S THIRD REPLY.
Ge~sTLEMEN MoODERATORS: —

My worthy friend, complainsof my 100SC statements and
admonishes me that he shall have to “ expose them.>’
‘To this, I certainly have no objection, butinvite him to
expose what I say to the utmost extent of hisability.
That is exactly What | came here for, and I wish him to put
on his armor and do the work effectually—fight manfully.
He should not, however, alarmus with threats. I under-
stand all this, and leave the intelligence of the community
where be lives to judge of “ loose state merits.”

The gentleman’ is m the presence of the same people
who heard his reply to my Sermon, and they know what
use he made of the words, Cain knew his wife.”” Al I
have to say about it is, that if he did not quote it, asan
instance in which the -word “ know, " could not mean
approve, he must have been talking to fill up his time, for
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world through Aim might be saved, ” and if Christ‘“died for
all, > securing toalla resurrection from the dead ; thus,
the doctrine that he passed by and reprobated any portion
of them, ¢ from no ofker reason than to exclude them from
the inheritance of the saints, ” is not true, but in opposition
to the whole economy Of God. Such | solemnly believe to
be the true state of the case, as | shall show at large be-
fore we close. —[ Z'ime expired. ]

MR. MATTHEWS’ FOURTH ADDRESS.

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS

Tur gentleman informs us that he came here for the
purpose of being exposed. This accounts for -the fact that
he habitually indu]ges in such loose statements and random
assertions. His last speech shows, however, that he isdis-
posed to assist me in my task ; init he certainly most
effectually exposes himself. Whenever a man is found
endeavoring to envelop himself and his real position in a
fog, he exposes his conscious weakness. Whenever a man
beats a retreat from the main issues in controversy, and
attempts a grand display on some merely incidental topic,
he exposes the fact of his discomfiture. Whenever a man
sedulously shuns the arguments of an opponent, and seeks
to make a little capital, by catching up some chance ex-
pression and forcing a construction upon it that was never
intended, he exposes the fact that heis hard pressed, and
he knows it. Let any one compare his last speech with the
speeches to whichit professes to be a reply, and he will
find practicad examples of al the expedients mentioned.
If any one will now give me their attention for five min-
utes, he will find that in the task of exposing the gentle-
man, he himself has furnished me an able assistant.

In commenting on Mark, xiii, 32, which | quoted to
prove, that as aman our Savior did not know all things,
for he himself declares that. of the day and hour of the judg-
ment, N0 man kKnows, not even the-angels, “ w~eitHer THE
soN,”’ but the Father, he says. ‘¢ Trinitarians have a thou-
sand times explained all this. It was not for the Son to
make known the period of the judgment.” Now | know
of one commentator, who gives this. interpretation ; Ihave
heard that a few others do’; but | never dreamed of its
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Apostles and prophets were in the foundation of this build-
ing, but it is Carist who is the chief corner-stone.

““ The elder unto the elect lady.” 2 John, 1. | humbly
submit that this lady was neither of the school of the
prophets, nor of the college of the Apostles : nor was her
“ elect sister, ” whose children send greetings to her ;
verse 13.

| have now adduced every instance in which the word
“ elect” is used in the Scriptures, | own | have performed
a work of supererogation. Had | found one passage in
which the elect of God meant other than Apostles and pro-
phets, it would have sufficed to overturn the theory of this
Sermon. But when I have found that the word ¢« elect “
designates others than the Apostles and prophets, not simply
in one, but in every instance in which the word is used ;
when there is not a solitary instance in which the term is
used to designate either prophet or Apostle, | think you
will agree with me in the conclusion, that not only is the
gentleman’s theory overturned, but it is swept out of ex-
istence ; no mark nor trace of it is left.

| may add that the word ¢ elected” is used in 1 Peter,
v, 13 ; and “‘election,” in Rem. ix, 11 ; xi, 5, 7, 28 ;
1 Thess. i, 4 ; 2 Peter, i, 10 ; but not in a solitary in-
stance are theseterms applied to prophets and Apostles. In
this matter this Sermon is completely at fault. Its doc-
trine has no foothold nor foundation in Scripture. —[ Z%ime
expired. )

MR. FRANKLIN’'S FOURTH XII.PLY.

GeNTLEMEN MODERATORS :

IT strikes me that the speech you have just heard is n
strange refutation of the doctrine contained in my Sermon.
The greater part of it appeared more to me like an effort
to prove that the worthy gentleman himself, is really or-
thodox; which, by the way, he by no means made clear to
my mind. Indeed, | see more reason to distrust his
orthodoxy now than ever, since he claims that Christ will
judge the world in Ais humanity / | am perfectly as
tounded at this ! He quotes writers who teach that Christ,
as man, < was ignorant, ” and that he, as man, will “judge
the world I’ | declare to you, my dear hearers; | shrink
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word of truth, the gospel of their salvation, and believe”-
*rto preach among the Gentiles, the unsearchable riches
of Christ ; andto make all men see whatis the fellowship
of the mystery, which, from the beginning of the world,
bath been hid in God, who created all things by Jesus
Christ.”  Such are the objects of this glorious Predestina-
tion of God. It is directly opposite to the Predestination
of the worthy gentleman. His denies that «l/ men can see;
but OUrS is, t0 ““make all men see.”’—[Time expired.]

MR.MATTHEWS’ FIFTH ADDRESS.
Thursday, 9% o’clock, A. M.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

Fellow Citizens—I intend this morning, first of al, to
devote a little time to a review of the proceedings of yester-
day. As is usual,the battle-ground has been enveloped -
in a dense fog or smoke ; by whom raised, and for what
purpose, | shall not say Iwish to scatter this fog, if pos-
sible, and to ascertain, asncarly as | can, the relative po-
sition of the combatants.

When | first noticed the gentleman’s Sermon, | objected
to it, as containing certain points of doctrine, which, in
_my opiniorn, were untrue. Whenthe gentleman challenged
, Ine to a debate, in theletter accepting that challenge,
Sritten more than eight months ago, I stated the points to
which | took exception. These pom;s the gentleman came
hem pledged to defend. In our whole correspondence, he
never in the most distant way intimated, cither that the
doctrines were not in the Sermon, or that I put awrong
construction upon them.Never! Never! But now, after,
by his own confession, | have demolished the positions
which | attacked, he would be glad to have you believe
that | do not touchthe doctririés of his discourse. |
humbly submit to the good senseé of an intelligent com-
munity, whether this disclaimer be not a liflle {oo late ; and
avhether we have not good grounds for suspecting that it
has been extorted from the gentleman, either by pressure
from without, or by a clear perception of the fact, that his
doctrines are indefensible.

NOW,l can respect and admire a man, who, when ho
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Oberlin Perfectionist. If he ever had even a nominal
connection with our church, it was by an unconstitutional,
and consequently null and void arrangement.  He is on
the gentleman's own sideof the house nthis controversy.
He ridicules the distinctive doctrines of our church; con-
sequently, in slandering our church, he is but laboring in
his vocation. But Alexander Campbell uttered noslander,
when he said, that under the broad banners of the Refor-
mation, they have all sorts of doctrines preached by ail
kinds of men.

| have committed also, a mortal offense, in showing that
my doctrine of two natures, divine and human,m one
Person, is the current belief of orthodox christendom, and
not “ rare” and “ peculiar, " as charged by the gentleman.

Also a still more grievousoffense, in quoting authors to
show that Christ « increased in wisdom,”’ that he “* knew
not the day, nor the hour,” of the judgment ; that the
Judge of quick and dead, will he the ¢ Son of Max;”
even ‘“rue MAN Whom God has ordain ed. © But Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and Paul, old fashioned as they are, yet with
some old fashioned folks, have as mich weight as Mr.
Franklin. | must, therefore, even console myself in their
company, under the full weight of the gentleman’s feigned
horror and indignation.—|[ Time expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN'S FIFTHREPLY.
Thursduy, 10 o'clock, May 27, 1852.
(GENTLEMEN MODERATORS ! \

THERE is really but one question in debate. That ques-
tion respects the truth of the doctrine of PPredestination as
taught in the Confession. This doctrine | deny, and my
Sermon is an argument against it, in which | have takcn
from Calvinism several of 1ts principal proofs. One of these,
| set forth in my last speech, and introduced also John, xvii,
which | shall now proceed to examine. In this address to
the Father, the Lord says, that the Father has given him
power over al flesh, that he should give eternal life to as
many as the Father had given him. Verse 2d. The first
guestion to determine is, who those were that the Father
gave him. Were they all men, as Universalists allege ? or
al saints, as my worthy friend will maintain ? | answer,
neither. Let us read verse6: “l have manifested thy
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MR. MATTHEWS’ sIxTH ADDRESS.

Thursday, 10 o’clock, A. ».
GenTLeEmMEN MODERATORS:—

Tue gentleman has fallen into a few- mistakes in the
speech just delivered ; these | must rectify before proceed-
i,g withmy argument.

He is mistaken in supposing that there is but one ques-
tion in debate. The question now before us is 70l whether
Predestination as taught in the Confession is true; but
whether the doctrines of the gentleman's Sermon are true.
To establish the negative of the first of these questions is
very far from proving the affirmative of the other. | wish
I could get the gentleman to see this ; for ever since the
discussion began, he has manifested an eagerness to get
away from the point immediately before us, to other points
regularly to come up hereafter. Now I tell him distinctly,
that when, in regular course, the doctrine of Predestination,
as taught in the Confession, comes up, [z skall be there.
But from the previous course of the gentleman, a course
which he appears determined to pursue, | venture to pre-
dict, that when | get to that portion of the field, he will be
somewhere else. Instead of meeting my arguments, as it
is the duty of the respondent to do, he prefers to discuss
anything and everything, rather than the point in hand.
The gentleman is also mistaken in attributing to Calvinists
the position that John, xvii, 6-1 9, refers to all the saints ;
I told him in my previous speech that part of the chapter
referred to the Apostles. His labored refutation of that
position is awaste of strength. It is in the second verse
that we find the doctrine of clection ; and we know
who they arc that are there said to be given to Christ ; for
he “gives cternal life to as many as are given kim’’ in the
sense of that verse. Does the gentleman think that he
gives eternal life only to Apostles and prophets ?

The gentleman is also mistaken in attributing to his Bro.
Burnett, and to myself, the position that ke whole of Eph. i,
isto be understood of Paul and the disciples at Ephesus.
It is only a few verses at the deginning of the chapter, that
is at all concerned in this discussion ; in fact | think 1 so
stated.

When these mistakes are corrected, the gentleman’s
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Sovereign, and who dispenses his favors, spiritual and
temporal, as seems good in his sight.

-These truths, this passage plainly teaches ; these truths
are taught again and again in God's Holy word; these
truths the chuich of God, in her purest state, hasalways
testified for; these truths have been the comfort and solace
of many an afflicted pilgrim, in the house of his bondage;
of many a sainted martyr, in the hour of his fiery trial;
these truths shall remain unscathed, amid all the opposi-
sition and hatred which they will encounter from the pride
of human reason. Heaven and earth shall pass away;
they shall not pass away. These truths, some delight to
sneer at, as Calvinism.—[ Time expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN'S SIXTH REPLY.

GENTLEMEN I\IIODERATORS :

BeForE | proceed to the last speech of my worthy friend,
I must reply to his remarks on the design of the elect;
Eph. i, and John xvii. I think he has missed the real de-
sign, and differs also, from the design set forth in his creed.
His creed says, that they are “predestinated unto everlast-
ing life, 7 while the balance ar,«« foreordained to ever-
lasting death. ” Calvin says, that «« God reprobates, and
from no other cause than his determination to exclude
them from the inheritance which he predestinates for his
children.” Inst., Tel. 2, p. 163. But this, though it sets
forth Calvinism, by no means sets forth the design of Eph. i.
The gentleman has quoted verse 4, to show the object
. of their Predestination : “ That we should be holy and
without blame before him in love. ” But if he makes all
the Disciples at Ephesus the elect here spoken of, and
makes it the object of their election, that they < should be
holy and without blame before him in love, ” he -will find
that the object was not gained, for very few, if any, of
those were “ without blame. * But the truth is, this holi-
ness and exemption from blame, was not the design of their
election or being- chosen, buta requirement in their char-
acter, and for the want of which Judas fell. 1In the place,
however, of predestinating them unto everlasting life, as
the Confession has it, the 5th verse says, ‘“Having predes-
tinated us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ.”


















174 DEBATE.

a character as he insinuates. He will yet find that
organization more formidable than he expects.

The passage, Genesis xxv, 23, saysnothing about Jacob
and Isau, in their own persons, but what is said, relatesto
two nations that should spring from their mother, and it is
simply stated, the elder should serve the younger. But .
my friend is bound toadmitthat God foresaw that Esau
would “ despise his birth-right,”” or deny that he foresees$
everything. And if he admitsthat he foresaw that he
would despise his birth-right; that he would sell it, and,
as Paul explains it, by this means, would fail of the bless-
ing, he gives up a strong point. He then, acted freely and
voluntarily. and by a voluntary act of wickedness, lost his
position. ~Was Esau reprobated to everlastign_death 2 1
thinkthe gentleman will hardly say so. Was Jacob cleoted
to everlasting life ? If so, Esau was ordained to everlast-
ing death. But he willnot say so. Thenwhy does his
creed refer to Jacob and Esau, as g proof under Predesti-
nation to everlasting life ? He is bound to apply this case
to everlasting life and everlasting death, or oppose the ap-
plication madein his creed. The sameis true of John
xvii, and Eph. i.

He objects to the remark in the Sermon, that according
to the custom of nations, it was Esau’sright to be enrolled
in the genecalogy of Christ. But his objection amounts to
nothing, for there are exceptions to all genera rules, and
the fact that Go(l had broken in upon this general custom,
in afew instances, proves nothing to the contrary of what
I have said. 1claim then, that my interpretation in the
Sermon stands correct, and that Calvinism is deprived of
any support from that source.—[ Zime expired. ]

MR. MATTHEWS SEVENTH ADDRESS.
Thursday,114 o’clock, A M.
GENTLEMEN Mo DERATORS :

Tue gentleman is already beginning to fulfill my predic-
tion, that as | progressed in my argument, he would prob-
ably take a position as far in the rear, as, at the outset he
had in advance of my position. We have now come to his
interpretations of Scripture, but he is back again to the
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» The objection is that his doctrine destroys human respon-
sibility.  “ Why doth he yet find fault? for who bath re-
sisted his will 7 'Thesame objection we hear uttered
withthesame flippancy every day. DPaul makes two re-
marks in reply to this objection.  Ist. He shows the pre-
sumpti on of a poor, Weak, short -sighted creature presuming
to sit in judgmentupon the nets ofthe Creator, and arro-
gan(,ly pronouncing sentence upon those acts, the reasons
of which it is impossible that he can comprehend. ¢ Who
art thou, 0 man, thatrepliestagainst God ? “  2d. He
asserts the right of God,asa Sovereign, to bestow or with-
hold mercy as he pleases ; just asa potter has power over
the clay to make from the samelump, one vessel to honor
and another to dishonor. Sooutofthe tori'llpt mass of
fallen creatures, in the same moral condition, God may se-
lect some asthe objects of his distinguishing favor, and
leave others to perish in their corruption, and no one has
2 right to challenge his conduct, or to say to him * what
doest thou ?”

The whole force of the illustration depends upon the fact
that the clay is of the “ same {ump.”” For this illustrates
the sovercignty of Divine Grace, in distinguishing among
those who were all in the same lost and perishing condition.

[ Time expired. )

MR. FRAN KLIN’S SE VENTII REPLY.

GexTLEMEN MODERATORS:—

Tue specch you just heard, very forcibly calls up one
of the suyings of the Lord tothe illustrious Paul, with
whom the gentleman claims some harmony Of spirit. ‘It
is hard to kick against the goads.” Never, in any contro-
versy known to me, have | witnessed a more complete
failure in attempting to refulcany position, than the failure
of my worthy fricnd,in attempting to demolish myinsiv -
nificant Sermon.  Iis attempt to assume the place of the
judge, who presumed the court knew something, is out of
the question.  The fact that this audience is intelligent,
should have a different effect from what he has suguested.
In the place of his assuming the position of the judce,here-
minds me of the man, who, on coming into court for trial,
was seen to tremble. His attorney plead with Lim not to
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Let us hear another prophet : ‘¢ Look unto me, and be
ye saved, allye ends of the earth ; for | am God,and there
isnore else.”  Isa. xlv,22. Now Iaskthe Worthy gen-
tleman, if he regards this as a candid invitation ? Does
he believe the ends of the carth can look unto God and be
saved ? or does he believe thelanguage of Calvin, that
God had reprobated some portion of them, from no other
cause than to exclude themf{romthe inheritance predesti-
nated to his children ? Does he believe that God had un-
changeably ordained a portion of mankind toeverlasting
death, and yet, that that holy being stands inviting those
thus ordained to death, and wnchangeably ordained to death,
o ““look unto him and be saved?” He cannot. believe it. It
is animpmldlment upon his holy attributes, such as he
surely will not make beforethis people. Let us hear this
prophet once more: *The Lord hath made bare his holy
arm in the eyes of al nations ; and all theends -of the
eArth shall see the salvation of our God. » Isa. liii, 10.
How can the non-elect, whom God hath blinded, andw.}mw
hearts he has hardened, ¢ sce the salvation of God ?
[ Time expir ea’.]

MR. MATTHEWS' EIGHTII ADDRESS.
Thursday, 3 o’clock, .M.

GextLEMEN MopERATORS :

No doubt the audience feel their obligations to thegen-
tleman for the information, that,in the effort to refute his
Sermon, | have madea complete failure; for this is one of
the things which, unless they had been informed of by so
disinterested a witness, they could nof be presumed to
know.

He says, | have assigned no reason why the persons
¢« given” to Chrisl, John xvil,2,are different fromthose
mentioned in verses 6-16. 1 am moreand more convinced
that the gentleman’s spectacles arc defective.

«His eyes are dim, he cannot see; he cannot sec at al. ”

My reason, given once and again, is this : Those‘* given”

to Christ in the sense of the 2d verse, shall all obtain eternal

life . this was the object for which they were given;‘that

he should give eternal life to AS MANY as thou hast given kim;”’
16
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\
Tosuch,Paul solemnly declares, that if they thus sin will-
fully, after they have received the knowledge of the truth,
there remains no more sacrifice for Sins. They have
turned thcir brick upon the only Savior. They have re-
nounced allpart in that all-sufficient sacrifice, which
alone, is efficacious totake away the sins of the world. -

[ Zime expired.)

MR. FRANKLIN'S EIGHTH REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

I see that | shall be under the necessity of taking my
worthy friend to the potter's house, notwithstanding: his
aversion to pottery,andgive him a thorough training in
that art. | am unable tosee why he wishes me to be con-

fined to Rem. ix, in the consideration of this subject. Does
he think the Bible contradicts itself? | hope he does not. |
am certain | do not. Now when | quote a passage, I donot
wish to cut him off from the light, thrown upon it by paral-
lel passages. But, in this case, hescems bound to exclude
all the light thrown upon this figure, in the different parts
of the Bible where it is found. This cannot beadmitted ;
we must resort to other passageswhere the potter and the
clay are mentioned. In Rem. ix, it is simply asserted that
the potter has power over the cluy of the same lump, to
make one vessel unto honor and another unto dishonor.
This does not give thereason why he makes a vessel to
honor or dishonor. Is there any place that informs us why
he makes a vessel to honor or dishonor ? I maintain that
there is, and onc place of that kind is Jer. xviii, 1-10. To
that passage then, we must go.

The prophet says, “ I went down to the potter's house,
and behold, he wrought awork onthe wheels. And the
vessel that he minde of clay was marred in the hands of the
potter ; so he made it again, another vessel, as seemed
good for the potter to make it.” Now | allege, that if Lthe
vessal is marred in the hands of the potter, it is not because
he decreed it, or willed it, dut contrary to his will, and I
challenge the gentleman to show the contrary. The fault
is not 1n the intention of the potter, but in tho clay. But
when it mars in his hand, contrary to his intention, he has
power to make it over again as seemed good for the potter
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MR. MATTHEWS’ NINTH ADDRESS.

IR

Thursday) 4 o'clock, ». wm.

GENTLEMEN MoODERATORS :
. My kind and sympathetic friend is deeply concerned on
my account, Jest my brethren should not approve my
mode of conducting this discussion. 1 am happy to alle-
viate all his distress respecting this matter. Ifor, notwith-
standing the vast number of overwhelming arguments
which the learned and talented gentleman has brought in
fearful array against me, strange to tell, my ministerial
brethren present, as well as my brethren of the eldership,
have with one voice, pronounced themselves more than
satisfied with my efforts on this occasion. It is, however,
to me, a subject of profound regret, that my efforts have
not succeeded in satisfying the gentleman’s brethren.  But
I must even go on in my own way, though | doubt not
many of them arc capable of suggesting a course to me,
much more hkely to secure their approbation. T must dc-
cline their kindly pro{fered advice. They may take the
gentleman , and drill him, andschool him to their hearts’
content. 1 have an odd habit of doing things in my own
way. | therefore, most respectfully, but moqtpoumpto-
rily, decline their inter ference.

| do not doubt the gentleman’sskill in pottery; in fact
from his acquaintance with theart, | incline to the opinion
that there was an excellent potter spoiled when he became
a proclaimer. But I must still doubt whether an appren-
ticeship in tile house of the potter, is the best qualitication
for an interpreter of Scripturc.l certainly have no objec-
tion to the gentleman’s referring to parallel passages, to
shed light Upon a text. DBut1do object, most seriously,
to his calling that a quotation which is not such; to his
caling those parallel passages, which have not the slight-
est relation to tite same subject; to his flying anywhere and
everywhere but to the subject before us; and, above all, to
the idea that seems to have taken frill possession of his
brain, that %is mere assertion on any point, is sufficient au-
thority, though not another man, from the flood to the
present time, takethe same position.

There arc sone beauties in the gentleman’s disquisition
on pottery, which it were wrong to have go into oblivion.
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“~' to him that bath shall be given ; and from kim that hath
not, shall be taken away, even that which he hath.”’

He also quotes Gal.v, 34 : “ Ye are fallen from grace;”
and declares that here is an end of the controversy. The
gentleman makes large calenlations on the credulity of his
hearers. He seems to think that the sound of the words,
whether he get the serse or not, will be sufficient for his
purpose. The words whiclihe quotes have no bearing
upon the question whether a Christian may totally and
finally fallaway. Paul was contemplating a different sub-
ject. There are two modes of justification, a human mode,
and a Divine mode : theformer by works, the latter by
faith. The natural heart prefersa mode of self-justifica-
tion. Hence the Gospel had to maintain a constant strug-
gle against tendencies toward self, or law justification.
Man prefers a salvationby works ; God offers salvation by
grace through faith. But if any one depended on his cir-
wcumcision, or obedience to the law, he had renounced sal -
vationby grace, andhad em brivced an opposite doctrine.

Here the Sermon ends, and here ends my review. It is
no pleasure to me, to becompelled to expose the mistakes,
perversions and misrepresen tations of the gentleman.
Butwhen God’'s own truth, and theinterests ol 'immortal
souls, arc at stake, | have no alternative. | do most
firmly believe that the doctrines of this Sermon arc unphi-
losophical, illogical, and unscriptural]; thatthe translations
and interpretations of Scriptureare contrary to sound phi-
lology, and utterly alien to the intention of the Spirit by
whomthe Scriptures were inspired. All error is (langcr-
OUS; the errors of the Sermon peculiarly so ; they strike
at the vitals of the Gospel. Therefore Ihavefelt it my
{.l.u.tvy to expose them. Awd now, may God defend the
right.—[ Zime expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN'S NINTH REP LY.

(i EnTLEMEN MODERATORS :

| rrivk less of Calvinism than| have ever done before.
Jts miserable evasions Of theclearest Scriptures in the
Bible, and its outrages on the holy attributes of God, strike
me with more forcethan ever before. | had marked a
passage in Mr. Wesley’s Doctrinal Tracts, setting forth the
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of another class, ch. vi,v. 9, “But beloved we are per-
suaded better. things of you, and things that accompany
tevelation, though we thus speak. ” Though he thus
speaks of whom ? Is he not referring to the previous
verses and the things he had theresaid of them ? Is not
this his meaning, ‘¢ We are persuaded better things of you,
and things that accompany salvation, though we thus
speak” of you ? | trust men of profound understanding
will read this debate, who can sece, asthis audience now
sees, that the Apostle speaks of no other persons in the
9th verse, from those spoken of back to the 4th.

I+was amused with his refutation of my argument drawn
from taking a man’s part ouf of the book of life. He says
the margin reads it, “ from the treec of life. ” Are any ad-
mitted to the tree of life but saints ? Can any betaken
from it but those admitted to it? But he is worse than
the Bible Union if he intends to change the words, “ out
of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and out of the
things written therein,” for the words ¢¢ away from the tree
of life.* He is laying sacrilegious hands upon “ our im-
mortal translation. ” But he needs another translation ;
nay, more, another Bib/e; for none but saints ever had
their names in the book of life, or in the holy city, and
none whose names were never in, can have them taken oud.
“ He that overcometh shall be clothed in white raiment,
‘and | will not blot his name out of the book of life.” Rev.
iii, 5. Did any but saints ever have their names in the
book of life ? and can any have their names blotted out
whose names had never been’ in the book of life ?

[ Zime expired.]

MR. mATTIIEWS’ TENTII ADDRESS.
Friday, May 28th, 3% o'clock, A. m.
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS:—

Fellow- Citizens : —Having, in tile preceding two days,
disposed of the doctrines of this Sermon, and fully can-
vassed its inisinterpre tations of Scripture, | enter upon the
consideration of the third and last topic embraced in my
affirmation, viz : an assertion of the gentleman in this Ser-
imon, that the doctrine of the Confession of Faith in chap-
ter 3d, sections 3d, 4th and 5th, is not the Predestination
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give double emphasis to the warning. He intimated vér
distinctly that God might intend to convert an individul
and use the means to bring about that result, and yet fail}
contrary to his will and intention. Again | say, bewared
The doctrine he is laboring to overthrow, is so intertwined
with the perfections of God, that they stand or fall togetht’
er. If God has no purposes, then is he not wise ? If God
change his purposes, then is he not omniscient, and im?
mutable. Jf God fail to execute his purposes, then is fe nob
the Aimicaty. Where will the gentleman strike ? O
will he not rather shudder at the consequences of his teach?
ing, and cease his puny efforts to overturn the throne ofs
the Most High. —[ Z%me expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN’Ss TENTH REPLY.
GENTLEMEN 110ODERATORS :

W e have now arrived at apoint where itis highly im}
ports.nt that our positions be well defined. | have insisted
from the commencement, that we have but one great point
of controversy, and that a vita] point inchristian teaching.
That point is set forth in the Confession, under the headj
““ Gop's ETERNAL DEecrees. ” The doctrine there set forth;
| do not believe, but that doctrine my opponent is pledged
to defend. Thus far the argument has been conducted
by his assailing an argument of mine, offered in a Sermon;
delivered in this place. At the close of that Sermon, there
is a brief argument to sustain the doctrine that persons once
trulv converted to God, may fall from grace. The proofs on
that point, in the Sermon, | think, remain in al their force.
But as | have plenty of time, and as | am determined to
make this point doubly secure, | shall call up a few points
already introduced, and add some others to them.

The gentleman objects to the proof from Gal. v, 4:
««Whosoever of you arc justified by the law, ye are fallen
from grace.” But what is the objection ? He allows that
they had simply gone back under the law of Moses. Thaf
is precisely what they had done, and by that law, it was
impossible for any to be justified in the sight of God.
‘Jhey had left the system of grace, where men could be
justified, and gone back under the law where they could
not be justified. This Paul calls ¢¢ falling from grace,”
and says of those in that condition, < Ghrist shall profit
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their’ infant children, are involved in eternal death. Nay
more, that what God foreknows, he foresees, because he
decreed it, or unchangeably ordained that it should come
to'pass. We must, while on this point, turn to the Confes-
slon once more.

“ The almighty power, unsearchable wisdom and infinite good-
ress Of God, so far manifest themselves inhis providence, that it
extendeth itself to the first fall, and all other kinds of angels and

men, and that not Ly a bare permission, but such as hath joined

with it amost wise and powerful bounding, and otherwise ardering

and governing of them, in a manifest dispensation t0 his own holy
ends.”—CoxrFEss ox, Chap. v, Scc. 4.

The gentleman will perceive, from this quotation, that
even the Providence of God, extends not only to the first
fall, but to oll other sins of angels and men, and that xor
BY A DBARE PERMIsSION, but such as hath joined With it a
most wise and powerful bounding, and othérwise ordering
and governing of them, in & manifest dispensation to his own
holy ends. Now, | am aware that a diselaimer follows this
denying that God is or can be the aulhor of sin, which is
perfectly true, but which could not be, if the quotation
just read were true.

Now, | deny that it was tile decree of God that Adam
should fall, and | deny thatitwas hy the will of God that
he did fall, while | freely admitthat God foresaw that he
would fall. | deny that God decreed that heshould fall,
for if this were the case,he was compelled to break the
decree of God or the comm andment. For God com-
manded him, saying, “ Thou shalt not eat.’”” If he eat, he
broke the command, ¢ Thoushalt not cat.” But if he
eat not, he broke the decree, for God had decreed that he
should fall .—[ Zime expired.]

MR. MATTHEWS’ ELEVENRTI ADDRESS.
I'riday, 104 o’clock, A. M.
GENTLEMEN X' 10DERATORS :

Tur gentleman informs usthat there is but one point
before us. It is true. My proposition covers a great
many points-—a goodly number of them we have already
disposed of, and still some remain behind. But it is true
that there is but one point before us now; and | intend
that there shall be but one point before us af a time, until
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sermons. They dare not tell God what they tell theif .
fellow men. Lord Chatham speaks of a church whichs
had aDopish Liturgy, Calvinistic articles, and an Armik :
nian clergy. But it was reserved for these days to exhibit
men whose bymns and prayers are Calvini sti ¢, whose
sermons area compound of- Arianism, Trinitarianism,
Pelagianism, Socinianism, and Arminianism ; and the whole
completely deluged, and held in solution, by ¢ke watery
Gospel of Bethany!

But let us apply the argument from efficacious grace.
By grace men are saved. Thissaving grace was given,
not by chance, but of design. This design, being God’s,
must be eternal. But an elernal design to overcome, by
grace, the natural opposition of the human heart to God 1is
Predestination.—[ T'tme expired.

MR.FRANKLIN'S ELEVENTH rEPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS : ,

Weare now fully into the merits of Calvinism ; into the
unchangeable decrees of God.  Here is the field for argu-
ment. If God has unchangeably ordained or decreed, which
is the same thing, whatsoever comes to pass, he has de-
creed that we should hold this debate, that the worthy
gentleman should undertake to prove this unchangeable
decree from Scripture, and thatI should oppose him!
Nay, more ; if hehas unchangeably ordained whatsoever
comes to pass, he has unchangeably ordained that free
grace should be preached, for it has <« come fo pass’ that it
is preached. He, then, w-ho preaches free grace, preaches
only what God has unchangeably ordained, and what he
could not avoid, and consequently is doing the will of God
as mnch as the worthy gentleman. |f this doctrine be
true, itis just as unchangeably ordained that | should op-
pose him, as thatheshould defend this truth ; and | am
doing the will of God just as much in this opposition as
he is in his defense ! 1]

But even this, comes not to the worst. If God has un-
changeably ordained -whatsoever comes to pass, every Zeresy
that has ever come to pass, was foreordained of God, and
comes to pass, not merely as God foresaw it would come to
pass, but as ke deemed, unchangeably, it should come fo pass:
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He has clearly shown thatall men, in an unreqenera
state are sinful, and that thcv must be born again; -an
even more, that the new birth 1s of God. But has he reaﬂ;
of a new birth or any other religious performance, that’
does not have respect to the will of the creature ? - AT
men dorn again without consulting their volition ? - Al-’e;
men born of God without their own consent ? And is it}
not in the power of others to be born again ? The gentld’- §
man must come out on these matters : he cannot hide: ih
the muddy waters. Jesus says, “ Except a man be born ’;
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.” If aman- mg
not born again, whose fault is it ? Not the man's, if he’
never had it in his power to be born again, for a man éa-
not be blamed for what he could not avoid. But the God
of Calvinism shuts him out of the kingdom of God, for
not doing what he never had it in his power to do. Man),
according to Calvinism, has it not in his power to repent; to -
believe or do anything acceptable in the sight of God,
without his especial aid, and yet from alarge portion, he
withholds that special aid, without which he cannot repent,-
and damns kim for not repenting /—[ Time expired.]

MR.MATTHEWS TwELFTH ADDRESS.

Friday, 114 o’clock, A. M.

GENTLEMEN | 10DERATORS :

| INFER from the commencement of the gentleman’s
speech, that, in his opinion, God never intended this “dis-
cussion to take place, but somehow or other, we g-et the
better of the Almighty, and concluded to have it whether
or no. The gentleman after this must really bear with me
if 1 occasmnally quote atext -which proves that the PrOV|
dence of God extends to all events.

| wish to make a single observation for the benefit of
those who are not familiar with our Confession. The
doctrine which the gentleman is battling with, is not the
doctrine which | am defending. | am proving that God
“ Predestinated some men to everlasting- life.’’He is
bringing objections to the doctrine that‘ God foreordains
whatsoever comes to pass. © Now | have no ‘objection, at
any suitable time and place, to prove that our doctrine on
this point is the doctrine of the Bible. But tZis doctrine is -
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thought that the meaning is wrested here, in order to
-avoid an obnoxious doctrine.

It is sometimes quibblingly said that it is not “ as many

as were pre-ordained,”” but simply ordained. They were

ordained before they believed, and they believed before

they hada title to eternal life ; consequently they were or-
dained to life before they.entered upon the enjoyment of it;
and this, | humbly submit, is Preordination.

It is also objected that they are not said to have been
ordained by God. But who has the disposal of eternal
life but God ? The gift of God is eternal life. The
ordaining then must have been by God. —[Z%me expired. ]

MR. FRANKLIN'S TWELFTH REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

Tur worthy gentleman allows that if there were tears
in heaven, Mr. Wesley would weep on account of the
harsh things he has said of Predestinationand its advo-
cates. I am not aware that Mr. Wesley said anything hard
of the lelievers of Calvinism, or gaveany encouragement
to any one else to do so. But while he treated those who
hold tile doctrine with the utmost courtesy and kindness,
he did handle the doctrine itsclf without gloves. Toshow
this more fully, I will read you another extract from him.
He says, speaking of those whohold the doctrine : “ And
the more you arc grieved with them that do thus blas-
pheme, see that you confine your love {o them the more, and
that your hearts’ desircand continual prayer to God be,
* Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.”
Doct. Tracts, p. 169. This is the manner in which he
advised those agreeing with him, to acttoward Calvinists.
But Calvinists are the last men who should say anything
about harsh treatment, | see it stated of Calvin, Life of
Calvin, p. 230, concerning Predestination, that “ He fre-
quently preached it with warmth, regarded it almost
as the basis and foundation of religion, and treated those
who rejected it, without ceremony, as scoundrels, rogues,
and worthless fellows.”

Balsec took the position, ¢ That when St. Paul says,
(Eph.i, 5,) that God has elected us through Jesus Christ,
this does not regard election to salvation, but the election
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repent, which shows, beyond dispute, that he had granted
them the power to repent, because he bath appointed a
day in whichhe will judge the world in righteousness, by
that man whom he bath ordained. —{ Z'ime expired. ]

hilt. ma rroiEws’ ruirresntit ADDRESS.

L'riday, 3 o'clock, 72. M.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS:—

B srore noticing the extraordinary speech just delivered,
I shall conclude my argument on the point now before us.
The point is these words of the Confession, “ Some men
are predestinated to everlasting: life. ” This doctrine Lhave
attempted to establish ;

Frest—From the character of God asrevealed in the
Scriptures.

SegconpLy — From its connection with other essential
doctrines of the Bible.

TamrpLy—LFrom explicit declarations of Scripture.

Under this third hecad I have already quoted John vi,
37, and Acts xiii, 48, and shown how they clearly estab-
lish the doctrine in controversy. | might rest my proof
herc,as no reply has been attempted to my remarkson
these passages.,  But out of deep commiseration for the
sufferings of the gentleman, who has not beenable to get
asingle argument out of all the matter which L have been
laying before this people for two days past, I must try
and add a fcw texts more. I’ erhaps some of them may
contain an amount of argumentwhich histranscendent and
soaring genius will not disdain to notice.

“ For whomhe did foreknow he also did predestinate to he con -
formed to the image of his Son.” Rom. viii, 29,

Al who bear the image of God's Soun, will obtain eternal
life.

But from this passage, it appears that God predestinates
some men to be conformed to the image of his Son.

Therefore he in fact predestinates them to eternal life.

Yet this is the doctrine which the gentlemansays is not
the doctrine of the Bible, nor anything like it!!

“That he might make known the riches of nis glory on the vessels

of mercy before prepared unto glory, even as whom he hath called,
not of the Jews only but aso of the Gentiles. ” Rem. ix, 23-24.
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The pretended extract from Watts, teaches just the
gentleman’s own doctrine. “ The Scripture has not pro-
vided any resurrection for them. ”

The contemptible scraps which the gentleman has been
dealing in, at second or third hand, are nof correct represen-
tations of Calvinistic doctrine. The very men from whom
they are said to be quoted, teach directly opposite doctrines,
as | shall show if | have time. But the gentleman must
be indulged. These are the weapons with which allanti-
Calvinistic armories are filled. He is using the ordinary
weapons of our opponents. But | hope his present pre-
dicament will enforce upon his mind the profound wisdom
of the old adage : ‘- They who live in glass houses should
not throw stones. " —[ Zime expired. |

MR. FRANKLIN’S TrirrEENTII REPLY.

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS

| mAD spent so much of my time upon other matters,
before | commenced my review of the worthy gentleman’s
last speech, that I failed to get through it. A%Ler quoting
many passages that say nothing about ordination or fore-
ordination, he has succeeded in finding one passage con-
taining the words, “ ordained to eternal life. » “But he did
not appear to enjoy the passage, as much as the quotation
from our Hymn Book. Poetry, however, may inspire
devotional feeling, while mere prose will not do it. He
appears to be haunted with the Bible Union, and New
Translations. |-It seems to have an utter abhorrence of
the Memphis Convention, the Bible Union and New
Translations. And why did these matters assail his mind
at the precise moment he quoted the passage alluded to ?
1 have not troubled him with New Translations. He has
- himself appealed to the original several times, but just at
this moment he has an aversion to New Translations.
What can be the cause of it ? Hehas good reasons, and
| shall presume upon the  intelligence of this audience so
far as to risk their sceing them.But we must take a look
at the passage in the good old King James Bible first.

“ Then Paul and Barnabas waxed bold and said, it was necessary

that the word of Godshould have first been spoken to you ; but
seeing you put it from you, and judge yourselves unworthy of ever-
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think you of a Gospel making no provision for children
of believing parents but baptism ? With what a holy
horror, too, be might condemn it. But still, he could not
rove that any provision is found in the Gospel for making
infants believers, to make them repent of sins they never
committed, or of pardoning them when they need no pardon,
or of regenerating them, when the y are as pure without
regeneration as the holiest arewith i, or even for their
communion, before they have, any mind to look through
the emblems to the sufferings of the Lord, which they
represent.  Let the kind editor show thatinfants are lost,
before he excites prejudice against those who do not find
any ordinances in the Gospel to save them. Jesus came
to seek and save that which waslost, but he did not pro-
nounce infants lost, but said ‘ Of SUCH IS TIIE KingpoM OF
HE AVEN, and, to adults, exceptye repent and become As
A LITTLE CHILD, YOU cannot enter into the kingdom of God.
The Lord did not say, ' suffer little children to come unto
me, fo be baptized, regenerated or saved,’ but be said, ¢ for
Of sucH IStTaE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN." “

Thus you see that the very article where | argue against
infants being lost, their nceding regeneration or any Gospel
ordinance #o save them from sins they never committed, has
been garbled to prove that | believe they will be lost.

[Time ezpired.]

MR.MATTHEWS' FOURTEENTH ADDRESS. |,

Friday, 4 o’clock, r. M.
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

| snouLp fed sorry for the genﬂeman,nﬂer witnessing
the agonized writhings and contortions of his last speech,
were it not that he has only been compelled to drain the
bitter cup which he had maliciously mingled for others. |
have no doubt he thinks his present sufferingsequal to
those of Job whose language be so feelingly quotes : but be
is oMy fulfilling the Scriptures, which say, “ Whatsoever
a man soweth, that shall he also reap. ”

Before noticing the gentleman’s last speech, | will go on
with my own argument on the seclions of the Confession
under discussion. The next point is the predestination of
angels.
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and from Calvin passages that teach infant damnation
Perhaps the gentleman will feel neither pleasant oragreea¥
ble, if I tell him, that no quotations honestly made jfrom thess.
sources can teach any suck doctrine. For neither the frams# .
ers of the Confession, nor Calvin, b&elieved any such
doctrine. Af
But | have shown, that according to his doctrine, the
Gospel has no salvation for infants : that according to him; .
they will never rise from the dead—never stand in whité
before the throne—never join the song of praise to rét
deeming love ! And what is his answer ? Why he reads~
the article which confirms every word | have said.
[Zime  expired.)

MR. FRANKLIN’S FOURTEENTH REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

| FEEL not the least disposition to fasten on the worthy
gentleman, doctrines which he does not believe. All | ask of
him is, to renounce those doctrines | have quoted from his
standard works, or not be offended at me for quoting them.
| have not said one -word against the character of Calvin,
unless it be to quote his own words. | am glad to
hear the gentleman come out andindorse him so fully,
and ask his attention once more to the following words : I
inquire again, how it came to pass that the fall of Adam,
independent of any remedy, should involve so many nations
with their infant children in eternal death, but because such
was the will of God. " Inst., p. 170. Calvin is not speak-
ing here of pm-don from actual sins, or salvation from sins
in this life, as Dr. Carson, and the remarks | made upon
his words, or being unpardoned and unsaved from their
sins and consequently in a lost state in this life, but he ig
speaking of infants by the FALL oF Abawm, being * IN-
VOLVED IN ETERNAL DEATH.” Is this a ¢ contemptible
scrap 7"’

‘We must have a lesson from the Confession to set things
right. ¢ The visible church, which is also Catholic or
universal under the Gospel (not confined to one nation as
before under the law), consists of all those throughout the
world, that profess the true religion, tog-ether with tarIR
curLprex ;. and is the Kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ,
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Godwm{l His argument sounds somuchof n-piece nt ‘
some [ have heard from Universalians and skeptics, that %
must give you a specimen.  The Universalist says, God.b§:
power to saveall men : if you say, then, that he cans
sqre all men, you deny his ommpote nce. He is infinite if
goodness; if yousay, he is not willing to qmea]lmen‘i;,
youdeny his benevolence. But when youadmit his infigs
nite goodness, vou admit that he is willing to save alby”
When vouadmit his infinite power, youadmit his power fo.,
save all. If then, he hasthe power and is willing, he will *
save all. | haveseensuchtriumphantly exclaim, how can
you avoid the conclusion ? '

Deistsargue, from tile attribute.s of God, that he cou]d'-
not have creztted myriads of human beings knowing that
they would sin and be lost forever ; that he could not have
sentanarmy to destroy theC(mnamroq etc., etc. But
nothing can be proved by these wild and fanatical specula-
tions, only that he who uses them is led away from the
+ sure Word of tile prophesy.” Suppose God did foreknow
all things, does it follow therefore, that he is the cause of
all things ? or may he not foreknow some things that are
contrary to his will ? 1t is God’swi/l that some men
should pray everywhere, but did he not know that they
would not “do it, ? Cannot the omniscient sce whata free
andan account able being will (10 ?

1 do not see why the gentleman accuses me of being
proud of my powers of argument. Ibelicve | said noth-
ing about it. He is quite mistaken, if he entertains any
such notion. | rejoice in the Lord’s blessed truth, which
can be sustained by a candid and honorable course of ar-
gument,and needs nothing else.—[~ime expired. ]

MR. MATTHEWS’ FIFTEENTIT ADDRESS.
Saturday, 9 4 0’ clock, A. M.
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS:—

Fellow Citizens—I wish to express my obligations to
Mr. Franklin for allowing me to ocoupy more time than the
three days allotted mc, in order that Imay finish my ar-
gument on the clause of the Confe ssionnow before us.
Thongh | fancied that his permission was given very re-
]ucmmly still he has consented to an extension of the time,
and is therefore entitled to our thanks.
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evidence of the blinding power of prejudice, and -thebfs
position of man’s hcart to the humbling truths of -Go
word.

The extracts from Calvinand the Confession, | wilf
attend to after | conclude my arguments. Ior the present
this must bemy main concern — 7ime cxpired. |

MR. FRANKLIN'S FIFTEENTH REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS !

Leespected hearers—NMy worthy friend is so ad d icted’td
opposing Free Grace, thathe is' hardly willing to enjoy*
when it is bestowed upon him, without insinuations that it
was reluctantly granted.  Ile made, asyouwill recollect,
on Iastevening, the almostunprecedented request, that ‘T
should allow Lim still further time, as his work was no?
done, though the lime agreed upon in our rales was out,
Thisrequest was left to the moderators ; but as he had no

‘right to it according to ourrules, they werenot willing to’
act upona mere matter of courtesy.  The question fell.
back upon myself todecide. Ieclaimed no more time by
right, works, or law, but as a matter purely of free grace
of mercy. In this case, notwithstanding the hardness of
his heart in opposing free grace, | acted in the same spirit
thatthe Lord hasshown to mc, freely granting it when
sought.  Idid this purcly out of compassion, seeing that
his time had expired, and he knowing that his work was,
not done, plead,asIthought, humbly, for aluwtle more time:
as a matter of grace, of mercy. But now he shows his
ingratitude in saying that I did it reluctantly. e is miss
taken in this. I wished the same, by extending this grace
to him, thatthe Lord intended in giving free grace to the,
world, toleave him withont excuse. But now that thi
grace has been extended, the greater will be bis condem-
nationif be does not prove his doctrine.

The gentleman presumes muchuponmy “ ignorance.”’
If Cialvinism fares sobadly in such ignorant hands, it is
hard to sece what the consequences would be, if it should
ever fallintothe hands of a well informed man ! It would
be scattered to the four windscertainly ! But my position
is withstanding tile opposition of a most learned andable
opponent, with no defense except the little aid such as my
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saints " Again: ¢ For | am a man sef under authorit¥ss
or ‘‘ordained to authority. ” In one casé~they orddink
themselves and in the other they were ordained by #mé#
The passage before us is as plain as either of these. Wheft!
the people heard the saying of the prophet announce(ﬁ‘
“| haveset thee to be a light of the Gentiles, that thod
shouldst be for salvation unto the ends of the earth,’” th#.
“ Gentiles glorified the word of the Lord, and as manv AN
were disposed for eternal life believed. As | see it stated; ,
in a foot note, in the comprehensive commentary, by the
editor, *It would seem we must look elsewhere for thé
doctrine of absolute election.””—|[ Zme expired. ] '“i
3E

MR. MATTHEWS' s1xtrExTII ADDRESS.
Saturday, 104 o'clock, A.

.(a-,'

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS

Iwaswell convinced, fellow citizens, ata very early
period in my correspondence with tile gentleman, that a
fair and full discussion of the doctrines of our Confession;
as set forth in the extract quoted in his Sermon, was very
far from his desire. He manifested so strong a partiality
for general and indefinite terms, in the proposition he pro-
posed for discussion ; so great a desire to stand on the
affirmative, so that he mightleadthe way ; and especially
so fixed an aversion to extend the time to six days, which
I thought necessary, to do justice to the subject, that
| was fully convinced that a thorough canvassing of all the -
arguments, pro and con, was the farthest from. his inten-
tion. His course, since the discussion began, has not
changed this impression. | have the affirmative on the
present proposition; it ismy duty to lead the way, and offer
arguments in support of my proposition, and his duty to ,
meet those arguments and refute them if he can. Has he
done this ? Has he pretended to do it ? Notat all. But
taking advantage of the deep-seated prejudice of many
persons against certain doctrines, because they have always
heard them misrc’ presented and caricatured, it has been his
chief, and indeed, I may say almost his sole study, to ap-
peal to this prejudice, and excite hostile feelings againsta
doctrine, the positive proofs of which he cannot set aside.

In order to this, hehas misrepresented our views, charged
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MR. FRANKLIN'S SIXTEENTH REPLY.
(GENTLEMEN MODERATORS .

I nave Cmeﬁl“} listened to the argument Of my op';')ég
nent touching the ¢ definite number of men and angels,’i_
and | am satisfied of one thing, as | have no doubt’ thiﬁ
audience is, viz ; That he was perfectly correct in s'xym
that there <“ was butlittle in the Bible about the definite’
number.” What presage has he quoted that says anything®
about it? Can anv, man here think of one passage that’
says any thmrr about'it ? Is there a passage in the Bible that
proves that © theseangelsand men, thus predestinated and’
foreordained, ﬂepmtlculmly and unchangeably designed”;
and their number is so certain and definite that it cannot bé
either increased or diminished. | do not believe this doe?
trine, or anything likeit, is t'mrrht in the Bible, and | chals.
lenge him to produce apassage that he is willing to re]y?\
upon toprove this doctrine, and pledge myself to join issue
with him upon it, and show that this doctrine is not con-
tained in it. And if he cannot, as | am assured is the
case, find asingle passage in the Bible teaching it, he is
hound in all fairnessto give it up.

He admitted in the forepart of the debate that the case
of Jacob and Esau, did not, mean that Jisau was ordained
to eternal death, or ‘Jacob to eternal life ; but now be is
back quoting t}mt\m} case andapplying it to the eternal
state.” Ile has become so habituated fo a certain routine,
that he quotes it whether it has-any bearing on the casc or
not. Turn overand look at it, if you please. Rem. ix, 11,
13: ¢ For thechildren not being yet born, neither having
donc any good or evil, thatthe purpose of God according
to election might stand, not of works, but of him that
calleth ; it was said unto her, the elder shall serve the
vounger. As it is written, Jacob have I loved, but Esad
have | hated.””  Now, the decree of the Confession is unto
everlasting sze and everlasting de ath. Jut there is not
one word about everlasting life or everlasting death in the
passage, nor in the 9thchap. of Rem. How, | ask, can a
presage prove anything about everlasting life and everlast-
ing death that (lees not say one word about either ? «7hat
the purpose of God acomdmg to election might stand, not
of works, but of him that calleth;” that s not of the
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was out,and his affirmative not proved, and he plead-,fon?
a little more tume; 1 granted it. He now complains; t'l,;‘a@
| did not grantit free/y, and tries to prove it by my referd
ing it to the modm ators.  They said, and the gunl emary:
himself said, he had no 91(;/11 to it, and threw the whole
matter back upon me. | then, frecly, as a matter-of grags
and not of del¢, gave him the time, that he might be-lef$
without evcuse. But he nced not trouble himself aboug
time. He shallhave al the time he desires. He will ng
alarm me with the idea thathe has sucha superabundance”

of matter. | can certainly talkas long as he can, and.ag
much to the point. —[ Zime expired. | 2oh
S R

MR. MATTHEWS’ SEVENTERNTH ADDRESS.
s
Saturday, 114 o’clock, A. M.
GENTLEMEN 31 OPERATORS : E

A~ unfortunate fellow-countryman of my own and Mr;
Young's, was once arraigned on the charge of stealing
some shirts ; two witnesses swore that they saw him steal
them ; but he offered to introduce fwo dozen men who were
willing to swear that ¢they did not see 2im commit the theft.
The gentleman is even more fortunate than the ingenious
Son of Erin; hehastiree witnesses, and | have no doubt;
he could find three dozen, who did nof hear the conversa-
tion, to my onewlho did hear it !

That the gentleman can talk longer, and louder, and
with a more musical intonation than myself, | freely ad-
init. Whetherall his talk comes within gunshot of the
real points in «ontroversy, is another question. o

The gentleman is also very happy in the ability of
m aking sirong assertions. The great misfortune is, that
whether he undertakes to tell what his opponents have
sald, or what they believe, he asserts things a very great
way from the rea facts in the case. For instance, he as-
serted in his last speech, that | admitted that there was but
little in the Bible about the definite number of men and *
angels; | admitted no such thing. Ie says | admitted
that Esau was not ordained to eternal death, or Jacobto
eternal life ; | admitted nothing of the kind. Sometimes
the eyes of the gentleman, usually so dim, havea preter-
natural power of vision ; for
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MR. FRANKLIN'S SEVENTEENTH RETLY.
GentrEMEN MoprrAToRs :

Dear Hearers—I caunot recollect all he passages quoted
by my opponent g0 as to reply to them in the next speech,
nor does it suit my course of argument so to do. When 1
begin a point, I aim to make hmourvh work of it. T shall
proceed to collect some items in th previous speeches of
the g('ntlcmnn, and, 1 hope, satisfy his most ardent desires
by way of replying. e says, < the hardest task ever any
man undertook, is to prove a self-evident truth,” and Des
Cartes undertook to prove his'own exislence, and it proved
a miserable failure.” T do not agrce with the notion that
his position is zx sclf-evident truth, but I have no doubt the
result will be the same as with Des Cartes : < a miseralle
Juilure.””  He certainly bids fair for that result.

He has made an attempt, whether intentional or not, te
misstate the present issue entirely.  The question is not
whether a definite number will be saved, and a definite
number lost, nor whether God foreknew this; but did God
foreordain or unchange ably predestinate this namber be-
fore the world, without any foresight of faith and good
works 7 And are faith and good works the result ()f this
Predestination, and not the eause of it 7  Ave sinful men
such becanse not predestinated, or are they not predestinated
because they are sinful?  1f they ave not predestinated to
life, because they are sinful, the cause hies in themselves.
It they are sinful becawse not predestinated to {ife, the cause
of their sinfulness Zies i God, who could, but would not
pr(:dcsmm(,e them to life; who coudd, but would not give
them that grvace, by which they could avoid sin, and be
saved, and who, Calvinism would have us believe, will
punish men fmv\m in hell, for the very sins they could no
avold 't This isno mm-xpnm ntation of the doetrine. The
doctrine is, that God ordains men to wrath, nof becanse they
are simful, bat they are sinful hecause thus ordained, and
shall be punished i hell forever, for the sins they were or-
damned to, and could not p()sciM avold. This is Calvinism,
bu(:('\(n nof, yetstate (i its %Lmnneﬁf terms, as [ will m(m

{ the wmlnm'm desires it, from thmx standard works,

Hn\ norrible position of Predestination, he has swapped
Jff for the more pliable doctrine that a certain number will
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partialist would say, Christ had passed by a part of man-
kind, he says, | pereeiveof a truth, that God ¢s no respecter
of persons, but in every nation he that fv,uct,.h him and
worketh righteousness is accepted of him.””  Here | say,
are all so many developments of the eternal purpose of
God. All this Ishall exhibit in full when | have more
time.-—[ Zime expired. ]

MR.MATTHEWS EIGHTEENTH AD ) RrESS.
Monday,10 o’ clock, A. M.
GextreMEN Mo DERATORS :

Fellow Citizens—I am sorry the gentleman has con-
tracted so great a dislike for my company. | would be
glad exceedingly to have him withme, but allmy pressing
invitations are of no avail. He is either far ahead, as at
the beginning of our (discussion--on Iridayhe told me
he was then discussing the2d. I'reposition !-—or far in the
rear,asa t present. Ie thinksit safe to keep a speech or
two atleast between us, | haveadvanced some way in
the proof of the 5th section of the Confession : he has
got to my argument on the 4th ! Jut he apo]ogizes for
]119 course-his memory is bad ! he ** can’t recollect” aAl the
passages | quote, <€ so as to l(ph in his nex t speceh,” but
after L I ave passed to another pozm‘ and am fully occupied
with the argument upon it, then he can recollect a fow of
the passages | The gentleman has the most accommodat-
m(r memory of any man of whom I have heard |

The gentleman kindly offers Lo provesome points for us
from standard Calvinistic works ; and as they are new [0
me, and I presume to all Calvinists rere, | must call upon
him to provethem.

1. Hesays, Calvinism teaches tkaGod will punich
men forever in hell for sins they couldnotavoid.”

2. That « the doctrine (o f Calvinism) is that God
ordains men to wrath, not because they are sinful, but
they are sinful because thus ordained.”

Lalso,haven few authorities which | will readupon
these pointsata convenient time. | n the meantime [ say
that the charge is witerly destitute of truth. 1 call for his
standard quthontleﬁ

The gentleman scems to admit that the number of the
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“*

4
as an honest man, he was bound to do, i swch hafts] \
really h is belief.  But no, we find nothing of the sork "
only asserts God's absolute right to do asseemetlt,
good,and shows the presumption of apoorshort-sigh ngdéd-isf
creature of aday, arrogating the right of sitting in judg:
ment on the ways of the Most High ! Would- to God., thihgg
class of objectors had been confined to the days of Paul
If Paul had preached the ““smooth things” which “‘the.
people’” love, no such objections would have been méde"ti{)i,.,‘
his teaching. And thefact that the same objections ar§g-"
now made to our doctrines, shows that they are identical’,
with that taught by the Lord himself, and_his servani j
Paul. My

This closes my argument upon the point before us,. ;
[Time expired.]{,

H

MR. FRANKLIN’'S E1gurersti REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

My worthy friend is getting well up to dodging. The
very first thing he did, after introducing the fifth section
of the eternal decrees, was to misstate the question, thus
changing the whole issue. Here is the position laid dew%
in the Confession : +

«Those of mankind that are predestinated nnto life, God,befbre:!

the foundation of the world was laid, according to his eternal and
immutable purpose, and the sceret counsel and good pleasure of his
will, hath chosen Christ unto everlasting glory.”

Upon this heremarks: ¢ The first point now before u's;
is that God’s decree of election was not formed in time, but be-
fore the foundation of the world was laid. " This point is
not the first point, nor any other noint in this discussion.
This has not one word in it about “ everlasting life, of
everlasting glory. ” If hecould prove the position he as-
sumes, in the place of the one contained in the fifth section
of the Confession, it would establish nothing in this contro-
versy. Let him prove the section as found in thecreed:
This stating something else to prove in the place of it;
looks suspicious. It shows a disposition not to come right
up to the work. But | proceed to examine his proof. =

I have not said that “ God’s original purpose was to
save all men, but that he has changed that purpose.”

i
RN
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AF
9,

everlasting death, T have not admitted anything*
kind. If I should admitit, T should do it withou
dence, for he certainly has not proved it, and cannot®
he has any proof I should like to see it.—[ Ttme expiréd

MR. MATTHEWS’ CLOSING ADDRESS, oo

Monday, 11 o’clock, A. M

GexTLEMEN MODERATORS : : -
Tuere is but one point in the ‘last speech of my Q’jP

nent, which demands any notice. e thinks I misundefs
stood his < original plan or purpose.” I certainly*’&ﬂé
understand him to teach, that God’s original purpose w’iﬁ%
that all men should scek, find, and fully enjoy him for"e‘i’_ii’if
And to this I objected, that as many do nof seek, find, 8¢,
enjoy God, either God had falled in his plan, or he h’a§
changed that plan for something clse.  DBut just here the
gentleman’s nerves began to fail him ; he does not lik&;
face this music ; he sees that it renders God a weak’igvf )
changealle being, who forms plans which he cannot ekec

and which he 1s therefore obliged to change. Ile skes}’
moreover, that it contradicts numerous passages of Seript
ture, which teach that his ¢“ counsel shall stand 7’—¢¢ thadt
he worketh all things after the counsel of his own will/®

’

cte., ete. And he gives us a modified interpretation of

O

God’s “original plan or purpose.”’

Now we learn that the ““ original purpose was to give a
Savior to all men—to give grace, merey and truth to all
men-—to give the entire remedial scheme to all meeni—to
put it completely within the power of man to' heliéve;
repent, and yicld implicit obedicnce to the Lord.” I

Well, now, I am so unfortunate as not to be able to seé
that this modified ““original purpose,” helped the matter
in the least.  If 1t was God’s purpose to do all this for all
men, he has fuiled to-doil, and must surely have changed
his purpose.  There are certainly hundred -of millionsiof-
human beings now on the earth, beside the millions- 6
millions in past ages, who have never heard “of ¢ thé
Savior, and of grace, merey and peace through him’y* who
have never had *the remedial scheme’’ offered to them ¥
who have never had the power of belicving, repenting;:dnd
yielding “implicit obedience to the Lord.2” - For,ig‘f:‘Héw
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Mr. Muatthews—1 hope, before the gentleman proceedﬁ
that the Moderators will read the rule governing the: cloﬁ

ing QPL(‘(‘}I e
1/’oa’mm‘m-lho rule reads thus: <In the closihg:

specch, no new matter shall be introduced.” |

MR.FRANKLIN'S CLOSING SPEECH.

GeExTLEMEN MopiraToORS

Wrhavethe gentleman’s argument now before us, both’
agninst my Sermon and in fav 61 of hiscieed. Ile findd
but one pomt in my last speech deserving reply. This aus
dicnce is getting to understand him. \VH] him, when &
qp(‘C(h (1(‘“01\0\ no 1“p]V, it is one containing ,uoument&
that Lecannofanswer.  When aspeeeh deserves reply,'it
is one where hescesan opportunity to make some Jittle’
quibble, in appearance, at the cxpense of his antagonist..
Ofthis latter kind, wasthe only point, in my last speech,
“‘deserving reply. ”  Thisisa small com fort, it is true, but
smallas it is, and standing alone, asit does, | am com-
pelled to take it from him, thus leaving him comfortless.

He savs, | have changed the purpose of God ! He did
not, however, proceed but afew words, tIII he admitted
that the change did not “ help the matter,”” which was. virs
tually admitting that the change was no change at all,
All thatwas c’ud:\boutthec/mngc was then, mercly for
cffect.  He procceded to quote my statement, that “‘the pur;
pose of Godwas to give a Savior to all men ; to give grace
mercy andtruthto all men ; to put it comple to)v within
the power of all men to believe, repent, and yiéld” implicit
obedience to the Lord. ™ his he does not. believe. But
have | not shown from tile word of God, that Jesus is the
« Savior of the world ?* that it is the <« will of God that
all men should besaved 277 that <“where sin abounded,
grace did much more abound 2« that « cod reckoned &ll
under sin, that he might have mercy upon all ?* that he
commanded the truth, the Gospel, to be preached to ‘¢ al -
the world”’—to “ every creature ?“ Ile is so unfortunate,
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MR.FRANKLIN'G FIRST ADDRESS.
Monday, May 3 1, 2% o’clock, ». M.
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

Wz have no new subject, though the manner of investi-
gation is changed. Precisely the same passage of the
Confession wehave been investigating, continues to be the
subject of dispute. The only change made is, that | am
placed in the affirmative and the worthy gentleman be-
comes the respondent. | affirm the absurdity of thearti-
cle in his creed styled, *¢ Go(I's eternal decrees, " and shall
now proceed to prove it. Heretofore | have been the res-
pondent, and, in that position, Ihad the right to either of
two courses : 1. To follow my_ worthy friend and show that
his proofs were not conclusive, or 2. To establish the op-
posite of his doctrine, by an independent course of argu-
ment. If I succeeded in either, my opponent hasbeen
defeated. I claim that | have done both, and if Iam
]1ght in puttm(r in this claim, he is doubly defeated.
have, in the first place, followed him, and shown that hIS
arguments are not only inconclusive, but destructive to his
position.  But in addition to this, | have established an
independent argument, in opposition to his position, that he
has been unable to answer, and, | am satisfied, will be to
the close. Thisindependent rind affirmative argument |
intend to continue to the end of the discussion.

| have granted that God had a design, plan, or purpose,
and that every step he hastaken, in hls dealings with his
creatures, has been in strict conform|ty with his “ eternal
purpose.””  The difference between the gentleman and my-
sclf, isnot that he believes in a plan or purpose, and that |
do not believe in it ; but, while we both believe in the pur-
pose of God, we disagree about what that purpose is. To
settle this question, | have gone brick, to see if we could
learn from the Bible what the purpose of God is, and that
my argument, mayappear in an unbroken form, I shall
restate and prosecute it in order to the close. | suppose
that my friend means, by “ plan,”” the same he does
by decree or purpose. Did God decree unchangeably
whatever comes to pass ? or did he decree to give “to the
world a gracious and free plan of salvation ? This latter,
| claim is what he intended, and what he has clone,
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even soin Christ shallall be made alive. ” Whatever
death came by Adam, wearemade alive from it by Christ
It is evidently the deathand resurrection of the body, the:
Apostle is speaking of.  If then, Christ did not die for alk
how shall allbe raised by him ? If the wicked are. not
raised from the dead by Christ, what evidence have. ‘we
that they will ever be raised atall ? The same ¢ all who.
(lie by Adam, shall be made aive by Christ. ” But we have
the clearest and most explicit statement of the Seriptures, .
that he did die for all. *“ But we see Jesus,”” says Paul,
“ who was made a little lower than the angels for the suf-
fering of death, crowned with glory, and honor, that he by
the grace of God should taste death jor every man.”” Heb.
i, 9. Again, says Paul, “ For the love of Christ cor-
straineth us ; because we thus judge, that if one died for
all, then were all dead. And that he died for all, that they
who live,should not henceforth live unto themselves, but
unto him who died for them and rose again. ” The same
¢ 3]’ that Christ died for, arethe< all” that were dead.
The gentleman admits that o/f, in the broadest sense, were
dead, but denies that Christ died for all. He is universal
in the distribution of death, but partial in the offer of life.
He is universal in his sentence of condemnation, but
partial in his proffers of justification ! The Apostle makes
the grace to abound even more than sin has abounded.
[ Zime expired.]

MR. MA TTHEWS’ FIRST REPLY.

Monday, May 31st, 30’clock,p. M. ),
GentLEMEN MO DERATORS ;

| congratulate youand this audience on the prospect of
our, atlast, having something like a discussion.  Hereto-
fore the gentleman and myseclf have rarely met. Instead
of meeting my aflirmative arguments, and showing that
they Were unsound, or misapplied, he careful}y avoided
them, and occupied his time in building up, what he calls;
« an independent argument” of hLis own. He was always
either far in advance of me, or far in the rear. Byt rrirely
did I find him on the portion of the ficld which | occupied
for the time. He preferred to be anywhere else than
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prc‘:entq If Christ had not come, all would have (‘Q(‘dp(‘d
Lell, but in consequence of his death miilions and tens of
mlllmm arc punished there to all eternity. Surely the
gentleman’s system demands that ore of the texts he is
fnml of quotmu should be read backwards—< God sent
not his Son into the world, to save the world, but that the
world through him might be damned.”—[ Zime expired. ]

MR. FRAKKLIN'S SECOND ADDRESS.

TENTL EMIN MoperaToORS

1 mreIv to fear the wsulm if my friend should change,
for it appears impossible to get him to receive the tluth,
without tacking on a false App@ndacro e scems now set
upon it, if T convinee him that the grace of God is as free
to all the world as to himself; that (rod loved all the world
as much as himself, to leap into Universalisin.  But what
I dislike 1n the matter is, that he intends to insist that I
Lave made him a Universalist. In this he is mistaken
It is his notion of elernol necessity, that is leading his mind
to Universalism. In the several d('brL tes 1 lmw had on
that one-sided system, 1 have always met this same doc-
trine of mnecessity, and find Univ crsalists quoting  Cal-
vinistic nut]lolilivs to sustain them, in denying the ogency
of mun, ov the freedom of the will, and m 1kmg (tod the
author of sin.  Calvinism approbates the whole principle
upon which Universalism is based, and so has the gentle-
man in this debate. Ihis arguments will be quolcd to
prove that system, from this debate, when we shall be in
our graves.  Upon the same principle that Calvinism saves
the elect, Universalism saves all,  The only difference
between them Is in the number clected. One claims el
for elect, the otheronly @ port; and Calvin, says my friend,
admits, that the elect were fallen, sinful, and no better
than the balance of the race, and the reason why they
were elected, was not because they were belter than others,
but because so it seemed good in the sight of God.

Here then, Calvinists come to the feet of Universalists,
and yicld up all the arguments that ever have, and ev
can be offered agninst the injustice of a system that has no
vegard to the ¢ mmctcm of men ; that strikes a blow at the
very basis of all rewards and punishments, in referring
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be done? ¢« What could I have done more to my vine-
yard, that I have not done i1t ?’ Isa. v, 4. The Lord
could have given all power to repent, and he has done all
that could be done. Ilas he commanded all to repent ?
“In the times of this jgnorance God winked at, but now
he commandeth all men everywhere to repent.”” Acts xvii,
30. Itis God’s will that all men should repent ; he has
given all the power to repent ; he has commanded all men
everywhere to repent, thereflore, they will be justly damned
if they do not repent.—{ Time expired.]

MRB. MATTII EWS’ SECOND REPLY.
Monday, 4 o'clock, P.M.
GeENTLEMEN MoperATORS :

I BEc leave to remind the gentleman that he is pledged
to prove to this audience that * the doctrine of Pred estina-
tion, as set forth in the Confession af Faith, and defined in
chapter third, sections 3d,4th,and .5th, is unrcasenable,
unscriptural, and in opposition tothe spread of the Gos-

el.”  ‘This is the question now atissue. Any argument
which does not bear upon this question is impertinent.
Has the' gentleman touched this question ? Ilas he even
stated whatthe proposition is which he is boundto prove ?

Has he read the sections of the Confession which the
proposition refersto, and taken them up, point by point,
and attempted to show that they are “ unreasonable, un-
seriptural,’ete 2 Nothing of the kind. His whole cffort
has been to destroy a monster, the offspring of his own
brain, never having had an existence outside the imagina-
tions of some over-heated nndpr('judiccd pnlcmics,:t mon-
ster which they ave pleased to term Calvenism. Now t here
never was a man, woman, or child, so faras known to me,
that ever believed, or pretended to believe, in thesystem
which the gentleman is opposing.  There never existed a
Confession or creed thatcontained such doctrine.  Cer-
tainly the doctrine of our Confession is the poles distant
from any such system. Whatdoesthe gentleman propose
to gain by fighting a mere chimera, a phantom.

““ Monstram, horrendwm, ingens, eul lumen ademptum 7

1 can assure the gentleman that the course which he has
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to sccure the salvation of any ! From swck S7aCC,- may

Yod deliver us I Another argument is that all are come
manded to 1('pent ; and vet the gentleman tells us some
cannol repent | Why, this is as bad as Ais Calvinism =

[Time capired.] "}
MR.FRANKLIN's T1irp ADDRESS.
GENTLEMEY MODERATORS .

My worthy friend well-nigh renounced his doctrine iN
the speech you have just heard.  The Calvinism | am op*
posing, he insists, Is not really Calvinism ; but my state-
ment of it is a slander !/ He says. with emphasis, that
my statement of it is not true. So far, then, as | have
stated Calvinismin this debate, he repudiates it. In this;
he virtually repudiates the very doctrine he has e¢ngaged
t o defend. The Calvinism quoted over and ovagam,
from his creed, is the Calvinism | have stated and refuted
in defiance of any defense heias or can make. DBut it
looks so miscrable to him, when set forthinits true light,
that hecallsit “ 1mﬂ°mm$,”andxewqxdq ita “ slander.”
I1c need notbe surprised if others x(pudmto it, whonthoy
read these admissions from him. DBut after thus denying,
i n a wholesale way, Calvinism as I have stated it, he
specifics a point, viz: that Universalists quote Calvinistie
works, denying the ageney of manand the freedom of the
will. Upon this The beeame quite warm. But | would
admonish him to keep cool, and see what the result will be.

What freedom of the will has he admitted ‘since this
controversy commenced ?  Fas he admitted that the non-
clectare free to believe tile Gospel?  Arethey free to re-
pent ? Arethey frce to be saved ?  Are they free to
serve Go(1 ‘2 Can they serve him ? Can they will any-
thing but sin ? Canthey will any good thing ? Canthey
besaved ? Can they avoid the eternal burnings ? He is
hound to answer no, or renounce not {nm(/inmy but real
Calvinism. In what does his{reedom of the will consist,
wupue 1t is free, | suppose, to sin andlead the creature
to hell, withoutthe power tow:i//or 10 do .anything else:!
That is, it is free, but under such an eternal necessity that
it can act in no way butonc! The non-elect arefree to
goou down to perd|t|on without the power of turning to
the right or left, to turn back or stop.  The mill- Whee| is
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not to do it.  Mr. M. does not helicve this, not hecausé he
cannot believe it, but because he will nof.  This is whnt,-'{j
eall not ““sound in the faith.””  Men may cheat themselve
out of heaven. Can 1 L‘vc the gentleman to say-hé bes’
licves the following : < Dut t}wre were false prophels also-
among the people, even as there shall he filse teachem
among vou. who privily shall bring in damnable heresies,-
even (/c)/]/ZHﬂ the Lord {/z(d 6(1:19/! them, and Oring upon
themselves swift destruction.”  Can heretics deny the Lord
that lowght them ?  Can persons whom the Lord br)urrh&
bring upon themselves swift destruction 2 Then, there. s
no truth in Calvinism, for it denies all this. Whenever.
Mr. M. shall say he believes this passage, we may take it,
that he has give up Calvinism. ¥

I am sorry to find that the gentleman does not beheve
Paul when be savs, <« The Gocpcl was preached to every
creature under Ileaven.”” Dut it appears he does not.
That is a question betwecen him and the apostle. Iam
with Paul.  He is against him.—[ Time expired]

MR.MATTHEWS THIRD REPLY.
Thursduy, 3% o’clock, A. M.

o

GevTLEMeEy MopErATORS | .

Fellow ~i(;z~~)~s-instead of reviewing particularly atthis
time the gentleman’s specch of last evening, | propose to
review in detail, the objectionsurged agamst the doctrine
of Pret ostmatxon,'md to show that those objections are
unfounded.

Wehavethis one generalanswer to make to all the ac-
cusations of our adversaries, that the fruits of our doctrine
disprove their allegations , ond show U em to be calumnious.
If our system inculcated the ““horrible blosphemies,” wh ich
the gentleman has echarged upon it, or with so much zest,
has qll()[( d from other heated partisans, as imbittered and
prejudiced as himself, then is it in truth the most horrid
doctrine that ever was preached ; andits practical effects
on human character must he most deplorable. <« A
good we cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt
tree bring f{orth (rood fruit. Therefore by their fruits ye
shali know them. ™ This is the Savior's rule for testing .a-
doctrine.  Weadmit its authority, We are willingofir,
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who was rich, to the prejudice of the poor ; or if'i’
choice, anything in the person was the ground,
choice, there mmht be color for the (‘haxge As ﬁ.A
utterly unfounded. But the gcmlcm an’s system A}
God arespecter * Of pusons - for he has al tered the Bx!).
inorder to mak ¢ it read, < Jacod have 1 RESPEOTED,,b
Esauhave | slighied.”’
7. < But Predestination renders useless the preachm
of the Gospel, or the useof anv of the means of gracé}‘!
How ? God hath from the bommmlw chosen men Lo,88F
vation, through sanctification of the spirit and befief 94
truth. 1's the preaching of the truth, therefore uselesssd
God had ordained that by the exertions of the sai 01‘%,&]}’6
whole ship’s company, With Paul the pris oner, should be
saved. Was it the refore, of noimportance whether the sail “
ors abode inthe ship 2 The means and the end are united
in the decree, and they cannot he se vered in the executxon-
of tile deeree.  Beside, God hasnot revealed to his, mins-
isters who arc his chosen.—{ Z¥me capired. |

MR. FRANKLIN'S ¥FOURTII ADDRESS,

GexTLEMEY MODER ATORS -

Beloved Audience-—I1 is quite clear that Mr. M. is ‘no}
unchangeable.  When he entered upon the nename e
gave Us afaithful promise that he would reply to my argu-
ments ; but in opening his speech this morning,’ he.
formed us that he should not reply to my speech .lask
evening.  Thislatter promise lie has kept to the letter,‘
thoughhe has broken lis former pledge. He, however, hds
found itnecessary to “ add to his faith works,”” and hag
worked manfully to mend up some of the ameplaces
pointed out in his systemlast weck ; but in this case,’ all
works are in vain, ILxsxm},omb ¢ to bring something out of

nothing.  Thatmy affirmative argument_ remains, not only
unanswered, but without an attempt at answering, | need
inform no one in this audience. | may, then,at my ease,

and without molestation, procced with ‘my éeries of argu-
ment, or turnaside and follow the gentleman. To get an
reply from him is out of the question. | am not complam~‘
ing ; he is doing the best the case admits of, to cover his
failure and keepup appearances,
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they existed. Were they sanctified by the Splrlﬁﬁgf‘“
l/’z(_/ were born ?~——[T1me czjme(l:l - e ,,»g#ﬁ

~
’

MR. MATTHEWS FOURTH REPLY. :
Sy Siff
Tuesday, 10% o’clock, szai
GrxtreEMENy MoprraTons : o higos
Tue ingenions gentleman thinks he has detected ‘méifd
an ,nconslstrnq' because I said at the start that I wvould
reply to a1l his arqguments, and this mmnmg said - thast]
would not enter into a particular reply to hus last speech
With due deference, 1 can sce no inconsistencyatiddk
There is a very simple mode of harmonizing theser’smm
ments. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon.’:my
pointing it out. SRET S
It 15 to me matter of profound regret, that I cannot'su‘o@
ceed in pleasing the gentleman or his brethren, by. my '
mode of conducting this discussion. 1 fuily apprecmw\
the motives which actuate them in making suggestions-to -
me.  They know that it is my first (Ivimte thouo'h thd
gentleman somewhat o:tcnmtmu\lv informed me- th'lt itodd
not his first, by a great many. They therefore pity my}oﬁth
and inexperience, and kindl Iy sugoest the mode in whick
1 could manage my part, so as to please them. T
The gentleman cnmphm% that his arguments are-not
answoered. e is sincerely to be pltwd When on the
negative, he apologized for not answering my arguments;’
by throwing the blame upon his memory ; he could not
recollect thcm immediately.  And now, when on the
affirmative, hie has no recollection that his argumeénts have
been answered I What a wretched memory he has, to be
sure 'l ITe is about the only man in the Louse who has
forgotten my replies. ST,
Il auswered some of the gentleman’s arguments, by
showing that they proved two wnmla le admn nectly to
Uni\'m'm]\'m s arguments going to prove the univer=
sality of the atone m(-nt I have answered by showing that
they had no bc(nmw upon the pomt at issue; many strlcb'
Calvinists be ]u\mo the atonement. to be universal ; bul the
gentleman hims c[fzz[!m']y denying i, if he believe in theatonds
ment at all. His arguments on the words ““ all,” ¢ all men,i% .
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MR FRANKLIN S FIFTH' AD DRESS:
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS :

I snoveo like to know what the gentleman means by :h#
constant reference tothe Pagansand those who lived:be
fore Christ. Does he intendto say, that all such arenou@
dect ? Doesheintendto put infants with these, becmiﬁg
inf'mtxhnenottlxoGOQpOI preached to them ?.If hik
does, hiselect willbeless than we have represented.2.@$$
infants are in no danger of the punishment of hell.mﬂ'hég
onl v condemnation ever bmunht upon them, Wast 'l‘h“"‘
thm inherited, without their \olmon or action, theAﬂ&mm
sin. The penalty for that sin, was not punishment ini:the
fire that shallnever be quenched. It is set forth ﬂuwﬁ
own words, as follows : “From dust thou art, and:-untd
dust shalt thon return. " Hero is the penalty - for. the:
Adamic sin, death. ‘'A's in Adamall die, even so:in:
Christ all shall be made alive.”” Tere is a redemption: ok
all froHm the Adamic condemnation, the ransom of their
bodies from their graves. Thisisall infants need. ‘They.
have no artual sin, no impurily of spirit, and need no res
ge neration, for of “such is the kingdom of heaven,” .Ins:
fant regeneration is not a Bible doctrine, but belongs to the-
same house with infant damnation. SRR 13

(‘hristlmc come, and, in his resurrection, has given asé,
surance that the race will be redeemed or raised from, the-
grave, and thus delivered from the Adamic sin. ~For this
¢in, God never threatened nor intended eternal damnation;
but from it, he, from the beginning, designed to:raise men+
up.  Through Christ, he will raise them up from the dead,
whether good or bad, and those condemned to eternal puns
ishment, wil I beth us condem ned for their own sins, and
not for Adam’s.  Gospel salvation, as set forth in- preachs
o repentance and remission 0f sins among all nations, is
a calvation from oxr own sing, and not flom Adam’s sin,
which we must obtain, or be lost forever. For our own
sins. if not pardoned, we shall be punished in another
world.

Now th cqun:tion between the gentleman and myself, is
not concerning’ infants nor idiots ; nor concerning those
who lived before Christ, or who have not at the present

time, heard the Gospel, or who never will hear it, but
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ance,”” and that God never gr'mted the honor of repeat
ance on ]} o a part of man kind 2 2 Pet. m, 9.

21. Isit true, that God has no p easure in the death of
the sinner, and vet that he unclmn(renbly ordained a por-
tion of mankind to wrath 2 Iz, xviii, 23.

Of’, ITow ecan the (m&p(l he good news of qrea&;uyﬁ

peoj le, when it contains not one particle of eivy
or salvation only for a part of the race ? Lukei u; 1O

23, How can 1t be that < God is no respegier Ofpﬂ*
sons,”" as Peter says, and yet that he passed by a pa
oF \rl ind. without oﬂumv to save them 2  ActEwad4;

. How are the holy attnbutes of Jestis to bodtet:
vI 0 hc suvs, < How often would I kave yatheredy
dven, but ye wonld not,”” when he knew they were o
to wrath (1]1 the time 2 Mat. xxiii, 37.

25. How can God judge the world nccoxﬂing % e
Gospel, when the Goxpd never oﬂ‘ered one blessing prly
to a part of the world 2 Rom. 1i, 16.

26. How can the wicked “dctpxse the riches of the
grodness of God,” unless God has been good to theurd
Ram. ii, 4.

with H pse que:tlom, And the Scnptures t.hey are louy
upon, Im will find his ““ tron Jacket’’ unbiittoning a&n
ping off pretty rapidly. Butif he pastes Lig
he may wear the iron Jucket with as mouel
grace fulanQ, in time to come, a3 heretofore:
pired.]

MR. MATTHEWS’ ¥IFTH REPFLY
Tuesday, 11 o'clock, 4 K

("r‘\”rv warma \fmny,-n ATONRS ®

Tur gentleman has attributed to me & pxece of defensiva
armor, such as Homer has not described. He sees his
darts, many of which, contrary to the laws of eivilized
warfare, he had poisoned with the venom of m!srepresent~
ation, and ealumny, fall harmless at my feet; hence he
fimeies I wear an “iron jacket’’ The gentleman is
slightly mistaken as to the nnt.urc of my armor. That I,
am well armed, T do not deny.  For,

“ Thrice is be armed, who hath his quarrel jusf.”
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MR. FRAN K LIN's s1xTIil ADDRESS.

GexTLEMEN MoperaTors @

Tue worthy gentleman has repeated, I am unable to
sav how often, the steveotyped phrase of Mr Rice, in his
debate with Mr. Campbell,” © I cannot please the gentle-
man.”"  In this, he is mistaken. He cannot disp]ease ma
This, however, he has tried to do, as all in this house
know. hut has failed. T have not for him sn unkind word or
feeling, and hope I shall not have to the close. Asit respeety
the arqument; it is owt of all danger, entirely beyond his
reach.  Thisiz all T conld ask on this point. Kespueting
the urkind and ill-tempered remarks of the gentieman, I
am bevond their reach. Christianity may suffer, when its
professed frivnds dishonor it by unkind, unchristian and
unfecling remarks, but I am not responsible for them unless
they eseape my own lips; and, I thank Heaven, that the
spirit that aninates may heart, does not incling me in the
Jeast, to return railing for railing or evil for evil.

Respecting my brethren not being pleased aund making
suggestions to Mr. M., I suppose the whole of i&grows out
of Lis own unkind feelings, and not out of anything he has
seen or heard.  Of course, they should not be displeased
nor insulted atall the unkind insinuations of the gentleman,
for he is but exhibiting not so much his own spirit, ag the
spirit of his doctrine.  His sneering allusions to that y
and holy man of Geod, B. W. Sroxg, now in Abrahntnde
bosam, and to that other tallest and mighticst of the Jumgn
spirits of this age, A. CamppeLL, endeared to s0 meny
thougands of our cotemporaries, he will ind but & death-
blosw to his own name and to his own influence, while thay
will fall harmless at the feet of the great cause I have the
honor to advocate.  But the remarks of the gentleman are
in good keeping with the spirit of the older and profounder
advoeates of his dectrine, and in good keeping with the
dontrine itself. I bee leave of the audience to hear a few
of the advecates of Predestination, speak of their opposers
oniv a few words, In o letter of Calvin to Fabri, Dee.
1551, Le savs, < Itis of the greatest importance that that
knave should not he harbored in the Burmese territories.
1 am so ashamed of De Fualluis, that 1 cannot bear the
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touchingthe Baptists. In our correspondence the gentle-
man ind uded all the immersionists in the short phrase, *a
mere fraction of nominal Chris tendom. ” Such words are
cheap, and easily uttered. But is he aware that the best
Pedobaptist authorities in the world state it, as an undeni-
able fact, that the first thirteen hundred years of the Chris-
tian era, imm ersion was invariably practiced by all Christians,
except in cases of extreme weakness or sickness, called
cleric baptism, and that there is no account of even these
exceptions till the third century. Of course, | cannotar-
gue a question of this kind here, but I risk my reputation,
upon the assertion, against any man who dare assert the
contrary. In addition-to this, there have been large num-
bers of Baptistsall the time, and at the present moment
they nearly equal allthe religious opponents, with the
most rapid increase of any body in Protestant Christen-
dom. It is easy to sneer at them, and say, as was said in
this stand by Mr. Jennings, that Calvinism s proved. But
the gentleman will soon find that he is not to decide this
question for the people of this country. They have not
given up the right of private judgment yet. It is easy to
treat with contempt the Bible Union, New Translation, and
the men engaged in it, as in the case of hr. Waller. But
he, and others like him, show fifty men that he is right,
where those who treat him with disrespect will gain the at-
tention of one. A short time more will show how the land
lies.—[ Time expired. ]

MR, MA TTuEws’ sixrti REPLY.

Tuesday, 3 oclock, P. .
GENTLEMEN MODERATORS

| w-ILL reserve my remarks upon some points in the gen-
tleman’s last speech ; | desire now to offer some arguments
against the system which he advocates. | have already
presented the first, but the gentleman has not attempted
any reply. | shall repeat it, andadd a few others, hoping
that they may be more fortunate in attracting his atten-
tion.

1. According o the Arminian system, the gift of Christ
was the greatest curse ever inflicted upon the world.

It is a fundamental maxim in that system, that it would
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MR. FRANKLIN'S FINAL cLOSING SPEECH.

GeNTLEMEN MODE RATORS :

| xow rise to close my partof this debate. | trust, you
will bear me witness, that Ihave sought no advantage only
what truth always has over error. Idid not desire any
undue advantage of the worthy gentleman. My entire ob-
ject, if Lknow my own motives, was to hold a.fair and
honorable discussion, that the real merits of the question
might appear to this community, and to as many as may
read this debate. As | think | remarked at the com-
mencement, | desire no victory but that of truth over
error. Truth is great ; | am comparatively nothing; there-
fore, if need be, | should humble myself into the dust,
rather than that truth should be exposed. Let me be de-
famed ; let my brethren be defamed, but never let holy
pure, heaven-borntruthbe defamed. We have nothing to
fear ; thetruth,asit is in Jesus, is all we want for our
selves, and for all mankind,

My worthy friend has shown a suspiciousness from the be-
ginning of our correspondence, as if he feared that, by some
undue advantage, he would be captured, made 8 prisoner
of war, or slain.  In the same spirit, he has received a
Jetter, he says, from some friend, whose name he persists
in withholding from this community, informing him of the
advantages | washeard to declare it to be m iptention 0
take in the controversy. As this story goed was to mske
a splash at the outset, to terrify and disconcert tg sntggo-
nist, and at the close seek to overwhelm him  But this Is
a mere fabrication, first andlast, as I had no stuch conver-
sationwithany one,onthe way here, or at any other time.
Thisaudience will alsobear me witness that I havepur-
sued no such course.  Nor is there anything more dishon-
orable and injurious to the holy religion of our most adoy
ruble and gracious Lord, than low cunning and trickery
amonsmen claiming to be ministers of Christ. The re-
ligi\mrlof which IThavethe honor to bea humble advocate,
nspires in the soul morenoble sentiments—more noble,
heavenly and God-1like deportment and feelings. It does
notinflate us with the self-conceit, that we are the pecu-
liar favorites of heaven, and that all the world beside
should betreated as disnonest pretenders.  But it teaches
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MR MATTHEWS® CLOSING REPLY.

Tuwesday,Junelst, 3 o'clock, P. wm
GEnTLEMEN MODERATORS :

Ir I can doit, without a violation Of our rules, | WiSh to
introduce a few testimonies respectin~a matter alluded to
in a preceding speech of the gentleman. | will introduce
no new subject ; but simply replyto the gentleman’s re-
marks upon a subject which we have aready had before
us.

Mod.—We have no right to grant that privilege, but
Mr. F. can if he wishes.

Mr. M. —1I ask Mr. F. then, if | may be allowed to in-
troduce any new testimonies ?

Mr. F.—Certainly ; introduce what you please.

Mr. Matthews.—The subject is the distinction | made be-
tween efficacious and permissive decrees. The gentleman
and his brethren seem to think that thisis a moderninven-
tion to escape difficulties, dating no farther back than Dr.
Rice, or Dr. Green. I wish to show that it is a distinction
which Calvinists have always made. Calvin held it, though
he insisted that by ‘¢ permission, " more was meant than
merely allowing that to come to pass which could not be
avoided ; showing that in permitting evil there was, on the
part of God, a will to permit, or suffer it to be (lone. He
guotes Augustine as teaching the same. The Confession
of Faithexplicitly teaches that God's decrees respecting
sinful acts, are permissive ; though it denies that it is a
bare permission, without a bounding and overruling of them
to hisown holy end. Chap. 5, sec. 4: chap. 6, sec. 1. I
will gquote a few passages from standard Calvinistie works,
to the same point. Some of thcm are in the Latin lan-
guage, and to this hour, the gentleman has left me in ig-
norance Whether hc is acquainted with it. However, his
brother, elder Young, is here, and to him | appeal to wit-
ness that | trandate literally. | shall make no pretensions
to elegance. Let us hear Turretine, born 1623, an emi-
nent teacher of theology, at (eneva : ““ Conditio et condi-
tionatum pendent timmutabiliter a Dee, vel quoad permissionem,
ut in malis, vel quoad ¢ffectionem, ut in bows.”” i. €. : ¢ Both
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