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A  SERMON

ox

PREDMllNMION AND FORE-KNOWLEDGE OF GOD

_._— ——

EWTRODU@ION.-A.S Mmductory  to the f.lIowing  Discussion, we Iny before the

rder, Mr. Frmktin’m  Sermon, and the Carmspondence  of  the pmrtics, which pm-
rded the Debak,

TEXT —According as he hat,h chosen us in liim, before the folln-
dation of the world, that we should  be holy, and ll; ltli OUt b12TllC  llf2-

fore h i m  in low ; having  prdestinatd us unkr the adoption of
children by Jesus Christ to ILimseif, accrfl(liug to the good plC3St LrC
~f his Wiil,  to the praise of theslory of his grace, whimiu fle hat)]
made us accepted in II, C 13eloved.-.y’~/~.  1: 4–6.

Bdtmed Hearers:
WC design calling your attention to the Bible  doctrino

Of EIection;  Fore.  Ordination, Fore-I< nowledge,  and  Pre-
destination. W e  have no prejudice,  creed or bar[icr Of
any description, binding us 10 any theory, and rrre, there-
fore, free tO follow the ;lezr and obvious tcrichilllxs  of the
Holy Scriptures on these themes, If, tllercfore,  wc can
determine what the Bible  mcaus  by [Ilf; sc import:]nt  terms,
it matters not what,  t!~eory it may mgjrce or conflict with,
Weshail, then, at once, proccc(l to the elu[;  i(]ation of these
impurtanf  themes  in the light of inspiration.

Tbeterms, Predestination, J?ore-Ordination,  Fore-Know.
ledge of God, E l e c t i o n ,  I)etcrminatc Counsc],  Mystery}
Secret  and Council of His Will, arc all 13ihlc terms. lVe
cannot,  therefore, say we do not hclivc  i]] the doctrine of
ElectiOn, Predestination, Pore-Or(lination, etc.; b~t wc
do most heartily bdieve that (~ortrine  wl]cn set forth in
the light of revelation. B u t  we can  sal-, in  al l  good
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4 A  SERMOR On I’REDESTINA’S’ION

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

‘t By the decree of God, for the inanifestation  of his
glory, some men and angels are predestinated unto ever-
lasting life, and others fore-ordaille(l  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 eithel
increased or diminished. Those of mankind, that are

thus predestinated unto life, God, before the foundation of

the world  was Iaid, according to his eternal and irmnuta
ble purpose, and the secret counsel and good pleasure of
his will, bath chosen in Christ, unto everlasting glory,
out of hisinere  free grace and love, without any fore-sight
of faith and good works, or perseverance in either of them
or any other thing in the creature, as corrditions  or causes
moving him theteunto ; and all to the praise  of his glo,
rious grace. ”-( Ca?l. Fdh,  page  18. )

This doctrine, we say, we do not believe. lt is not the
Predestination of the Bible,  or anything like it. TVe, then,
invite your attfmtion,  first to the term Fore-Knowledge of
God. W-hat rlocs the Scripture mean by this term ? We
speak  of men’s fore.knowledge 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 fronl
the beginrting.” When God is said to know ce~tain things
it does not imply that there are certain other things which
he does not know, OF is not acquainted with. When it is
said, (C Known  unto  God 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 inl-
port of this passage is “ approved of God are all his
works. ” Another passage of the same kincl is, “ The
Lord knows them that are his.” If the word  know were
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AND FOR E- KNOWLEDGE Ok’ GOD. 5

here used as we use it betwrcnmcilj  it ll~ight  be rcspondecl,
the Lord knows them that  are not his, also;  tllcm aM non~
whom he does not knowin  that scllse, or is not acquaiutecl
with, But the import oftbe passage is, “ ‘1’hc Lord Jllakes
known, or approl’es  them that are his, ” as he (Ioes  Ilot
inake  known  or approve them that are not his. The
same is true of the words, ‘C Depart ye workers of iniquity,
1 never knew you,” ~~hicll surely did not rncan,  1 was
not acquainted with tllcm, or did not know there were
such persons ; but the obvious intention of the passage is,
4J ~ did not acknolvle[igc  j’OU.  ” It is, tl~ercforc,  clear  that
when God speaks of knowin,g certain things, it is not iu
contradistinction from other things which he does not
know or is not acquaintc,~  with, but in contradistinction
from things which be does not rrlakc knolvu  or apl)rovc
as his. When the Lor(l looked ui)on the ~vorks ofcrcation,
he said, he saw that they were good. In this case, the Lord
made known his approbation of the Ivork.s of his hau(l.s.

From these premises, what s]lall  we say of the Fore-
Xnowleclge of God ? It is c]ear,  that it will  not do to say,
that God speaks of his Fore.  Knoweledgc  in contradi>tir~c  -
tion from what he (lid not know be fol-e. All knowledge
must be present with the Infinite Ilcing,  an(l cnnnot  be said
to be fore-knowledse  or after-kno~vlcrlgc, as in rcfc~ence  to
man, lt is therc(ore  clear, tlln~ l~l]cre the Scriptures speak
of the Fore  -linowledse  of c~o(d, t]~ey C1O not simp]y  l~icau
what he was acquainted with before, but must hay-c refer-
ence to something else. \V”ithout  any speculation, therefore,
we will apply  directly to tllc Law, and to the Testimony.

“ Him bciug (Ielivcretl by LIIC Deternlinate Cou], cil and
F o r e - K n o w 71edge of Go(I, ye have taken, ancl  I)y ~vicl:cl
hands have crucified and slaili. ” ( A c t s ,  2: 23). JII t h i s
pastiage we h:ive t~vo of tl]e strongest expressions of this
kind  found in tl]e w1101c Bible,  viz,, 1’ The Dcternlinate
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6 A SIZRMON ON PREDESTINATION

Counsel and Fore-linowleclge  of God.” What is the im-
port of Ihese terms ? The following passage is on the
same subject, and is a full and compicte  explanation of the
one just quoted  : “But those things v:hic]l God before  had
showed by the mouth of all his holy Prophets, that  Christ
should  suffer, he bath so fulfilled. ” (Acts 3: 18), It will
here be seen that what is calletl “Dcterininate  Counsel and
Fore-Knowled~e  of God,” in tl:e  seconcl chapter, is calleci,
~’those things that God hafl shown by the moudl  of 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 Prop!lets,  concerning Christ  and His sufferings.
The following, it appears to us, throws some iight on the
subject : “ And the Scripture, fore-seeing that God would
justify the Heathen throu+  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 all 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 fill under sin, that the promise by faith
of Jesus Christ rrii@t 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 prolmise  which is by the faith of Jesus
Christ, might be given to them that believe.

The etcrfinl purpose of Gocl, or the secret hid for ages,
was, that God would  justify the Heathen through faith
This lvas the great mystery of the Gospel, that the Gen:
tiles should  be fellow-heirs  and of the same body, and
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AND FOR E- I{ NO IV LI<I)GE  OF GOD. 7

partakes of his promise in  Christ  by tile C,ospel—--the
grand  secret  of Ilis  wi l l ,  hifl in (;o:I, ~vho c r e a t e d  a l l
things, by Jesus  Christ. I t  was conccrJlin~  this wonder-
ful purpose of the Almighty Father, thot the Propliets  so
frequently ancl in diverse manners spake  to t!]c Fat!lcrs.  It
was concerning this grand  secret, l~llicll  lIa{l been l]id f o r
ages and generations, and ussure[l in the justification or
salvation of tile  Heathen through faith, that the Prophets
have  inq~lirc’~  an(l scarclled dilligcntly,  W11O p r o p h e s i e d
of the grace that  should come unto us : searching Ivhat,
or what manner of t;nlc the Spirit of Christ which \Ya S in
them did signify, ~vhen  it tcstitic[l  before-han[l tlic  suffer-
ings of Christ and the glory that shoul{l  follow- unto
whom it was rc~’calcd,  that not unto themscli’es  but unto
us they did minister the thi]l,gs whic}l arc no>v r e p o r t e d
unto you by them that have preached the C;ospel Wit]i  the
Holy Ghost sent do~~n  from Heaven ; which tllin~s the
angels desire to look into. (I Pet. 1: 10–12). It 11’as
this same wonderful secret that was before the mind of
the great Apostle  to the Gentiles, when he conclu(lrxl  his
letter  to the brethren at Rome, in the following most
striking words : ‘ ( ATOW to him that is of powor to cstab -
Iish YOU accor(ling to my Gospe l  an(l the p r e a c h i n g  o f
Jesus Christ, accor(lil]g to the revelation of the mystery,
which was kept secret since the world began,  I)llt  now
is mncle  mrrnifest,  and hy tile Scriptures of the Propl Iets,
according to the commandment of the cverlnFtiilg  God,
made known to nll nfitions for the obedience of faith,
(Rem. 16:25, 26). From thisprrss~gcit  is cleorthnt  Paul’s
Gospel, the prraching  of Jesus Christ, an{l the revc!rrtion
of the mystery , all ]mean the sa]nc t i l ing.

It i s  tlllis  ml cstahlishc(l  point,  t h a t  tl)c ctern~l pur-
pose of Go(l was t[o publish tl]c C~ospel  of Jesus Christ  to the
tvorld,that  what the Prophets said in relation to tilis purposo
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8 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

is what is called, in the Scriptures, “ the Fore -I<nowleclge
of Go(]’’—t]]e  Gospel  itself, with tile 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 t.o decide two important ques-
tions: 1. Who are God’s elect ? 2. What were they
elected for ? Jn our” text, it is clearly stated that certain
per:ons were chosen in Christ before the foundation
of the world.  These  al I 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
clifllculty  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 WC1l
satisfied are wrong. These positions we must carefully
notice before we proceccl  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 all  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. If when the Apostle says, ‘{ he bath chosen us
in him before the foundation of the world, ” he meant
*’ he bath chosen all the Saints in him before the found-
ation of the world, “ it will make  sense  so to read the

TLC



FOR E- KNOW1.EL>GZ OF GOD. !3

passage .  I f  he  mean t  thewJtoIc WOTZ(Z,  hy tile  wordsus
and we, it will make sense, and ~ivc }lis merini)lg,  to iusert
the words CZll the world, in the place of the wor{ls T[S and
we.  This  ~ule is uni\rersn]IY  a(lmittcd.  Let u<, tllcnj t ry
this rule, in the case before us. TVc need not rcz(l the
whole passage to try this rule, but will silnp]y  try it to
the llth, 12th, and 13th verses. Do these pronouns, thc~-1,
mean the whole  human family ? If they do, it will give
the Apostle’s meaning to rea(l, whole hunlan famizy,  in
their place. Mre will,  then, read thus : “ in ~vl]orll  also tllc
whole human  fzmily  have obtained an inheritance” (ob-
tained it before millions of tllcm were born), “ bcin~
predestinated according to the purpose of hirll  ~Yho work-
eth all thinss  aft Er tile  counsel of Ilis own will that the
whole human family shoul~] he to the pi-oisc  of his glory
who first trustecl  in Chris t.” T h i s  Wollld  be a singulai
reading. If the ivhole  human fanli]y~~.~t  trustcfl  in Cl]rist,
who  t rus t ed  in  Chr i s t  Jast, or zftcr-war(]s  ? CcrtainIy
none but the whole I,urnan fomily  have trLIstf7d in Christ,
and how COU1(I they all trust in Christ first  ? But the
Apost]e p r o c e e d s ,  r r t  t h e  ]~[)L verse, C’ In w’hom  ~c a]so

trusted, after that ye llenr(l  the TVnr(l of ‘1’ruth,  tllc  Gospel
of your salvation ; in tvhon], a]so, aftrr that ye l~elieve~l,
ye were sealed with ihfit ]Ioiy  Sl)irit of ])ronlisf~.  ” SUrcly -

no one can fail to scc whet consl]mmate  nonsense it \voultJ
make to read Of the W]1O]C  ]lU1llfln  fnmi]y  hn~’i)l:  rcrrii”c{]
,an inheri tance in Paul’s  dzyj th~t tllc WI1OIC Illlmnn  fan~-
ily trusted in Chris  tjrst,  ontl tl)at the Saints  nt l~phcsIJs
also trusted in Christ, as IYCII  as tllc  \Yholc hurman farm.
ily.  T h i s  WOUIC1  i m p l y  thot t]lc ~ail~ts  fit Kpl~,IsI~s  ~li(i
not belong tO, or were no pnrt of, the \Yl~91c IIummn fnrnily.
This fully and clear]y ~lcternlin~s t h a t  the pronolms  ?l.Y
and we, i n  tl~is psssa{:~, can flot rncan the whole })oman
family. It destroys the sense so to rca[l it,

1*
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10 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

Can lt mean all the $’aints ? This may be decided in
the same w a y . We will,  then, read the same verse~
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), C’ being pre-
destinated  according to the purpose of him who worketh
ajl  things after the counsel of his own will ; that all  the
Saints  should be to the praise  of his glory who first
trusted in Christ, ” If all the Saints jr-st trusted in
Christ, who trusted in Christ last or afterwards? Cer,
tainly  none but Saints ever trustecl in Christ, and the
difficulty is to see how all  that ever did trust in Christ,
trusted in him fi~st,  and that so long ago as Paul’s day !
But this is not all—let us read a l i t t le  further:  “ In
whom ye also trusted ; after that ye heard the Word of
Truth,” etc. If the word we, in the 12th verse, beans,  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 all the Saints. This shows that the per-
sons of whom the Apostlo  was speaking, who were chop
sen in Christ before the foundation of the world, could not
be all the Saints ; for all the Saints could  not trust in
Christ jrst, and others could not trust in Christ as well
a5 all  the Saints. The ApostIe  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 : “ In whom, also, the Apos-
tles and Prophets have obtained an inheritance, being
predestinated according to the purpose of him who work-
eth all 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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Ah’D FOIIZ-KNOWLRIIGE  O F  GOD. 11

a f t e r  tha t  ye h e a r d  tl]e ~vr)rd of t r u t h - - t h e  GOSpCI
of your salvation. ” Tllcre U’as some proprietj’  i n  spi:ak
ing of  the Apost les  anil Prophets  l~nving  ol, tainmi an
inheritance in Paul’s day , of their first trusting in Christ,
and  Of the Ephesians  also trusling  in C}, ri,st, as lvc>ll  as
the Apostles and Prophets.

WB have an additional evidence of the correctness of
tie. b the gth  v e r s e  t h e  .4postle  says,  ‘[ Having  made

I@Own unfo US the mystery of his will accor]in; to his
good pleasure, w h i c h  hc ]l~th p u r p o s e d  ill ILimsclf.”
Here he uses the same word vs, \vhich evi{lcntly nlc:lr]s
tha same persons, and says ho made  knolvn  the m~-stcry
to us. As t h e  m y s t e r y  ~vas nladc ]ino~vn to tllc S:J]YIC
p0r80n8  chosen  i n CIIrist hcfore  t h e  fOUn(li\ti~Il  of t h e
wpr~d, if  we can ascertain to !Tllom  tllc nlJ”ctery  Tvas

made known,  we s h a l l  have scttlc(l lhe WIIOIC (lues~ioll.
This  information we can obtain from the same  ]cttcr (s:

3~R15),  where ths  Apostle Says, “ IIy revelation  l]e Inadc
known  ‘unto  me  the  mys te ry ,  as I wrote afoi-e in  f ew
words (Chfip.  1: 9), ‘( w h e r e b y ,  when  yc read  j-c nlay
unrier~tand m y  k n o w l e d g e  i~l t])e )mystery of Christ ;
which, in other ages, was n o t  nla(lc known  unto the sons
o f  m e n  as it is now revcnlcd  unto )zis  //o/y cfpos(zcs a7zd
prophets by tllc  Spirit.” Tl]e apostles  aIl(l prophets tl)en,
m-e the persons to wlIom tlIc n]ys(cry ~vas revealml ; Jvflo
first trusted in Christ, and  who were cilo.<cn  in him hciore
the foundation of tllc tvorl[i.

In John, l~th chnptcr,  tllc same two theories  exposed
above, have sought  a foun{]ation, hilt never can fin{ a n y
when the passa,gc  is fairly unflcr,stoof]. Gfirtain ]ter-

Sonsj  in that passngc, are sai~l tO l)c given to Jesus Christ.
One class say ‘those given to Christ  are the ?ul[olc  world;
t h e  o t h e r  class  sny tllcy are all tfic Sai7tts. They a~e
both,  however,  wrong  l~er~, and have committed the same

TLC



12 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

blunclcr  as tile case just examined in interpreting the first
chapter of Ephesians. Let us turn and  read:  “ 1 have
rnani(estecl  thy name unto the men thou gavest  me. ” Now

the question is, who are the men the Father gave him ?
Were all men given to him ? Let us read a little further:’
“ I have manifested thy name unto the men thou gavcst
me out of ~~le WOTld.  ” Jno.  17: 6. All  the  wor ld  were
not given to him, then ; for the men given to him. were out
of t]LC world. Let us read again: “ Holy Father, keep
through tlline own name  those whom thou  East given me?
t h a t  they may be One as we are.  While I  w a s  w i t h
them in the world,  I 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 consequently 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, kno~est  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 @ 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,
Jt Neit]ler  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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AlVI_) FORE-KNOWLEDGE OF GOD. 13

be one; as thou,  Father,  art i n  m e ,  and  I in thee,  that
they also may be one in us ; that  the w’orl[l mfiy believe
that thou hast  sent me. ” Verses  zo and 21. This  pass-
age designates three classes: ]. Those given to Christ,
whom alone he does not pray for flew. 2. Those IYIIO
rjhEll believe on him through their word. 3 .  !l’he Ivorl(l,
whom he wishes to be induced to believe by the union  of
those  already believers. The rtpos:lcs,  then,  arc the per-
sons given to Christ ; as set fort~l in t}~is cha.ptcr.

Having  now dctcrmine(l  ~JP~Ond dispute, that the apos-
tles and prophets arc the persons chosen in Christ before
the world, and consequently that they are GoJ’s  CICC(, we

shall  proceed to ascertain whnt they wci-c clcctcd  [or. It
is not probable, then, that the Divine Fnthcr CIIOSC persons
before the foundation of the wnrl(l fnr no pllrposc.  Tlllat,
then,  were they chosen or clcctc[l for ? Paul auswrr. s:
(I For this cause, J, F’rru], the prisoner of .lcsus Christ  for

you Gentiles, if yc have hear(l  of the disJ>cnsation  of the
grace of God, which is given me to ycru ward ; ]Iow t]lat
by revelation be made known unto me tlie  mystery as I

wrote afore in few worrls,  whereby, Ivllen ye rrad, ye may
understand my know] d(lgc in the ITIystcry  of Christ  ; ~vhich
in otlier ages was not made known  unto the sons of men,
as it isnow revealed unto his holy apostles  a.n(l prophrts
by the Spirit, that the Gcnti]m  shoulcI  he fellow  h[,ir.~, rrn([
of the same body, and pnrtakcrs  of his promise in Christ
by the Gospel ; ~[7heTcc)f  17cas m ode a vzinis~cr, ~ccr)r(].
in: to the gift of the grace of God, Riven  unto me hy the
effectual working of his power. IJntn  lmc, WIIO SM !C.SS

t h a n  t h e  leost of all soints,  is this grace  given, t?Iat  I
shou~d pTcacJt anlong  tile  Gentiles  the l~nscnrchable  ric})es
of Christ : and to ‘)??flli(? alz 777071 scc  whnt i s  the fellolvship
of the mys te ry ,  which  from the hp:innin,q  of t]lc \yor](]

bath been hid in God, w h o  crcatcfl  zrIl thin}<s IIy  Jesus
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14 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

Christ; tothe intent  that  now unto’ the principalities and
powersin hea Venlyplaces  might beknownby  the Church
the manifold wisdom of God, ritcording  to the eternal pur-
pose which hc purposed  in Christ Jesus our Lord. ” IIpl:.
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 apostleship was given the apostlesi
that they might prcacll  the Gospel, that the Gentiles might
be fellow-heirs, and to make aU men see what is the fel-
lowship of Ille 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.

TVe undertake to 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 ~he promise to Abrahalh,
an(I various other disclosures by the prophets, relative to
the new institution, but veiled them to the Jews, in conse-
quence of the hardness of their hearts, that they might be
read an(l not understood, that the purpose of God should
remriin a secret until the fulness  of time, when be would
gather together in one, all, both Jews and  Gcntil&s, in
Christ. In harmony with this  Divine purpose, he predes-
tinated or chose by Christ, before the ‘~’orld, certain per-
sons - the  apos t l e s  irnd p rophe t s - to  whom he would
reveal 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 nten see it— preach among the
G e n t i l e s  the u n s e a r c h a b l e  richesof  C h r i s t .

In petfect  conformity with all  we have said, we have
the following On the subject from Paul: “ I say, then.
bath God cast away  his people ? God forbid, fo r I also
am an Israelite, Of the seed of Abraham and tribe of
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Btmjamin. God bath not cost awny l]is proplc  which he
fore+knew (or made  k n o w n ) . ~{llOW ~C n o t  Tv]]at t h e
Script@e  saith  of Elias ? How IIc rr]akrtl) intercession
to God against Israel, saying,  Lord, they hare killc(l thy
~phets dnd diggecl  d o w n  tfline  nltars, an[l I am left
hlo~e,  and they seek my life. B u t  what saith  the ans~vrr
d Wd to him ? I have reser~~ed s e v e n  thousan(l  n]rn,
w)rcr have not bowed the knee  to the image of Baa]. KYC1l

so rit the present time there is n rrmnant accor(lill,g to tllc
election of ~race. An{l i f  by :racc,  t h e n  i s  i t  no I)IOIe

of works ; otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it he
o f  w o r k s ,  then  is it no more ,grnce ; o[herwisc  work i s
no !nore work. l~%at  then  ?  Israel  ha[}l  no t  ohtaincd
that  which he seeketh  for; but the election ha-te ohtainrd
it, and the rest were blind ed. ” (Rem. 11: ], ~.) ~:rnlll
fhis it i s  man i fes t ,  t ha t  God rr,~cr~e(l  to IIimsclf an]n]):
the JeVTS an election of grzcc, consis t ing of n])nstlrs  711i(l

prophets, through whom the  scheme of reilcnlption  ~vas
published to every creature under heaven, and tllc rest
w e r e  blinde(l b e c a u s e  o f  the harrlnes.s  of their  henrts.
How  wonderful  and Ovcrwhclmitl,q  arc l}IC work5 of the
Almighty Father ! I n  t!le mi(lst  of all tllc  lln[lclicf  of tl]e
Jews- t l l e i r  great  blinrlness nn[l llar~lnrss o f  hrart,  tl)c
LorJ  had an e l e c t  ~cscrved  to rcvca 1  I]is ~tcrllnl ptlrposo
to all m a n k i n d - - — t o  publish  the Gosprl  amotlg :~11 tllc
n a t i o n s  o f  t h e  cnrth,  nlakil~g t]lc (~crlornt inn tll:][  ;IC

had concluded al l ,  both Jc;vs nn(l Grntiles,  l~n,]er  ,sit]—
i n  unbelifif,  that hc might  hzvc m e r c y  u p o n  all.  I n
v i e w  o f  nll t h i s  tl]e apost,le  e~clairncl,  ‘~ o, the (]~i>[]l
o f  t h e  r i c h e s  b o t h  Of the wis(]otn  an(I ]irtO\~]r(lq~ of
Go(l !  How unscarrl~nhlc  arc his jll(l:mcnl~,  nll(l  IIis
mnys post fin(lin,:  olit! For lrlIo bath  lin OTYll th~ nlin(l
OF t h e  Lord ?  o r  ~~l~o ]Inth I)ren his r(>llrsr!!nr?  or
Who hatll first  ~ivrn tn l)im, anfl ,slIall  l)c rrcf, nlprns~d
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16 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

unto him again? For of him and through him and
to him are all things ; to whom be glory fc,rever.  Amen.”

We hasten to the consideration of other passages. We
are asked, does not the Scripture say, “ Jacob have I
loved, and Esau have I 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 re fe r red  to  i s  found  Rem.  il: 13, ahd
is a quotation from Mal. I: Z, 3, and  was written only
three hundred and  ninety -seven’years  before Christ, Some
of our best authorities say that “ Jacob have I respected,
and Esau  have I slighted, ” is a better translation of the
pa~sa,~e. in what respect, then, did the Lord respect
Jacob and slight Esau ? Did he reprobate Emu to. eter-
nal datnnation,  and elect Jacob to eternal life ? By no
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 slighted 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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sohi  hir~irth-right.  ” It ~va.s his birth- ris!lt to bc counte,l
in the genealogy of Christ. ‘This he lost, not by some
previous decree, but by his freely an(l voluntarily selling
It. After he had clone this, be could  not regain  it, thou~b
?re sou~ht it with tears. It was not eternal life he lost,
and he did not  lose his birth.  ri~ht—his  privilege of havil~,q
W name  enrolled in the genca]ogy  by an arbitrary nn;i
unconditional predestination, but he freely bartcrc(l  it
away,  and for this transgression God slighted  him, in
inserting Jacob’s name in the sacred genealogy.

But  i t  was  sa id  unto  the m o t h e r  of these chil{lro]),
before they were born, ‘( the elder  shall  serve the younger. ”
See Rem. 9: 12 and Gen. ZS: 23. This, howcvrr,
did nut  mean that the el[lcr shall  be etcrna IIy lost,  all(l
the younger saved, nor did this servitude ti~]<e p!acc  it] the

person  of Esau, nor for hunlrc!]s 0( yf’nrs a~trr  l]is cla:;.

As an evidence of this ~ct, you \vill recollect, that  al[cr
Jacob had served his twice seven ycnrs,  for his l):love,l
Rachel, and become quite wealthy, he was on his return
to his  own country,  and was rrpprizcxl that ho was about

to meet Esau, at  which lle hecalne  qui te  nlarmcl, a]Id
sent presents to Esau- to appease his wralh,  for fear Ilc
might suffer from him. This circumstance sllo\vs that
Esau  was by no lneans  .Jacob’s servant .  Rut  I}Y rcfcrtellcc
to Gerr. 25: 23, yOII ~vi]l  SCC thnt {he I,or(l (Ii(l not in[li -
cate that the servitude .SI1OU](I be in Esti~l’s  own llcrson,
but said the Lorll,  ~~ two nations arc in thy wo~nh, o!](I t]vo
manner of people shall be scparfitcd from thee, on{l 11)0 one
shall bc stronger than the other pCOPl  C ; find tllc  cl(lrr shall
serve the younger. ” T h i s ,  lllrn,  \V:IS  Iucrrly a j,,r;li( ti(,(L ii,

ancient Rebecca, relating to ]]cr(~e~cn(lonts  an(l for(,trllillq
tha t  t he  decenrlants  of the ~l(]rr Clli](l  ShOIIl(I  l~e ,s(, rval)ts
o f  the  deccn(lrrnts  of th~ yo(lnKer  child,  and  colnsrqlicntly
furnishes no suppnrt  for t]~c conllllon t])cory of elrction.
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18 A SERMON ON PREDEST1NATION

But the Scripture says, “ Hath not  the potter p o w e r
over the clay of the same lump to make one vessel unto
honor and an~ther  unto dishonor ?“ Is not the volition,
therefore, and the whole matter in the hands”of  the potter  ?
and how can the clay be any other than ‘meiely  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  I will cause thee to hear my words. And I
went down to the potter’s house, and “behold he ‘wrought
a work on the wheels. .4nd 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 I 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 clishonor,  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 hceause it is not
good, and  does not make it a vessel to clishonor that it
may not he good. With this statement before us, wc”will
read the 7th, 8th~ ~th and 10th verses. “ At what instant
1 shall sp~ak concerning a nation and’ concerning a king-
dom, to pluck up, and to pull clown, and to destroy it;
if that nation , against whom I have pronounced, tin-n
from th.ei~  evil,  I will repent of thti  evil I thought” to do
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unto them. A n d  at w]lat instont  I shal]  speak c o n c e r n i n g

a nation and concerning a king(lomj  to l)~lild  and to plant
it; if it do evil in my sig}lt, that it obey  not my roice,
t h e n  will  1 repent  of  tile goo(l, whcrewilh  I said I wou~d
benefit them.”

From all this, it is clear that it entirely depends on the
clay, the house of lsrael, and unless men turn from their
evil  and obey the voice of God, he will make thcrn vessels
to dishonor. This {Ioctrinc  Paul taught  Timothy (2 Tin].
2,: 21), “ If a man, therefore, ~uill prgc himself frOI~L
<hese, he shall be a vessel unto honor,  sanctitietl,  and
meet for the master’s use, and prepared unto  every good
work.” This is as clear os it can be, and shows that tile
whole matter is conditional-that if a man  will serve Go(1,
he will make him a vessel  to honor. Men arc not wicketl
because God makes them vessels to dishonor, but  he rna]ics
them vessels  to dishonor, as a punishment, bccxzusc they
am wicked. When God speaks to ]ilen, na t ions  and
kingdoms, to pluck up and pull down, let thcrn repent,
turn from their evil and  obey his voice, and he will make
them vessels to honor, and fit for the ntaster’s  USC.

The Scripture says, ‘( he will have rncrr.y on whom I]c
will have mercy, and whom he \vill  he harden s,” and “ it
is not of him that wil]eth,  nor of him that runneth,  bllt
o f  God  tha t  sholveth mercy  ;“ thcrcforc,  the Gospel  is
unconditional?  and none can be szvecl  only those W11OH1
God pleases to have mercy  upon. Please not he too Ilasty
in coming to conclusions. Thiny arc disposc(l of ~rcr-y
differently from ~vhat people  suppose sometimes. This
passa,qe  is found Rem. 9: 18, aS ql]otc(l by Paul from
Ex.  33: 19. IIow  t h i s  Script~lrc crrn sustain the comm-
on theory of pre(lcstinfitiorr  wc never could comprehend,
out as some persons think it sustains that theory, wc shall
briefly examine  it.
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20 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

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, as any  passage in all 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
hirh to change the wording of it, so as to read, “ He said
he is the King of the Jews.” To this Pilate responded,
{I What I have written, I have written. ” What did he
mean by that expression ? He certainly meant, what I
have written shall stand ; I will not change it. Just so,
when the Lord s~ys, ‘( I will have mercy upon whom I
will have mercy,” he means, I will not change my purpose,
but will  have mercy upon whom 1 ham determined to have
mercy. Very well, says the Calvinist ; that will do very
well ; stick to that. I expect to stick to it, and, in turn,
I would ask if ho will stick to it?

Well, we could not te!l what Pilate had written from
the words, “ What I have written, I have written,” nor
can we tel~ whom God will  have mercy upon by the words,
“ I will have mercy, on whom I 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 nowretnember  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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inercy  Upon, and  w h o m  l~ill l~e har(lcns ? I]crc f o l l o w s

the answer of God : “  ThcIu  shalt not tJOIV  C1CILV12  Li)ysrif  10
t h e m  (imaEesj  nor serve thcm ; fo r”  I  tllc I,ol’(i thy G(O(1

am a jealous  God , Visit in: the it)iqujtjes of the faillers upon

the children unto the tllir~ an(] fourth ~cncrntiorls  of” t){cm
t~rlt h~tt me ; and showing me}cy IL?tto [)~ous(i?~d,y oj” [,’LCHL

that lood me and Aecy my co~)l~~to~~d??zc)tt.c.”  ICX. z?: ~. G.
DO YOU 5till stand to it, that  {;o{i w i l l  have  mcicy  u p o n
whom he will have mercy  ? J\ hem, then, doe.a he say he
wHI have mercy  uporr ? His ansiver  i s ,  Upon [I>cm that
love him,  and Leq his colrz?)talld)?te~lts.

Let us hear the Lor(l, in another passage,  tell \vl~ol)] he
will have mercy upon. Tile prophet sa?-s,  ‘f I beseech
thee, O Lord Go(I of Heaven, tile prcnt and tcrrit~le God,
that  keepeth  c o v e n a n t  and  mercy  .f’or thc)n thot  lore him
tznd observe his commandments. NC. 1:5, Does not t!le
Lord  state clearly here w]lom he ~~i!l lla~-c  m~lcy upon ?

Upon  that man who loves him an(l keeps IIis con)lIIand-

fnetits, Go~  d e c l a r e s  h e  w i l l  ]iave mercy.  I,et us h e a r
Jesus Christ on this important point Iie says,  ~~ ]]le.sscd
are the merciful, for tJley shall obt(~in  IMVCY.l  ’ Al at. s: 7,

Listen to the vvor{l of the Lor(l once lnor-e : “ ‘1’llc  right-
eousness  o f  t he  r igh teous  shall  be upon h i m ,  an{  I the

wickedness of the wicked shall  Ilc upon him. But if tho
wicked wil} turn from all his sins that  he b a t h  cojnl)]itted

end keep all my statues, and (10 that which is lawful and
tight,  he shall  s u r e l y  live; hc .sha]]  not  {]ie. Al] his trangres

sions that he bath committed, they shall  nclt be mrntioned

unto him ; in his ri~hteo~lsn~ss  that  he bath do~lc  he shell
live. Have I any pleasure at ~]1 that  t!lc WiC]tC(I  :;] IO1l]d

die ? sailh the Lord God, an(l not that he s1101]I(I  return
from his ways anrl live ? Rut w111211  the righteous turrrcth
away from his riphteousnrss,  an(l con~nli~tetll  iniquity, and
doeth accor(ling to all the abomina t ions  tl~at the wicked
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22 A SERMON ON PREDESTINATION

man doeth,  shall he live ? All his righteousness that he
bath done shall not be mentioned ; in his trespass tl~at
he bath trespassed, and in his sins that he bath sinned,
in them shall he die. ” Ez. IS: 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 sin~ shall surely live,  he shall  not die, bu t
the man that turns from righteousness, shall not liwe, he
shall surely die. Such  is the unequivocal decision of God
himself,  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 all power and signs, and lyi~g  wonders, and
with all deceivableness  of unrighteousness in them that
perish ; because they received not the 10vZ of the truth that
they might  6e 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 Gocl, then, is, that he will have mercy upon thpm
that love him and keep his comman’drnents,  and harden
those  tiho  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 me~cy upon them,  but he
will have mercy upon  them because they love him,.  and
keep his commandments.

But I do not believe men can fall from grace, says one:
That may be, an~l still  it may be true, for men” do not be.
lieve many things  that are true. What  do the Holy Scrip.
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tures  say? Let us herir them. “Forit isilupossib]c  for
those who were once cn]ightcne(l,  and  l~a T.-e tastc(l of the
heavenly  gift, and were ma(le  partakers of the I{oly Ghost,
and have tasted of the goo(l wor(l of Go(1, nn(l the powers
of the world to come, i f  they .T?La/l fa l l  a?ca?y, to r e n e w

tltem again unto repent:~nce, sccin,z  they  crucify to tllcnl -
tdves  the Son of God afresh, an[l put him to an open
shame.’ Heb.  6:4, 6. Certainly nohc  but Christians-
those in Christ, in gracm—----cver hm~-o “tasted  of the hcovcn]y
gift,  VWre ma(lc partakers of the Holy Spirit, tasted  the
goocl word uf Go(I, an(l the pnwers  of t}~c WOIIC1 to come. ”
Yet Paul speaks of such and tllrir~azling  away,  as well
a~ the Impossibility of renewing them to repentance.

Let  US hear the ~vord of the I,ord agnin : ‘( For if we sin
wilfully  after that we have  rccrive(l  the knowledge of tho
froth,  there remaincth  no mol-c sacrifice for sin. ” Heb.
10: 26. Surely none but Saints ever “ reccive(l  the know-
Itidge of the truth,” and  the Apostle alleges conccruing
such, that if they sin wilfully,  there rcmaineth no more
sacrifice for sin.

The doctrine that men cannot fall from grnce,  is clearly
con t rad ic t ed  in the CIOSC of the 1300k of Go(l : “ 1( any
man shalI take away from the wor(ls of the book of this
propl-recy,  Go(1 shall take  awn} his part out of tltc  book of
life, and OUt of the holy city, onfl from the tl~ings t!l~t  are

written in this book. ” Rev. 22: lg. Certainly none but
gaints  ever had n part in t})e took q~ life,  an(l in /]/e }lozY
city, an(l most ccr[ainly ifa manhos  his part  ta):enoutoftl~e
bOOl Of life a n d  07(t of t?tc JIoIY  city,  he is l]ndonc  forevrr.

One more pnssagc, and we close for the present. {r For

I testify again to e~ery n]i~n that  is circumcizc(l,  that IIc is
a debtor to do the wliole law. Christ is beconle  of none
effect  unto ~ou, l~hosoevcr  of yell are justific(l  by the law;

YE ARE FA1, F.EN FROM GRACE. ” Gal. ij: 3, 4. Here is an
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end to the controversy ; a final settliinent  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
m e r c y  UpOn t?lem WILO love him and keep his co~mafld-
ments,  and he will  send strong delusions upon those who
receive not the love Of the truth, but have pleasure in un-
righteousness. ” Do you wish that he may not make an ex-

. ample of you, as he did of Pharaoh of old ? Then harden
not your heart against  him, but obey his ~oicc,  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 Y O U; 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 all 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 T.ord of
all ; honor him, and receive the honor that comes down
from God, and when the earth and the heavens shall pass
away,  ~nd no power but Omnipotence will be able to
save you) ~od will  have mercy upon you. May we all
find mercy of him in that day.

c! ROW 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
e v e r .  A m e n .
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CO R. RESPONDIHUX

Cincinnati, O., Sept. 4, 1851.
TO REV. MA T T H E W S .

Ihar Sir— I this hour received  a letter from Elder J.
ltagers, informing m e tl)nt you ]laTe appointed tl]r third
Zord}s day in the present month to reply to, or in some way
notice my se~mon on pre~lestination  and the Forclinow-
Mge of God. 1 sl]ould like to hear you,  but owing to
engagements at ~hat time, cannot. But  since my Sermon
h~.given  yOU so much trouble, and is still calling your  at-
ten~lon,  I have concluded to place a fair issue ~)cforx  J-ou, nnd
“mvxtk you to an honorable and digniiie(l investig:ltlon  of tllc
lNXbJc~t l:h.ercfore  propose to meet+ you or any  o~hcr l’res-
bytell~n  mlnls~r  of respec~lble  talents,  in Cnr]is]e,  Xichc}las
county, KY., on Wednesday before the tl)ird Lord’s day in
I?ovember,  1851 ; and, in an oral discussion of t~vo da~s>
continuance, undertake to prove the following afflrmatl~’e
proposition :

PRO~OSITIO~.—Tl]e doctrine of Calvinism, as tnlygllt  in tllc
Westminster Confession of l?ail]l,  and defined  iil the c]]ap-
terheadecl  “ God’s Etcrnxl  Dccrecs, “ is llrlr(;as~.)ll:ll)l(?,  UII -
scriptural, and in opposition to tI)e spread of Lhc gospel of
Christ.

Of course, I must have an equal  voice in rules of discus-
sion, moderators, etc.

I wait for an answer, and s11211 not publish tl)is  till I henr
from you, or am satisiicd  that ~ou will not anst~er.

RespccLfully ~OU1’~, BKxrJ.  l;It.iXliLIN.

(7((r[i,r/c, -Aj., h~cpt. 10, 1 8 5 1 .
D e a r  Sir — Your  le(tcr of t]lc 4LII i~)st. has been put

into my han(ls ,  ~llld I ])a St(’n to YCI)]~. ‘YOU  sccrn to [)(;

m i s l e d  aS tO tile trouble wl)ic])  YOIII” sermon IIns  caIIsed m<:.

On the Sfihbat]l  ~fkrnoon  s~lcc~ccling  its dc]ircry, I replied
3 (!25)
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26 CORRESPOK’DEZ$CE.

to it fully, efTectually,  and, m I intended, finally. The
reply caused  as much constcmntion,  confusion, and ‘{trou-
ble,” to some in our community, as if a bombshell had
exploded in their mid.  st. It twice cal led forlh the bearer
of y,our comrnunica~ion,  who, although not indorsing  the
sentiments of your discourse, as he was careful to inform LIS,

tho~lght that something must be done to mend tl:e state of
affairs after said reply. ‘1’he “ trouble” seems not to have
been confined to our community-it extended to the great
city of Cincinnati , and twice, at least, was I hol]ored w i th
a notice in the widely circulating coluh~ns of the “Christian
Ag&” And, as if this were not honor overmuch, for so
obscure an individual as myself, I now have a tiIIALLENGE
from the “ pxstor  of the Church of Christ on Clinton street,
Cincinnati, ” and editor of the organ  of his denomination in ‘
the Queen City of (he 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 “tro7LLle,” to say the least, is not all on one side.

But to your chtil]enge. Knowing, as I now do, your st~nd-
ing among your brethren-and favorably impressed by the
courteous style of your communication--although utterly
inexperieliced  in thco]ogicnl controversy, I 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 sfitisf:lc-
tory, and for the following reasons, namely  :

lst. lt 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 l?ore-
knowledge of God.

~d. It covers too extensive a field of discussion. The
term (Mvini.srn  is iude Iinite. It mny mean all the opinions
and doctrines of John Calvin, many of which 1 do not believe,
or it may mean “ the five points “ o f  ditFercnce  bc~ween
tl]c two great schools of theology, one of which takes itfi
designation from Calvin, the other from Jalnes  Arnlinius,
nan~cly, Ori.:inal and Entire Depravity, Grace and Free-will,
Predest.inatlon,  IhC Atonement, and the Fins,] Perscvcra,nce
of the saints. Even when restricted as it is in your propo-
sition, to the teachings  of the Confession of J?aitl),  and espe-
cially to the third chapteron  God’s Eternal Decrees, the term
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Ctdvinisrn  i s  R very  conqprclcnsivr  o~le. Tn tic:  cl)npkr
referred to,  tl:crc are fibouf  ///iJ/Y  ~)(]il)ts of (l~r!rinc st:i[cd,
each of which admits  of t’xtcnd(’d  dis(’tl~~if)l]. :lNIl :(~nl(’  Of
which are of a most intricate nnturc  ; for inst:lncc, ill lil:~t
ohap~r We have the Cfoctrinc  of Di:ine JJccrccs  in ~(’!l(’r:ll,
Foreknowledge, Predestination, or (led’s  (1~’rree wi[ll r,~pc[c[
ti~~Bd angels, Redemption, E[fcctu:{l  {’nlling, Jus[ifir:t-
+%mAdoption,  Sanctification, nnd Fins] I’crscvrrance.  ]S it

c
ur%6tht0  discuss these and all tl~c other doctrines stated
~he chnpter  to which  you refer? If not, you must pclr-

ceive  that your proposition is indefinite  mnd r e q u i r e s
amendment. If anything is to be goinc(l  by disc~lssion  tbrre
must be one plain point at issue nt n time, else tllc pnrtics
may never  meet, but cinch mfiy spend  l]is time nr]d s[rcngh
on merely collateral topics. IIut

$d. The time you allow us is entirely too brief. If j-ou
intend to discuss cz/z the points in tllc cl):lp((r  of the c(ln -
fession you refer to, instead  of two days tlY O !71(J)2(1/.7 TYOU1(l

not more than sutlicc.  But even if yell ~visll to ronfinr  j-our-
se~t ti One o f  t h e m ,  still I n~ust ]]af”e  ]011,~(’1’ tiInc. If
your gems be so towering, nnd your power [~f co]lrcl]~rl-
tion so great,  that,  in two days,  you can SI]OIY  tli:if  tb~’ dOC -
Mnes Of Calvinism, as set forth in the con fcs<ion, is, l~t,
unreasonable ; W, lluscripturn]  ; and 3(1, opposed ((] tl)e
spread  of the gospel, I mm conscious thnt  my :~bili(ics  :Ire
so humble as to require more time to czuv~lss  ~-our ar:u-
ments.

These  1 regard as th]ce  serious ol)j(:c[ions 10 yoIIY prol)o-
sitiou. 1  would, ther(~forc, propn<(; t o  l~70dif~  ns f(~ll(l~~s  :
You  t each  in  your  Scrrnoll  tl)e f(,ll,)lvil),q (l(IrlIiIl,rs : 1s1.
W h e n  God sp~aks of krrowillg ccrtaill []]illq~, i( i< in (co-
ntradistinction  f r o m  things ~~])ich  hc ~,m~ n(,~ oll~rr,rr o).
moke knou’n as Lis’; !2d. ‘TIIc fol(,kno~~lc(l~(”  of (;(II i. 1111’
lnowlcdge which God l)ns before given by t]~e l,rc,pl(ts co:l  -
cernirrg Christ nnd his ,sll(l’(~rinqs  ; 3(1. (1(1(1’s r]{’,’: :11(, {1,(}
apostles xncf propl)(:ts  ;  4[]1.  ‘J’]Ic (]})j(,i-t  for IJ-llirl) flI)(l’s
elect,  were cllo~cnj Ir;ts  to nl:llir!  l{l]()\Yll [11(,  qn~]lf’1. ‘[ ’)],. +(,

follrIlropo~ili(~tls, I aflirn],  :Ir(; in opposi[i,!l  [() ~(llt(l plilo-
logy, corrcc! plIilmsoplIy, “I<111(1 t]]!? SCPI  )Llll’(’fi O f  (1”(:111 ; :IIIL1

t h i s  a f f i r m a t i o n  I v-ill undcr(;t];c to Sllst:lin 2.: t!)(: (ill](,
plxce, nnd  tl,e D]nnncr, irl(licn(cd  i]] yoIIr IC(f CI- :  .41s0 Ll)lq
wlditional  pro]) osition : ‘1’hc ini(:rprctntions  of tl)e script  llrc,
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!28 CORRL%SPOXDL?,NCE.

given in said Sermon, do not convey the true meaning Of
lIIC Spirit..

After  wc sl)al] have disposed of tbcse  matters, now at
iss7/e,  if you wish to take a tilt at nlly of the doctrines of
oar  Confession, most certainly I will not balk you of your
bvnt, and I would respectfully suggest the fo]lowing modi-
fication of your  proposition : “ ‘1’be doctrine ‘of predesti-
nation, as taught  in the Confession of Faith of th; Presby-
terian church, and clcfined 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. I refer particularly to the
above named  sections, because they are those which  you
quote and condemn in your printed Sermon.

I do not think that we could stitisfactorily  dispose of all
these mntters  in less than six days ; I therefore suggest
that this modification of your proposition be also made.

A1l which is respectfully submitted.
Yours truly,  ~ VAMES WTTHEWS.

To -Elder Bcnj”amin  Frankl in .
P. S. Is it too much to ask of you to furnish me copies

of your  pnper  in Jvllicll  you have, or may hereafter refer  to,
matters personally interesting  to me ? J. 3J1.

Cincimwti,  O., Sept. 16, 185].
Rw. 31 ATTIIEWS :

Dear Sir — Your kind letter this hour crime to hand,
and I hasten to reply  before I leave to attend an appointm-
ent in the country to-night, that all may  appear  in the
Reformer for this month. I do not wish to spend words
touching the trouble given you by my discourse. Bub I
can but feel amused thnt you should have replied to the
cliscourse, “ fully, e[fectual]y,  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 fUl, efectufll nor $nlal,  nnd that another reply sb oul d
be found wanting ! But it frequently l)appens  that replies
thought full, effectual, and final by their author, prove not
to be such in the estimation of a commuuity,  which  some-
times changes the mind of the author, and causes him to
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30 ~ORRL?SF’ONL)ENCE.

pc)sition  is indefinifc. lrcferrcd  to your  creed  because tbe
doctrine is tllcrc stated  by iis most learned find devoted
friencls,  in the clearest, most perspicuous, :Lnd definite
terms, of :ln~ place to which I could refer. Tl)e doctrine
tb(’rc stalc(l 1s the proper issue between  us. ‘There is no
(]~wtiine of mine at stake,  unless j“ou can invalidate  my
arymcnts  ~gainst Calvinism, by showing that I have’ mis-
:pplicd  scrlpiure. I hnvc aimed my argnments ~gainst
C:,]}-inism,  or l’redeslination,  m set forth and defined by
tl~e highest authority in the church with which you nre
identified. Are yell prepared to enter into a public dis-
cussion in its defense? ‘1’his  is what I have set out to give
you 9 fair oppoltLlnity  to do, or decline, as you may deem
advisable.

YoLlr third objcciion is, tb at the tinze is too slLort. I n
this disagreement  I will cheerfully meet you half way, and
S:L~ ~imr cZoys in the pl:we of two. I \#as not aware of tbe
amount  of matter you desired to deliver on the subject, but
was simply  governed  by the time I supposed it would re-
ql~ire  to deliver my own arguments pretty fairly.

The issues you propose would shut OU( many of tbe main
points bearing upon  the real question, thus hiding  and
lieeping OLlt of sight  the grand and ]eading  theme of the
discourse. This you certail~ly  do not desire. Let us come
up to the work,  and look at the u’eynite  number of men and
angels predestinated to everlasting life, to which none can
be added,  and from which none can be taken. ‘lo accom-
modate you, however, I will make tbe proposition read as”
follolYs :

Calvinism, or Predestination, as taught in the TVcstmin-
ster Confession of Fait]], and defined in the chapter
beaded  “ God’s Eterrlal  Decrees, ” is unreasonable, un-
s(; riptnrnl,  and in opposition to the spread of the gospel
of C]lrist.

This proposition, in my opinion, is as definite and clew
m it can be stated, covering the same ground discussed in
my discourse. It will lead out to the discL~ssion  of import-
ant themes, sllch M the ci~izens  of your community will
expect to hear. But you cannot expect me to trnvel  eighty
miles, to discllss two or three points in my discourse,
merely explanatory of the main issue. I hope, therefore;
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32 CORRESI’ONDENcE.

the tbpic of discussion. This,  my reply  to your most
peculiar view of these subjects , gave rise to a train  of cir-
c u m s t a n c e s  which called forth your “ invi tat ion to an
honorable :lnd 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 discnss  the doctrines of
the Con fession of Faith ! Now I beg  leave to say, that
your Sermon  is one thing, and the Confession of l?aith  a
very different thing. Your Sermon originated this whole

Correspondence : the Confession of Faith is only incident-
ally, if at all, concerned ; yoL~ neither mentioned nor
quoted it in your spoken Sermon. Your proposal, tl~ere-
fore, to shift the discussion from your Sermon to the Con-
fession is a most palpable evasion of the whole issue, and
snggests  the suspicion that you wish as little said as possi-
ble respecting your printed CREED on this subject ; but
would rather bear down in an attack upon mine. Your
proposal to take every position of yohr Sermon, and to
quote every  text in it, is only notifying me beforehR~d,
that you intend to violate all logical rules of discussion,
and, while nttacliing  one doctrine, to seek, not openly, but
covertly, to establish another.

I would hnve been justified, under the circumstances,
in the opinion of every impartial man, had I utterly refused
to listen to any proposal to discuss the teacl)ings of our
Confession. B u t ,  willing to hear alI yo~~ had to sfiy
against it, and anxious to SIIOW  that it was from no dread
of consequences to my own doctrine, that I insisted ur)on
our j’irst  disposing of the questions growing out of your
Sermon, I ofrercd to discuss with yo17 ~he doctrine c}f the
Confession, on the subject of Predes~ination,  only asking a
well-defined proposition of debate. T h a t  qfer .? now rc-
pwt. But  your last  proposi t ion is  ivorse th:ln t]le fir,ct.

‘( Calvinism or Predestination !” W]]y, sir, is it possible
that you r:gard  these terms as synonymous ? You surely
cannot be Ignorant  that Calvin taught  many  things beside
Predestination, and that many wise and good mcn tbougllt
the Bible contained the doctrine of I’redestinationj  and so-
taught  centuries before Calvin ~v;ls  b~rll. In17)lersion  or.
CampbeZlism  is just as good logic, as good gramm:{r, iM
good history, and as good sense, as the expression you
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CORRRSPONI)l?NCE. 33

r’Wly Sf?t forth as the s u b j e c t  of a s e r i o u s  nnd d i g n i f i e d
iscussion.
Astothequestionof  time, give me two CI:TS On your

$ermon,  and:hen  you c a n  hRYC f,,ur -in ,vhl~i) l,l:~-,~c
t h a t  the tloctrlne of  Pre(lcslination,  ns tnugllt  in LIIC (“c)II-
fession  Of lf+h of the P r e s b y t e r i a n  Cl)urcll, an(l d(’fillc(l
~u oh~phm%hlrd,  sections three, four,  and  five, is unrel-
mnidile? mnrl~turhl,  and in opposition to the spread of
&e Goepfl of Cl&t.

l%! ectfully  your s ,
Y

JAS, Mi~mll~ws.
~ JWi?er  mjamin  Franklin,

Cincirm(rli, O., Oct. 9, 1851 .
tiD~~;8ki~ATT11  EW8:

— Yours  o f  tl)e 4t11 instfint  tl~is dny came to

hired, a+ I hasten to reply. I am sorry my former  rc -
eponse  d!d not reach  you sooner. I I]oped to  hnJ-C lI:LCI  it
ituwwt.ed m “ The Christian Age “ the next da}- :Lftcr i[ ~~as
written; but  when it reached the OffIce,  sc~’c-ll  miles dis -
tit! from my residence, the matter  for tl~c p;lp~,r  W:IS so
fin made  UP that it c6ulil  not go in ; and, as 1 had  left
borne @be tibse~t two weeks,  I did not know hut n]] wfis
ti@k  for,seyeral days,  md, therefore,  did not scIld yOII a
HYwmmpt  copy.
“ Your  8pO~OgY  for your second reply  to my Scrmnn  does

not m the least  Irelp the matter. I f  your  lirst  reply  1~:1(1
been full and con~lusive,’) tl~e people Jyho lIe:Ir(\ my dis-
course and your reply woul(l have hrcn  sfitisf;  c(l. But,
fRNZl your own account of it, some of your neighbors II;LYC

done you the injustice to accuse yOII of r~]islcl]]~s(ilt:~[i,}rl,
d the charge lMS hnd so much weigl]t upt)n yOIIr own
xnind; t ha t  you judged  it neccssnry  to COImCt t]lc ~v~~)ll,q

i m p r e s s i o n  bacoming  already  currcl~t nround  yo~l. l~]l:~t.
6 pi~ that  your fellow-citizens, who were made ‘t un~~i]]i!q
witnesses” in your ftvor, s h o u l d  get out tllc impress ion III
your  communi ty ,  where  they  hczrcl  Lct,?t sidr.:, that. T,OI,I
had  misrepreserlted  me , nnd  keep up tllnt  impress ion t;il it
becntic  necessa ry  for yoi~ to fittcnd  to the rnattcr a sccnn(l
M a e  !  B u t  I  do not  attnch  nny blfimc to yrm. If Your
ne~hbors,  after hcnri~lg my discourse and yoIIr  reply, ril-.
cnlated  the report that you IInd r]~isr(:plcsclltr(l  ret’, j’oll
h~ & r;ght  to call their  attention to t]lc subject a ,sccon(i
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t i m e ,  a n d  make a second ctiort  to enable  tl)em to  see
thiny  as they ought to see t.l)em.

I see, at least,  oue issue between us, viz: you think you
have  (lone “ a]] t]lat any fa i r  man  on  earth citn fisk. ” I
thinlc you  bnve no t ,  and  c]~irn to be a ~hir man too. I
think you coL:]d have joined issue Ivit.h mc on the ]eading
t]lcmc  of my discourse at once, without seeking to ]irnit  n)e
to a few items, which would  exclude much of lhe, nrjument
you must have been conscious I intended to introduce. I
(Iesire to be a “ fair man, ” and to meet the main issue full
in the face, and seek no advantage over you or any otbcr
man living. I wis]) you to have the fLlllcst  and fairdst  0p-
portunicy  you can have to assail  my arguments, and I[ly
l.mfore  your community tl)e finest things you can on tile
whole subject. I have no doubts of the correctness of my
position, and of tbe ease ~~ith &l)icb i~ can be defended.
‘1’he  only difficulty I feel is, how to get a fair issue and
obtain yoLLr  consent to it. In this I do not accuse you of
unfairness, but attribute it to your cautiousness.

YOLL say my “ last proposition is worse than the first-”
I cannot scc how inserting the word “ ~’redcstinalic~n,  ” as
furiher explanatory of what is intended, can mtike the
m a ttcr  worse. BLlt  you ask, with surprise, if it be possible
tl)at I rcgarrl  Calvinism and Predestination Rs synonymous.
I regard l’rcdcsLinatiou,  as taught in the passage in your
Creed, to Ivl)ich  I have re (erred,  to be Calvinism, cmrl  am
not singular in so regarding it. Calvinism is defined the
doctrines of Calvin, the reformer ; but when a man speaks
of Calvinism, as tuuglLl in a cerlain  section of your 61reed,
110 OIIC of moderate Llnderstimding,,  much less one of ]-OLlr
information, can think IIe includes all tl~e doctrines Calvin
erer taught. Predestination, ns taug]lt  in jour Creed, is
Calvinism, but not all the Calvinism in the world. But,
that  I be not fLLrtl]er  t,edious,  nor terrified with your refer-
cncc to “ good ~rammar, good history, and good sense,”
I proceed once more to make an effort to please you.
lVill, then, you meet me on tl~e following ?

l) RoL?OSI’rION  I. — I yfirm t]~at t]le doctrine set forth in
my stereotyped “ Sermon on Predestination an(l the I?ore.
knowledge of ~ocl, ” is scriptural, reasonable, and con-
dLwive to lhe progress of the tlospel  of Christ.

PR OPOSITION 11. — l’he doctrine of Predestination, as
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36 CORhESPORDEIJCE.

priety  of granting  ; and tl)at. is, as J-oh propose to show
my c.reml o n  these suh,iec!s to be uurcasnnable.  uuscriytu-
ral, etc., you will permit me to return the compliment as to
yours.

I cannot consent,,  my dear sir, to burden you with tl)e
proof of two afirmntive propositions, while I shall have
nothing to do but deny. If you are so deficient in “ cau-
piousness, ” as to volunteer such I-Ier-culean  labor, I l~ave
too much “ fairness “ to permit  you to undertake it. I
must, and do insist, therefore, that while you affirm with
respect  to my creed,  I shall at%rm 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 yoLw letter of the 16th ult. that “the issues I pL-o-
pose \Tould .ShLlt QLlt rnnny of the rnoin points bearing upon
the real question ;“ and in your- letter  now before me, that
“ 1 refused to join issue with you upon the lending  theme
of your discourse , and sought to limit YOLI to a few itfcms
which would exclude much of the argun~+ent  yoLl wished 10
introduce. ” Now lest yOLI shoLlld  repeat tliese truly lurli-
crotls  and mirth-inspiring assertions so ofteil that you will,
after  a while, begin to imagine them  ~yue yourself, I
bcg leave j~lst  t o  suggest,, even if I spoll~the j,oke, that
from the beginning I Ilave insisted upon enl;~~+i$t~’tl)e  field
of discussion, so as to embrace your Sermon as WC1l as my
creed, and that  1 have  constantly plea(led  for an extension
of the time beyond what you were disposed to allow. It is
all the aryumenrk on Aotfi,  sides I  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, ” I ~ouceived  the ~ist of it to
lie in the foLlr propositions deduced there.frorn in my first
letter, and in certain novel interprwtal,ions  of Scripture.
I ollkrcd  to S11OW that these four- propositions are in oppo-
sition to correct philology, sound philosophy, and the
Scriptures of Truth : also to prove that tl~e interpretations
of Scripture given in stid Sermon, do not convey the true
mind of the Spirit. I offcrwd, when we had  disposed of
these matters, to meet you upon lhe proposition respecting
Predestination as taught, in the confession  of Faith,  and
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something conclusive to our discussion. But thk you have
not cnnbled me to do. It appears Lhat you must form the
propositions both for you find myself to atllrrn, and I mwst
not change the verbiage in tl)c least, or j-on cannot accept.
I proposed a proposition touching a point of doctrine in
-your creed. YotI declined, and proposed one to suit your-
self. I accepted it in your  own worcZs. You insisted that
my Sermon was somethi?g  different, and proposed propo
siLions embracing points In it. I insisted that this WRS un-
necessary, M all these matters would  naturally come up.
You then caught the idea that I dreaded to have the cloc-
trine ofanly Sermon contested. I then offered to affirm the
who&: o@he doctrine of the discourse without reservation,
anclglve. the fullest opportunity to assail it. ~his you de-
cline, but insist that you include all the points of doctrine
in it, in your propositions. ‘1’hen  why “not accept my prop-
osition  at once ? I afllrm the doctrine of the (liscourse-
tlte  whole  of d. 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,
~’ fitir man, ” that you are, you +isli  to affirm jive proposi-
t ions,  and ]eave me to ahirm  07ZC ! Then change tile
proposition on the ar~icle  in your creed,  and you affirm the
doctrine of your creed, and leave me ko affirm the doctrine
of my discourse. You say the doctrine of my discourse is
a positive system. Bc it so. I alllrm it, and stfincl  ready
to meet you and defehd  it. The doclrine  of ~-our crccd is
positive. D a r e  j:ou at%rm i t  ?  ~Vill  ypu meet  me and
defend it ? Here 1s a point; can you see It and  understand
what I menn ?

You must bear with me if I use plainness of speech. I
desire tha~ you may not interpret all I say to be a mcrcyt~n.
I do not trifle with those with whom I correspond on reli-
gious subjects, nor wi[h religion itself, nor do J. wis]~ to for-
get  that 1 am writing for the eyes of yJcople  of piety,  and
w h o  fear God. I  am no~ p]:lyillg off praljl<s:  nor trying to
do so, nor can you make our readers think  such is tl)c case.
In you~ first ]etter  you say  of my propos i t ion ,  “ It covers
too extensive a field.” Yet you are not, trying  to circum-
scribe the limits ; no, not you ! You say that “ tl]ere are
about thirty points of doc~rine stated  in it, ~ach of which
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this proposition, that you may assail mc in whatever way
you may choose , nnd let me affirm  the absurdity of your
creed. I 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 we Shil debate. If you accept  any of the
foregoing proposals, plense stzte  explicitly which one,
If not, our readers Will judge for themselves t/Le cause.

I 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.

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

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

13ENJ. FR A N K L I N.
P. S. I purposely omit any reply to your little quibble,

touching my admitti!lg  that injustice had been done you.—
?Yone can fail to see Its absurdity. B. F.

Carlisle, -i@., JTov. 11, 1/351.
DEAR SIR— After a tedious passage your letter of the

27th ult. at length  arrived, and is now before me. I am
constrained to wonder at the sudden change that has
“ come o’er the spirit of my” correspondent. I?ormerly
some merry quirk, some ingenious perversion of my mean-
ing, in order to excite a smile or ]aug]],  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. All is severe  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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4 2 CORRESPONDENCE.

not I, thats aid, first, JT711CR God speaks of knowing certain
things  it is in conhwdistinction  from thinss  which be does
not approve or make known as his : second, The fore-
knowledge of God is tbc knowledge which God has before
given by the prophets respecting Christ and his sufferings:
third, God’s elect arc the apostles and prophets : fourth,
!l’be object for which God’s elect were chosen was to preach
the Gospel. These propositions, I repeat, are not MINE,
but may be found in a certain “ stereotyped Sermon”
-whereof some of us have heard. NTeither are the interpre-
tations of Scripture given  in said Sermon M I N E. Truly
grateful am I that none of these things  can claim me as
father. Ii’ow these very propositions; in the very words of
that little book -which clnims  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 ‘‘ Il. Franklin’s Discourse, ” and these very
interpretations there given , are tl)e subject matter of M Y

affirmative ! And yet, I am to]d, indignantly to](l, mena-
cingly told, that it is out of the question to allow you to
m-range every Ford  in both propositions. ” A L M O S T  EVEaY
W O R D  BOTH IN YOUR ATFIR?.IATION AND hiINE IS Y OUR O W N .
What did you mean, tl~en, when you told your pious rend-
ers that I wished to form propositions for both ? And
why, since tbe propositions on both sides are  YOUR O W N,
“ can you not be induced to meet me and try their merits?”
You complain that I won’t fight unless I select  tile posi-
t i o n  i n  which both pm-lies  shall s t a n d .  This i s  n o t  s o .

But I know a man that won’t fight even when tl)is  privilege
is.grnntcd  him. “ Wily do you not come up to the work
without  intimidation ?“ [or being {intimidated.]

‘J’hc history procccds—”  You wish to nflirm five proposi-
tions, nnd brave me to affirm one. ” Wel], even that  is iu-
finitcly  ncnrcr  an equal  division of labor than for you to
hare two afflrmativcs,  and I none, The truth however is,
accor(ling to my proposnl,  we lla,ve cnch but  one. Or if
yon choose to sepxrate  your interpretations of }Scripture
from your doctrines , at most I have but two. You :lflirm
of certain  portions of our Confession that they arc “ un-
reasonable, unseripturnl,  and in opposition to the spread  of
the Gospel. ” I atTirm of certain portions of your Sermon
that they  arc in opposition to correct philology, to sound
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c0RRE5T’OXDExCIi. 43

phibsophy,  and to ~he S c r i p t u r e s  of trut]l ; and (1N n~t
c~nt’ey *8 true  mcallin$  (J[ [])C  SJ3il’i~. ‘ ]  ’ l ’ l IL

> , 111~ :~fii~lll~-

tie oovers five propositions ; HIIT YO[:RS CO T-lZRS .LT  Ll:,\.~”r

mfl Here is n point: ~c a n  you see it, :lnd unrlrl.stilnrl
what  I mean ? H you  cnn’t, our readers can.

YOtW hk+tory represents mc m saying  of your  pr~p~-
ti% “then  two about  thirty points of doctrine  sf:li(:~l

SQ ~$k Tho TBUTII  is I snhi this, not of ~ol~r propositi(~l],
btlt Qf 6 chapter in the Confession of Faith referred  to
~ if

W h e n  next you  play  the historian, it is to I)c lInpcl
th&~80me 0{ your “pious readers” who “ fcnr Gel” ~~ill
~md yOUj that  Truth  is the fairest flower in tllc  g:lr-
lan(i of the his~oric Muse.

YOU aay a debate  is what you are nfter.  l~ell PERrl.\rs
S O. But 70U are nfter  it at a most pru(lt:nt nn(l rl’spcrt ful
@#tmoe, If at all. YOU seem to cherish a mos~ lvll(lw~~~lrl~’
dswtwi of coming to close qu:lrters. I was tol~l  :LS so~Tl  n~
your  second Ictter m a d e  i~.s appenranccj  tl,:~t You w!!(I
E@m  *me tO terms, and the wriggling  an(l s(i_rlirmin:  of
tix  h?tter wa$ instanced ns proof, I begin to” tl)illli [11
~het ~ he o n e ,  I  cnn on]y say, u s c  your ()};”11
pknusuro:  and if you can prevail on anybody  to blict e
that  the faiJure is attributable to me, an(i tll:~.t  drcnd  of
yo~ prowe.~ has frightened me from the field, you m~y
tm~oy tie triumph,  nnd I sh811 sleep none the lc~s 5wcLItl~.

1 fmnkly  c o n f e s s  I  haye  hnd t10 1 “  “,arn )Itloll.s  Il)n<lr):g:s L)

meet  you m debate. The laur(>ls  t o  bc r(’np(’d  i n  suc]l  :1
oontest  I  d i d  n o t  coret. It was OIIIy bcc:~ll~e  it sccnl([l
j u s t  tll~t yOLl Shdllld  hare n fair  opporfulli!y  to (1(’f(l)[
ywtr $i3rmOn o n  t h e  p o i n t s  wJlich I f~:lt it my (Illty  (r)
~OMQ ~d oomment  o n  i n  pub]ic,  t h a t  I  C(~IISrT;[OI  to
d e b a t e  w i t h  ,you at all. ~~lis object,  I fin(l, I c:LnnIl
ficcompllsil. ~hose points yoi[ sc(l~llou~ly  sIIu I~, :IIIIJ
would fain have passed nlong wi[l~ the WIIOIC (If I-I-1111 {l i.-
C o u r s e ,  athwcting as iittle noticu a5 po~sil]lr. 1’011 1) ’l\”r!
now laid down your . UI.T13[AT1’3[. YOU I: I: Ili(: }-:{rir<

clmnges,  and  sll,ygcst, II(’JV propo:. ition~, :~n[l ill C:I<I I
accept none of t])~sc h?i’nl~. }-1)11 CXI1 011 }()(]r 1(1:111’Iv lo

judgo b e t w e e n  US. ~olll” ll(!TV J>r(11)(>51[iollS I C;illn)t

accept. So here,  I suppnsf,j i< tllC ,111.

But before the rca(lcr  sils  in j{ldgmenl  11~1(111  tl)e rn<(,
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4 4 CORRESPONDENCE.

let me point out to him the causcof  ournok  coming to an
undcrst:tn(lin~r.

\\ c are agreed  upon one proposition : we are agreed  as
to length  of’ time, moderators,  etc. We are agreed  tha(
yOII~ SerInon sII:L1l be discussed. TVe difler  in tltis—1
;l”oposc certain doctrines of your  Sermon and  o[ycr .(o
show their fa]si Ly. You say these are only a few items,
and wish (a proposition to embrace the whole  Sermon. I
say that these doctrines are the. main and leading ones of
yonr  discourse : but that if I am mistaken, and you will
specify  any im’port,ant  doctrine omitted, I pledge  myself
to adrnil it is as true, or to include it with the others and
prove it false. You make no such specification, but  still
cry o~lt, Afiirm t,he whole, or deny the whole. IJow the
radical objection in my mind to this wholesale mode of
de:ding  with matters is its want of definitiveness. It is
all inlport:~nt  that the specific doctrines which are to be
discussed should  be known beforehi~n(l to the debaters,
the mo<lcra!ors,  and the audience. In no other way will
the par~ies  be SUrC to meet. In no other  way could the
moderators liec’p tllcm to the question. ‘1’here would be
no q u e s t i o n  to Iiecp them to. Any~hing would be in
ordcr,  If ~ l~lnt Of It COUl Cl be found in tl~e discourse. In
n o  o t h e r  w~y conlcl  the au(lience be bencfite(l. A.s I
said in  my first letter, “ if anything is to be ,gained by
(liscuwion,  there  must  be one plain point  at Issue at x
time. ” After  tl)at is disposed of tl]en advance to ll~e
next  in order.  You have never condcscel~de(l  to state
what your objccliolls  arc to sh[,in~  BEFOREHAND the doc-
trines of your Sermon  wilich would come under discus-
sic)n. 11’c would lla.ve to s t a t e  t h e m  AT TIIE TIhfE, if we
just LO(}1{  the Whol(l Sermon as you propose. W]ly not
let tl}e p’oints to come up be knowl~ NOW ? Have you any
re:ts(,:~  ? I never cnn be induced to go into a r a n d o m
fight, where the parties may flit at pleasure from cover to
COVCI’  ; fil”ing  now fro]m t,]~is thicket, now from behind that
tree. I choose to stand in tl)e clear light  myself, and
hare my position well defined : and I shall insist that my
antagonist (lo the same. Those who choose to figl~t in a
fog- may ; I can more profitably employ my time and
strength.

Had you been willing at the first to come up and fnce
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46 COIUIESPOKDXNCE.

is the humble and  modest position you should hxve occu-
pied at tile  beginning, in the place of attempting to reply
to my 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.

] . YOU lfick CO?Zrafle.
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”
a false one. Otherwise, you may again have the honor of
declining the fairest proposals that can be made. In all
this I am not saying anything hard, nor have I an unkind
feeli g.

1
I am not the least disappointed, but have been

enab ed, 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.

I have set forth, in a printed Sermon, what I understand
the Bible to teach in several important passages on Pre-
destina~ion and the Foreknowledge of God. ‘1’his speccli
you have assailed, alleging that ‘< the time had come when
humbugger S11OUM be exposed.” I l~ave 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 oficred  to affirm the absurdity of several
points in it. I opposed this, as it circumscribed me. You
then offered to embrace any important doctrine not already
embraced in your propositions. As I considered the whole
discourse contained important doctrine, I 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 det3ned,
has no force; for should you affirm the absurdity of the
discourse you could assail whatever points you please,
:ind the’ closer you would stick to the point the better. I
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 idefis  contained in thmn. But you refused my propo-
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48 CORRESPONDENCE.

the subject several months, should decline undertaking to
prove tl~at “ some men and angels are predestinated unto
cver]as~lng  life, and others foreordained to everlasting
d e a t h ’ ’ - ” that their  number is so cert,ain and definite, that
it, c~nnot, be either increased or diminished, ” and thzt all
this is “ 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 anLi-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 ancl 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 ILELIIT and R E T A I N  s ins  should  look upon
men not at all endowed with SUC1l extraordinary  powers as
somewhat invidious, arrogant, and even impious, when tlmy
dare  quest ion  their  unfounded pos i t ions .  13ut as yOLI hare
granted that the time had come when h u m b u g g e r  s h o u l d
be exposed, you must permit me to speak freely to yoLl  in
my farewell address, and allow me to say, that when I see
men claiming to be the special few whom divine Providence
chose before the world to eternal glory,  while he passed by
the bidance  of mankincl  without even offering them any
grace, without C]]rist dying for them, and leaving them
where all their cries for mercy never ‘cfin, and never will
be beard,  I f:el  as little hesitation in calling it in question
as any absurdity  ever uttered by human  tongue. It stands
by the side ?f, the doctrines of Church officers having the
keys of the ~~[n~dorn of Heaven, remitting and retaining sins,
infant baptism, sprlnkhng  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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!50 CO RR ES PO NL)ENCE.

But first ]et rob no(icc your lnst epistle. The pi)!itinr<s
s u r f  cou1’tt’sy  Of itS Slyie  need n n  cornmeklt,  to SVL 1)1( ;i)
forth. T h e y  speak for tbcmselvcs.  But I nlqjht no! tn
complain of this. “ Men do not g:ttller ~r~pes  of tl, orn::. ”

The tone of braggadocio ivhich you have adopted,  the
glibness with which  you ti~lk  of couruqe in your..  v}f, and
the l:~ck of it in ~onr  antagonist ; Ibe frequen,jy wiih wbicI)
you ikralc and reiteri~te the asserlioo  that I “ iZmc nb: “
meet you anrf  clekn~ my doc~rines  : all this, I doubt not.,
is highly characteristic of tile man with whom it, is my
fortune to detd. I believe, however, it is well understood
in “ the rj:g, ” the ]mguage of which you use WiLb such

native  faclllty,  that the loudest “braggart is by no means
the most formidable  foe ; that a coward, ~in order to con’
teal his own weakness, is ever the loudest in’ piwfessitins
of courage in himself, and imputations of the want bf it
in others.

You naively remark that I “ did not expect you to reply
to the fore part of your [my] letter. ” ‘hue: most trne : I
never did. BUL I did ex~ect  that a utiofesscd teacl}tjr of re]i.
gion, and one too, Who ciaims  for bi’mse]f so much “piety, ”
and who makes such a parade of his “ prayers” before lbe
public, when convicted of so many  mi>re~rescntatious,  and
misstntcmcnls of fact, would, at least, have made an eft’ort
to extricate himself  from Ao unenviable 6 predicament. !L’I]is,
however, YOU  wisely refrain from attempting, thinking, no
doubt, that on tb:tt delicate point, the least said the soonest
mended.

As to the rlo~trine  of our Church set forth in chap. xxx,
of the Con fessIon of Faith, which you have lugged into
this correspondence, for such :i plain and obvious purpoie,
s word will set d] that, matter right. YOU FOUNO  IT CON-

VENIENT TO QUOTE 13UT PART OF A SENTENCE. Ii would not
hnve  suited your purpose to have  quoled Lhe whole. For
in the idenlic:d senlencc you quote, separated only by a
comma, it is staled  tbal the power cliiimed  for the ot%cers
of the Church, and actually conferred upon them by CI)rist
himself, Mntt. xvi, 19 ; John, xx, 23, is exercised “ by the
word and censures, ” or, “by the ministry of the go.spcl
rind absolution from censures. ” Nor iyould  it bnve suiwd
you to say, as our book does sny explicitly, that our doc-
trine respecting the power of church rulers is, that “ it is
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5?2 CORRESPONDENCE.

Your chary: is thnt I wish to evade the discussion of
the doctrine of our Confession, respecting the definite
nuinbcr of men :lnd angels  predestinnled  to eternal lit’e, or
foreord:{incd  to everlasting death : nod you boldly say
that I refused to aflirm the truth of this doctrine or re-
spond to you when you affirm its absurdity. Am I
awake  ? Do I read your Ictter aright  ? Can lt be that
you  are so nttcrly reckless of your character as to make
such statements in the flee of well known facts ? “ Dare
you” (per!:it  me to borrow you;  favorite word) dare you,
Mr. Franklln,  answer me, categoricfilly,  one plain ques-
tion nncf forever settle this matter. Did I, or did I not in
my first letter, agree to discuss a proposition involving all
these parts of our Confession which speak of the definite
number of yen  and rmgels predestinated: and is ‘there
not a proposition now agreed upon between US, embracing
the very poin@ which you say I wish to evade ? All our
readers know that this is true. You cnnnot escape.
That I gave YOU the fullest and fairest opportunity to
assnil  my doctrines, even your blindest, and bitterest
partisans must admit. I shall not apply an epithet to
these various statements of yours. No languxge  th~t I
could use WOU1(I  be strong enough to express the feeling
of every upright and honorable mm toward the masf”~hot
could moke them.

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

You say in your letter now before me, ‘c Should you
affirm the absurdity of the discourse, you could assail
whntever  points you please. ” Now, Sir, stick to that, smd
God willing, we shall yet have a debate. I am ready to
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54 CORRESPONDl:N’cE.

matter, not with you nor myself, but with the publishers.
I nm not the Pnblisher  of ar)y paper, though an editor, and
have  not becu fora year.

Your cxpl~nation Of church ofllcers  “remitting and re-
tainivg sins, “ is, I believe, tile same given by Rommrists,
and M but ml crasion. If church offlcrr-s  simply declare
it, when God for~tiws  sins, then, they do no more than
ally  onc else can do , and have no more right to claim the
power of “ remitting and rctaiuin$ sins. ” But ncid)er
cl)urch offlccIs nor anybody else, in our day, occupy the
pl:lcc or possess the power of those to whom the Lord
said ,, Tyboscsoevcr  sins you remit, they arc remitted, a[ld
wbosesoercr  sins YOU retain, they are retained. ” This is one
of the arrog:lnt  claims of the Pope, but is one whi@ he
c:mnot  cstfiblish,  nor can the o~lcers  of any other church.

Re.spec[ing  my assertion toucl]ing the writings of the
first century, I simply remark, that,  I have much more thaw
my own reading to rely upon. Tbe most learned l?antizers
in the wor]d b:~vc been tried over and over ajain, by
]earncd antx$onists  in debate, and they ha~c invariably
failed to fnrnlsb one scrzp, in the Bible or out of it, written
in the first ~cntury, mentioning the baptizing of an uncon-
scious infant. or tbc sprinkling of any person  for baptism,
or saying  one word about citber, in any shape or form. I
am certain they  WOUld hnve  furnishccf  this, if lhey could,
and the fact thnt they have  not done it, wbcn challenged
to do it, and when doin,g  it, would have defeated their an-
tagonists, is an invincible cvidencc  that they could not do
it. Will you undcrtalie to find it ?

If this is not suticicnt  to explain to you how such an
unlearned man M your humble servant could know what
wzs wriltcu in the first century and what was not, I will
explain more distinctly. You are aware that one part of
my assel-tlon rel,ates to the Bible, and that wc h:~vc a ver-
sion of tbnt Book, czllcd “ the commonly received ver-.
sion, ” or perhaps, by your Cburcl), “ 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 I czn now recollect.
my good motbm taught me to read this book. Since then,
I have read it through quite a number of times, and I now
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and superior ability, well skilled in sacred lore. In this
case, sbou~d  I gain a victory, it must be accounted for by
the superior power of truth over error. But, should I be
defeated, my cause my not suffer much, as it may ~ntion-
ally be accounted for on the ground of the superior ability
of my opponent. In all this I 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 I now have the assurance that
I shall have one, and that by merely sticking to my word.
That is on as good terms as I could ask. But have you
offered to affirm the absurdity of my Sermon witbout fal-
tering ? Not quite. Your nerves trembled a little when
you wrote the following : “ If you specify any point in
your discourse not embraced in these 6 ve, 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. .
pol~ts m q’ obnoxious Sermon that may  have to be
“ yielded m true !“ ‘lhak  is what I have been expecting
from the beginning.

I therefore proceed to specify one point beforehand, that,
you may have  n fair opportunity to reflect upon it. On the
fourth page of the Sermon, I state concerning. the extract,
from your Confession m 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 embraeed
in your propositions — a clear and pointed proposition, de-
claring,  in the strongest terms, that the Predestination in
the extract is “ not the Predestination of the Bible. ” This
point I have no-iv  specified, and you are pledged’to “ yield
it as true, ” or “ assail it too, and prove it false.’; :~ C)ther
points I shall specify in due time.

I trust now the propositions are settled.
There is z point, once settled, now to agree upon again,

namely, the time. I can meet you nlmost at any time, but
wish the debate  to commence on Wednesday, as that will
be as early in the week as I cm rench your plnce, starting
on Monday. In the dead of winter the going is unpleasant
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68 CORRESPONDENCE.

matter, tile ~nn(ing tOne,y~~~  nO~v ~dopt, ~~ill only add to th~
loa[hirrg  excited by the Insulting air , and nntrutllful  matter
Of. your’ prU’iolIs  efforts. You mny spore yourself the
prrlns of any more rrclin, .~ , you need not tzlcc the trouble
ag>l,ln  to pnblisl~ to llIC ~~orld  tll:it  ~OTI  bear SIIC])  i n f l i c t i o n s
p:t:lcntly,  :~nd “ feel  quite p leasant ,  ” while enduring the
t,ortull!. Our rc.adcrs well know thnt you h:~~c no p~lrt
i n  (I)c blessing prOIIOUOCWJ  upon  those WhO “ suffer f o r
rigll(c.OUsllC$S’  SXI{C.  ” I commend to }-our  serious alten[ion,

as a f i n e  subjwt for  anr)lllrr  “ stcrcotypcd %rmon” the
t,vcntict.h  YCHW of tl]c  second chapter of I’e~r’s  first
epi; tic, Wlllcl)  tb~ls re;,~ls in our goo(l  old- f:~shioned 13iblc :
r’ Ior what glory is it, if, when ye be bnll’ctccl  for your
faults, ye shall take it patiently ? but if, when ye do JYC1l
nn[i sulrer  for it, Ye take it patienf]-v,  this is acceptable WiLh
(:,>.{ “’

‘ ,: ., ‘,’ ~;-.w :.. ,--., e.“. p,. >.— .  ..> . . --...7--=-”-

ously into this correspondence, ‘I)avin:y;o pertinency to our
proposed discussion, tbcreby  giving e v i d e n c e  L]]at y o u

would be gl:~d tO shift your position if you corrld—

‘{ So -when .3 rx~in,q  fever I)ui-n,s,
WC <I]ift from .sIdc  to si[lc  hy turns  :
Btlt, ‘ti~ a poor relief  Ive qni]],
To clIaIIgc  tllc  plmce, bnt kwp  the pain .”

You inform me that  my “ explanation of cl)nrch  officers
. .

rcmlttlt~g  and rctail]i,rrg s i n s , is ( 1 )  the same  giren by
P,omaolsts  ; and (2) ]s but an erosion. ” Let w examine
bot,h these points. In your prcvionsletter you tmmed the
doctrincof  our Confession z “Ronlish doch-inc,’’nnd  now
you say tllst my “ explann(ion of tbe doctrine is (he same
brivcn by Rooranists.  ” In order to discover the profound
]c;irning,  t.llc clear  discrimination, snd,  above  all, tl)e scru-
pulous truthfulness of tl,csc assertions, wc must compare

tllc “ Romish  doctrine” with Ll]nt of our confession ; 1an(
4{ the explnn:~tions  giycn by Romnnists,  ” with the cxplanx-
tions wllicb  1 ba~c  given. ‘K’l]e Romislldoctrinc,  asset forth
arrtborit:~tivcly  in the regular formulxries  of tbmt church, is
tl]e following: “  Our Lord ,Jesus Cl~rist,  when  l]G was
about  tonsccnd from enr Lb to heaven, left his priests in his
pl:~ce, asjlrcsi(le?lls  u~tcljl~dgcs, to whom all mortal offenses
into which the faithful might fall, should bc submitted;
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kcy.s of the kin~dorn  of heaven  “ tbcy understand the
pOWCr of admittln~ to, and excluding from, that blessed
abode. ??rcsbytcrlans understand tbe “kingdom of
heaven” to mean the Church under the new dispensation;
and by tbc keys of the kingdom of heaven, they under-
stand the power of declaring upon what terms men nrc to-
be admitted to, or cutoff from, theprivilcgesof  the chris-
tian Church.

% MC Romisb doctrine is, th:lt the priest sits”m prcsi-
dent or judge, ” i~nd  his sentence of absolution is “ a judi-
cial act. ” The doctrine of our Confession is, “that  all
church power is only ministerial and declarative. ” Form
of Governrnent,  1.

Plactithetw sin juxtaposition, onditwill  beeasytosec
their pointsof  ldenlity.

RoMmr  DOCTnTXE. I’RFSBYTSEKAX DOCTRINE.
Thepricst’s  fihsO~~ltiollis  notto All church  power is only mini.s-

bc considered m-rely  asa  ministry. tcrifzl.
The  k i n g d o m  o f  IIeaven is

OPCnWl “ b y  (1IC  wzinistr~ of the
Wot’,l,  ”

Tbc power with  mliicll t h e T h e  power of ch]lrch  oficers
pointsof tl!e  new l!wareinvert- “ is wholly moral or .spkiluul, nnrf
d, is not simply  to declare that it)~t,,0n17J rninistwicl and dcclo~a-
SillS XrCfOr~i  Yen, b(ltreZl]y  tO ~b-jtLUC.
solve  from sin.

3. Tbc mfinner of absolution in the Romish church, is,
thnt the priest, “sittirr,g  ns n judge in the place of Christ,
and with tbc same authority as Christ possessed when on
earth, says, ‘ I absolve thee.’ “ Themannerin which the
kingdom of heaven, i. e., the churches, is opened and shut,
sind  sins remitted  and retained, according to the Confes-
sion, is by prcacbing the Goxpcl and exercise of church
discipline.

Yet Mr. Franklin says that the doctrine of the Romish
Church and that of the Presbyteri:m,  is the same ! “ And
Brutus  is an honorlble man  !”

But  it seems also that “ the explanations which 1 have

given are the snmc as given by Romnnists.”  Let us test
tl)is asscrlion. Now t.be only ‘i cxplwmtion”  which I pre-
tended to give of our doctrine was, to sttte it fully in the
very language of the Confession, which you had garbled
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they have received it with the moditicztion which their
(in ~onle  degree) profounder doctrine of justification de-
manclcd.’] Tl)is, then, according to Mochler, is the I’ro-
tcstant doctrine, that “ absoltd  ion is nollti?tg  more lf(an a
declowtion  t~ ff~ sin is forgiven. ” ‘l%e Carbolic viewis  con-
trasted with this. In thnt Church, he says, “sacerdotal
absolution rcceivcs  a s~gnificatiou  wl~o{(ydl~erent  from that
wilich  is attached to IL by the Protestants. . . . We
may emily pcrceivc tb:~t absolution, according to Catholic
principles, con by no means be a mere declaration thd sins
are forghn.” Symbolism, part I, chap.4, sees.32, 33,

My “ explanation” was, that the power of Church offi-
cers in the matter of rctainirqg and remitting sins is
,, ,Vho]]y ministerial  and declarative. ” “No,” says Dr.
Moehler, ‘(it has a signification wl~o]]ydiffcrent  ; it can by
no means be a mere declaration that sins arc forgiven. ”
Yet Mr. Franklin says that the explanations are the same!
c’ And sure he is an honorable man ! “

WC will next call on Bishop Purcell to give us his
explartntion of the priests’ power in absolution : “ The
power of (IIC priests to absolve tbc contrite sinn(’r  is based
on the text, John XX, Matt. xvi and xviii, 13. By these
words we consider the priests vested  with a judicial power
by Jesus Christ to bind or to loose from sin. ” +g:~io :
“ l’hc priest holds the place of Christ in the splrithnl
tribunril.  ” Debxte with C~mpbell, p. 2!21. I?ow w h a t
Precisely  does the Bishop mean by ‘i n jodicinl  power to
pauloo sin ?” Refer  to the ex~ract from the Decrees of
the Council of Tt’ent above, and the meaning of a judicial
act, in papal phraseology, will clearlv appear. “ The
priest’s absolution is not to be consid-ered  as merely a
minist]:y, wbcthcr to publish the Gospel or to decl:lre (he
remission Of sins, bllt as the nature of a judicial act, ” etc.
So it seems that, by a judicial act, the popish doctors mesn
an xct totally diSLillCt  from a mere ministerial net in prcacil  -
ing the Gospe\ or declaring tile remission of sins. I have
said that the power of remitting sins is merely  ministerial
and declarative, and is exercised by preaching dle G(,spel,
etc. 13isllop  Purcell, Dr. Moehler, Dr. hlilner,  and all lhe
doctors assembled at ‘1’rent sny that this power is “ not
merely  n ministry, “ is not a declaration that, sins  arc re-
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, mld a
word of exceeding good command. Accommodated: that
is, when  a man M, M they say, accommodated : or when
a man is,—being,—whereby, he may bc thought to be—
accommod:~  led : which  is an exccllcnt thing. ” What a
loss it is to the WOrld that wc have not an equally learned
definition of “ an evasion.. ” Let mc commend Bardolph
as editor of the new l~ictlonary.

In your letter of Dec. 5, you asserted thzt ‘( the doc-
trine of church officers having the keys of the kingdom. .
of heaven, rcnllttmg ~nd ret:~ining  sins), infant baptism,
etc., are not once named in all the Christinn Scriptures,
nor in any other book written in the first hundred years
of the Christian em.” In my reply I referred to Mat.thcw
xvi, 19, where  the keys of the kingdom of heaven arc
conferred upon I’eter,  and to John xx, 93, where t h e
power of remitting and retaining sins is conferred upon all
the Apostles : and as usual when in a tight place,  you
practice the gr~ce of silence. Do tell us, learned sir, how
j-on arc to be understood. Do you deny that the Gospel
of Matthew and John are parts of “ the obristian  Scrip-
tures ?“ or do you deny that Peter and the rest were
~~ officers of the Church ?“ or do you confess that your
assertion was 3 little too sweeping ? or is this all “ an
evasion ? !“

In the Iettcr now before me you ~ery positively assert,
that to your own knowledge infant b~ptism,  and baptism by
sprinkling or pouring is not once mentioned in (he Bible
in any shape or form. Just so the Universalist asserts
that the Bible  contains not onc word respecting endless
punishrncnt. Jy~t so the Unitarian asserts tl)at the doc-
trine of the Trmlty cannot be found in the Bible. Jnst
so the Socinian  asserts that the Bible says not one word
respec t ing  tbc  divinity of Christ, his  vicarious sacri-

fice, nnd 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
~fr. Franklin, the Universalist, Atheist, etc., prove ?
That these dockines arc really not ‘in the Bible or the
Universe ? 2Jo, surely ; but only thzt the nuthors  of
them am determined that they will not see these doctrines
where the owmvhelming  majority of honest inquirers in
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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 ! ! I 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 I would relieve you of
w part of it. When a man 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 I must disprove,
in the hope that I would utterly refuse, as well I might, to
be a party to any such preposterous proceeding, as first to
affirm in one proposition that the extract is scriptural, and
then tu{n round immediately and respond to you affirming
it unscriptural in another. For why travel over the same
ground twice ? But, sir, your hopes have deceived you.

1 utterly protest against the irregularity of the whole thing,
but as I cannot get you to face logical propositions in logi-
cal order, I am determined that you shall not escape by
this shallow subterfuge. I consent to add this “ point, ”
if point it must be, to the other five, and undertake to
show that this assertion of yours—that the predestination
of tbe extract is not the predestination of the Bible—is not
true.

YOU say, “ I 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 aze :

PROPOS1TION FIRST.

ln Elder 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.) !~he Foreknowlmfge  of God is the k n o w l e d g e
which God has before given by the prophets respect-
ing Christ  and his sufferings.

[
C.) God’s elect are the apostles and prophets.
D.) The object for which God’s elect were chosen was
to make known the Gospel.

TLC



CORRE81’ONDENCE. 67

Se~Ond. Sundry in}erprctntions  of ~crirtule. And,
Tiurd. A  declRratlon th~t the predcstinltion of tl]e  cx-

~ok from the Confession of F;Ii Lh, Xi} en on p~ge 4,
la not the predestin~tion  of the Bi~]lc, or :ln~thing
like  it. ~he  four points of doctrine arc in opposition to

F
s o u n d  hllo]ogy, c~rrect p h i l o s o p h y ,  nnd the  s:rip-
tureEo truth  : the Interpretations ot Scripture do not
convey the true mind of the Spirit: and the decimation
recpeoting  the doctrine of the extract is not true in fact.
af$iti~  You deny.

PROPOSITION SECOND.

The doct:ne.of Predestination, as taught in tl]c Con-
fessionof  Falthm the Presbyterian Cll~]rcl),andc!efilledin
chapter. third, sections three, four, and five,  is unreasonable,
unscriptural, and in opposition to Lhc spread of tile  gospel
bf (mist.

You affirm: I deny.
Asto the time, I agree thnt the s!>ring WOUIL1 bc more

suitttble  than winter, and therefore suggrst JVc(inesd:~Y,
the 28th of April,  1852, at 10 o’clock, A.M. ~spcri;llly
since the xddition mnde to my proposi~ion,  I mm. t ])n~e
three days in which to dispose of it : we had better say at
once that the dlscl~ssion  si~ali continue six {Iovs.

I suggest th~t we now name our model-xto_rs, ~nd ngrcc
upon the rules of discussion : and tl]nt a c o m p l e t e  pro-

~mrne of propositions, rules, etc. , lJC prcpxrfcri,  :ind Ilo -

tica ven publlc]y of [he time arr(i place of mrctirjg.
%itirrg  to hear from you orI a,, the.c points, I mm

yours, etc., Jiw. MATTIHiWS.
Elder BH~. Franklin.
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aware,  must sound so o(ltrageous to the cars of Protest-
ants, that you  felt, it incumb[nt to exp’tnin  it. Your expla-
nation w a s  that IC WQS declarnlire. This I insisted.  ancl do
s(ill insist, is no cxpl:lnation  fit nll ; for if cllurcl)  ot%cers
simp!,r declare it, when God forgives sins, they do no
more than anybody  else can do, and consequendy have
NO right to prrrc]:lirn,  that. they have the power  to “retain”
and rc>mit sins. ” .

l-on blarnc  mc in two points: Id,  Ido not quote tl)e
full connection ; ZI, I call the doctrine contained in the
quotmtion  Romish. Ishall, tben, intbefirst  place, give the
full qnotztion, rrod then examine it to see if it is Romish.
‘1’he passage  rcacis  as follows:

“TO  these  dicers the krys of the kingdom of kenven  arc com -
rnitlrxl,b~ virtue whereof  the YI1ave pom’errespect  ivelytorcLain and
rcmitsin~ito shut th~Lkingdrml  a+wnst tbe impenitent., both hy the
word and censures: and to open ]t uuto penitent sinners,  by the
ministry of the GWPCI, and by absolution from censures, as occa-
sion sbdl require.’’-C0sFr=s[0x, cl]sp. 30, sec.2.

Hercistbescctiouin  full. Now, have I sinned in sfiy -
ing, this is a Romisb doctrine ? If I can see that I have,
I will take it back. Let us look at it item by item, for the
charge is n serious cmc.

1. Dots tile Church of Rome claim that the Pope hns
the keys of tllc ki@om of heaven  ? He does. The offi-
cers of  tlic Presbylcri~\n Cl~urch  claim the same. llThat
Scriptur~  does Lbe Pope refer to m proof that be has the
Iicys of the kingdom ? Matt.  xvi, 19, “ And I will give
unto tl~cc tllr keys of the kingdom of heaven. ” The
creed of the I’wsbyter  ian  Church cites the same passage
to prove that hcr otEcers have the keys of the kingdom of
heaven.

‘2. Thq Itomish  Church claims that by virtue of the keys
of [Ilc kingdom of bcayen, the Pope has power to retain
nnd remit sins. Ill proof of this claim, he quotes ,Johu,
xx, $?3, “ lVhowsocver  sins you remit, they arc remitted
unto thcm ; and wboscsoevcr sins you retain, they arc re-
tainr d.” The oflicers  of the Presbyterian Church, by
virtnc of the keys of the kingdom of heaven, claim the
power to rctaiu ~nd remi L SIUS. In yroof o f  th is  claim
they,  too, quote Jobu, xx, 23.

3. By virtue of these keys, the Pope claims power to

TLC



co It Rr?:l>oh’r)ExcE. (i!3

TLC



70 CORRESPONDENCE.

or a contradictory explanation. Therefore, when I stated
that I believed Romanists have given  the same explan-

r
ation given b yourself, I by no means affirmed that they
have uniform y 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 “ lf all the priests and bishops in the world were to
pronounce tl!e -words of absolution over a sinner, jn whose
heart God dld not see true sorrow for his fault, with a sin-
cere resolution to sln no more, the absolution would  be
null and void, and the horrid crime of sacrilege superad-
ded h the previous guilt of the transgressor.” Campbell
and Purcell’s DeZrate,  p. 200. This is as liberal as your in-
terpretation.

But, sir, the doctriue is not true, interpret it as you may.
There is not n church functionary in the world who has the
keys of the kingdom of henven.  The Lord gaye the keys
to the Apostle Peter, and he opened the kingdom, and, I
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 churqh,  and can open  and shd it, but I as much doubt
the ratification in heaven, of their opening and shutting, as
I doubt the Presbyterian Church being the kingdom of
heaven. This, I presume, you would hardly claim. Is it
usinrr the keys of the liin~dom of heaven, when you open
the $oor of the PresbyterIan Church to penitent sinners ?
Is it sfiutting  tile 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 1 see not how to avoid. See the following
definition of the visible Church :

“ The visible Church, mhich  is also catholic or universal under the
Gospel  (nOt confined to one nation as before, under the Law), con.
sists of all those ~hrotwhaut  the world that profess the true reli  ion,
together ~lth thclr children ; and is the kingdom of the Lord ~es.s
Christ, the h?t!s$  and fmi]y  of God, out of which them is ordina-
rily no posslbzllty  of salvation .’’--(,rr.,  ch. 25, sec.  !2.
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N o w ,  sir, i f  tllc Tisiblc (“h NrrlI  ronsists  of all  tlIow
utroughout the world, WI1O pro I’css (f}e tr(lc reIigiCIl,  WhCW
sro the OffiCt?I%  Of tbi S visib]c ~hLLK]l, M]IO ]1:11-c t})e kc~-s

*
‘& E k i n g d o m  and tl)e power to SI1OL Lhc liil]<(lt.,1)]  ~It’
bga en ? Can [he oflicers  in the I’rcsl)ytcrifln CIIUWI1 shut
smything but the door of their own Chul-ch ? !Sulf,ly :l)!:-
cannot.. ’  I’Tor can the oficers  of nny other  church  do :~m-
fiing more.’  Are there any church oflicers, in nny par[~.
wboan do anything more t}lan shut [hc door of t]]cir own
patty ?: And is s~lutting tlc door of my plr-~)- no~- in (x-
utence~’-shuttlng the door of the kingdom of hcarcn?  YOU
arg.’bound  to say h-o. ~hcn  where  zrc weto f i n d  tl]ow
obnrch “officers, who ha~e power to O]YIJ and ,sh,/f tl)r lii]lg-
dom o f  l)czven? Isl)olllcl  lilit;  tosrc(l~r)~!
.a~Ifind  it difficult  to urrderst~nd  !-o!.lr crt’t,d  on thcsr  inl-
portant points Iscc it is st;~tcd ill (I]c ex[r:tct  aljo~-r. ~])at
outo~this vis ible  Cllurcll ordinal-ily  tlIcrc is nO po..~ihility
of  salvation.  Yet  I  scc ono~l]er  stmtcm, nt, as foll,ws :
f~E]ect  infants, dyi[]g in inf:lncj:, are IVy ’n(’r; l!wi, nnd
siaved by Christ, thro~lgh  the Spirit, ]~l)o wr, rkrth wl)cn,
and where, and how he plca~eth. So :(Is,, 31( nll c,[h~r
elect,  persons, who arc inc:lp:lt)lc of bf,il}r CO II C,(I [Iv tlic
ministry of the word. ” C~)Ofc~s  ion, cl~)p lo, Sc;c. 3 ,
W h o o p e n s  and shuts thcdooi  -of thcl<ingdomc,f hc:~rcn
to these?

T h e  m o r e  I look at tl)is slll)jcrt, tl](, n)c)re {li(Tcu~ties
force thenlselr~s  ~lf)nrlnlrr)lill!. ;If[cr  S)]l:ll.iilg’  of (lCCt
infants, j-our crud ]Ias tfic foil,-,lvilvrn.
“’’Others, not Clertcd  Illn,,gl,  tlIcy I,IXY lwcnl!rfl  Iv t), o t3lil]i.l:}-
of the word,  and OIXF  I)XYC  soxn( COI)lIII,,I1  oi(r:t!ir,],.’clf III(S $IIiIi~,

tcmfcmion, clmp. 10, .m. 4.
et they never  tro Iy c,)meto Christ, :Ittd (I,CI((,IIV ,-al]l,ot I)(, SXVWI. ”

N o w  I  cannot  undcrstnnd [he i(lcz of c],urc], otircrs
shutting the kingdom ;f God, :l~:li))st  II)P no I1-el  Cct, wlllo
$1 cannot he saved.  ‘,’ l~as tl)c: l:i IIg,forII ever open  (0 tllc

non.c]ect  ?  }V3s It ever possil)lc f,”~r tlIC nn)).f.lf,ct  [n coil,r
into the kingdom of hea~(,n ? T)i(l ~’llri<t [Ii,. for ll)[,nl, (r
shed his blood for thcm ? Ifl)(, [Iicl not, an(l tl)c l,inq:l,, m
was ne~cr open to f}]en), hn\v [!) cl)u]ch ofliccrs  .s1111[  i t

?
ninst  ll)cm ? If (lIr l{ing(l(m  wn<  C)l,enrl to llic 11o11-

e ect~dicf fiot t!lw ol~xrs  W}IO ],:L; c LC ii(ys o r  [he iiing-
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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 lhe kingdom of
hcnvcn TaS never  shut against them. !llcre  W:W never
any possibility of their being lost, for their number is so
~~definitc  tllatit ca~z??ot Jcdit~zinisLeci.  ” Therefore, totzlk
of church  officers havir~g  the keys to open the kingdom for
such as were “ chosen In Christ before the world, ” whose
nurnbcr “ crmnot  h dr’vrinished,” is talking with just as lit-
tle understanding, as to speak of shttiny the kingdom
a~aillst  the non-elect, to whom it never was opened, and
whocarrnot  Le saved. But, sir, I deny the following five
points, with nrry explanation I have ever seen :

I. ‘I’hat any church functionary or functionaries have
the keys of “~hc kingdom of heaycn.

2. Thntany cburcb functionary or functionaries hove t.he
power to “retain and remit. sins. ”

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

4. That an~chnrchf  nnctionary or functionaries  can open
the liing’donl  of heaven.

“5. l’hat any  church functionary or functionaries can ab-
solve from church censures.

The Lord fyyethc apostle Peterthc keys of the king-
dom of llea~en,  and, after he bad ascended far above all
heavens, among other gifts bestowerl  upon men, hc~estcd
Pctcrwitb  Lhc powerof  openiog the kingdom. This he
did by making are~clationof  thcmiucf of Christ, concern-
ing lhe forgiveness of sins. When he declared the law of
Clirist concerning pmxlon, the law concerning admission,
and thus opcnerl the door to the people, it was rmtitied  in
l)caven. According to that Iawt!)esinsoftl)c  pcnit.ent  arc
rernittcd,  irnd the sins of the impenitent are rctaiucd, by
t!)c (hat  ~Iead of L]ic ~hurch. As Peter  opened (l)c door to
penitents, We thank Hczvcn it stands open yet, and will ti]l
the]ast pcnitcntsbal] enter  in. Ashc  shut the door against
tl)c impenitent, it must remain shut to all gcncrztions,  for
what he bound on earth m bound In heaven. None but the
Great hiaster of Assemblies cnn ‘(a&so/vc from churc]l
censures, ” or any other censures scripturally preferred.
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]abored  to move you, but could not, till  you unthinkingly
ut(ercd  a scntencc  whicl)  committed you, I avsilcd myself
of this O}JJKNtUl\ity,  and have you now  comn)ilted to ~ive
the scope 1 dc.t ired frmm tile b e g i n n i n g . J\ut  you n e e d
h a v e  no  fc:(rs of my seeking  any undue advxntxge.  I
want none. I only desired not to be circumscritrtid  the
largrwporlionof  our time, ,,~nd confined to” remote matters,
thus dcstroyin.~  the interest of the debate.

B e f o r e  closln~,  p~rmit me tos%y,  that I rlonotrcgard
your sniers  about le:u-ning, and your remarlis abbuta ~’new
dictionrmy. ” I never fearanv man’s learning when I find
him so full and running  ovcr~vith it. Mcn who know that
the community  award  to them x little learning afld logical
acumen arc not so restless. They me not “swelled to
bursting nigh.” T’I]cy  do not have the appear;~nce of
boys jllst out of college, who have to intersperse a littld
L:itin or Greek ~vith  every other sentence, to show their
learning  and induce fo~ks’ wonder, as the village pedi”
gogrre, “Howone  Smi]ll head contaihed  all be  knew.”
Such persons put one in mind of aboy  with his first suit
of broadcloth on ; he fears it will not be noticed unles$ he
does something to call special atlcntion  to it.

In mylast I said :dmost  any time would suit me; hut
you happened to hit the only time soon, so far ns known tb
me, when I coulci not come. I shall be compelled to Nsk
you to put it off sorrie two weeks later; or onc month
soonr.r.  Later would  be preferable.

I cxnnot  choose moderators beforehand, if we cbobse
those not members of our respective churches.

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

Let me hear from you immodiatcly,  that I mtiy announco
the time of debate  in the Christian Age, that we mwy htive
z full attendance. Respectfully, yours,

BEN.T. FRA~I<LIN.

Carlisle, ICY., Feb. 20, 1852.
ELDER 13mw. FRANKLIN :

Dear Sir—You were good enough, very courteously to
inform me, in your letter of Dec. 6th, that I lacked some
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76 COl<RES~ONDENCE.

and the Cxtcchism  issuwl by authority of that Gouncil,
are equally  authentic and authoritative expositions of
Romish  doctrine ; and it \vas from t]Iese  cfecrecs,  and f rom
tllmt  Cawchisnl [l~at  I quoted  tbc d e c l a r a t i o n  t h a t  “ t h e
priest’s absolution is NOT to be considered merely  as a
mini~{ry,  TJ’IICIIICI’  tO ]~~e[[rfl  lhc (%s]xd,  or to dec~are  the
remission of sins. ” Again, “ (I)c power \ri[h which the
priests arc invested is NOT simply  to declare that sins are
forgircu, but, as (he ministers of God, real/y to oholue
f r o m  sin. ” l’hc three popish doctors whom I quoted
were  of three diffcl”ent nztions,  yet they did but echo each
other and the Council of ‘D-cnt. Here, sir, I pin. you
down. You cannot invalidate my authorities. You can-
not divert me from the point. You must continue to
praclicc on the theory that a fa]se position, defended
through thick and thin, is almost as good as a true one.

You complain og~in ond again of ‘c 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
bclicw thst it contains the system of doctrine taught in
the Scriptures.

There is a precious part of your letter which I bad in-
tcnde~  to let pass without comment, anticipating an op-
portunity of exposing you before 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 ano(hcr proof, ii addition to the many already exhibited,
of your w:mt Of that moral  integrity which every honest
man, not to S:IY religious  tcachcr, should possess. You
sny ; “Ajtcr  speuhing of CM infants, your creed h:ls  the
following : ‘ ~T1lEl{S ??cZ e l e c t e d ,  t]lougll they  may be
Callc(l,’  “ Ctc.. ‘‘ Others not eZected,  ” that, is, as every  un.
informed reader WOUII1 conclude from the connection in
which you put it, “ o(ler”  IN~AxTs  not clectcd ; and t]~us
the s~alc and oft refukl  calumny against the I>rcsbytcrian
Church, that wc hold thnt some infants who dic are not
of the elect, and therefore arc not saved, would seem to
bc proved from the confession itself! “After  spenking  of
elect  infants, tile Confession says, others not elected !“
Yes ! but it is sug57cienf/y  tong  after speaking of infants, to
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incnlcatil~:  Lllose (Ioctrincs. Our proofs are WC]] knomn.
l-OUr qulbhling  evasions  of those proofs arc cqumlly  noto-
,iolls. ~Yh:it, then,  does your present CO1l amount to ? It
is simply  an eflort or] your part to divert  me and our
readers from th~ I’e:Il issues in this correspondence to. .sOme[hlng In nowi. w conncctccl thcrewit]l. Suppose I an-
swer your call, anfl  adduce the passages we rely on to
prorc infnnt  baptisnl lawful, and sprinkling and pouring
\-xlid, what would  be the result  ? Another discussion ot’
tlIOSe  thrtadbarctopics. ~Iave~ou anything  new to offer?
I confess I llz~c not. I am sat]stied with the position in
which these questions  were left by the Lexington debate.
So ~rc the l’edo-llap~ists  of every denomination. ~fro
Campbell, I know,  is dissatisfied ; and he has shown his
dissatisfaction wiLh t}le result  of that discussion by since
putting  forth a book on the topics relating to baptism,
there discussed, u’itho~~t  the  troub[emme  answers of A?.
J?ice! You seem to sbarc his dissatisfaction. But is not
a corrc~pondence pl-climin:try  to a cliscussion  of Predes-
tination a singular place in ~rhich to endeavor to start a
dcbxtc on the mode and subject of baptism ? But if you
must hmve  a discussion of these topics, and feel competent
to settle  211 questions in Greek criticism into which they
will lead, why sny so ; and as the preliminaries of our
oral discussion are almost settled, we can continue the cor-
respondence on these other topics.

You wrote n Sermon, and n:lmed  it yourself. YOU said
it was on “ l’rcdestination nnd the Foreknowledge of God.”
I propose to controvert your theory of Foreknowledge,
yollr theory of. I’rcdestin:~tiont  and your interpretations of
Scripture. Th].s you call “ assailing several remote  points.”
After “ et,as;on,  ” m the new dictionary, do not forget to
insert “rrrno[e.  ” I call Bardoph’s speci~l attention to it
as ;Ill(lthcr ,, so]dier-]ikc word, and a -word of exceeding
gOOd comman d.”

You say that a discussion of the points I proposed would
be “ spcndinq our time in a desert field.” I have already
shown that lf Lbcre be tlut!l  in your title-page, those points
cover tbc whole of the doctrine of your sermon. To dis-
cuss your Sermon, then, you think will bc spcncling  our
time in a desert field ; and, for once, I am happy to sny, I
agree with you.
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DEBATE.

MR. MATTHEWS’ FIRST ADDRESS.

Wednesday, May 26, 1852, 10 o’clock, .4. H.
G E N T L E M E N  M O D E R A T O R S  :

Fellow Citizens — It is with some degree  of enlbarrass-
xuent  that I present myself before you on this occasion.
This embarrassment arises from the nol-elty of the posi-
tion in which 1 stand. For the first time in my life, I am
called upon to defend, in public debate, the doctrines which
I believe and teach.

If the motive of, your assembling to-dav  were to wit-
ness some gladiatorml  exhibition, to see wi{h what agility
and address a thrust could be given, parried, or returned,
I should feel deeply  morLi[icd  and humi]ialed  at the posi-
tion which I occupy, and the p~rt which I am to sustain in
the proceedings of this occasion. A minister of Christ
has higher duties— and qugl)t to have higher  aims-than
to entmrthe  field of controversy for the purpose of grati-
fy~ng a 1 0 V C  of n o t o r i e t y ,  displaying  p:~rLisan zeal, o r
ministering gratification to tile love of novelty and excite-
ment prevalent in a community. ‘1’he 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 turnins  aside from
these to OCCUPY the rostrum and engage in the exciting

scenes of a public debate.
I have, however, no sympathy with those who thin]{, or

feign to think, that public discussions are never allowable
for a Gospel minister. ‘lhe  teaching  of the prophets, of
our Savior  himself,  and of l)is Apostles, was often contro-
versial. No mm, in any age of the church, has distin-
guished himself as a fast f~iehd of truth, and a foe to pre-

(95)
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,vanity.  ” Ps:llrn xciv, 8— 11, Here the existence of cer-
tain attributes in tl~e Creator  is argueci, from tl~e fact, that
.thvy exist in the crefiture  ; and among  tl~ese the attribute
o f  Inbu’leclqe.  I n  t h i s  passage,  then, whatever  “ know-
]Cdge “ means when predicated of man, it, roust have the
same si,gnificatiun  as referring to Gocf. ‘i’Ile very slrRc -
ture of the argument requires tl~is. So in another passa~c :
“ O Lord ! thou hast  searched  mc and linown me. ‘l’hou
knowest my down-sitting and mine up-rising: thou un-
derstandest  my though[.s  i{f~r off. ‘Thou c o m p a s s e s  m y
path nnd my l~i~g clown , and firt acquainted with :111 my
ways : for there ]s not a word in my tongue, but, 10 ! 0
L o r d  !  t h o u  knowest  it al~ogether.  * * “% Search  m e ,
O God !  and know my heart ; try me, and knpw my
though t s ,  and see if there bc any wicked way in me, snd
lend m“e in the way e~crlas~ing.  ” Psalm cxxxix,  1 — 4,
23, !24. That the word “ know, ” applied [0 Go(1, in this
passage, is to be taken in its common acceptation,  is evi-
dent : first, from tl)e fact that  this knowledge is tl~e result
of ‘‘ seumhing,” of “ co7T7pussiPYg  the yo[h, ” of ‘‘ trying  ; “
and, secondly, because the terms “ under staidest” and
“ acquainted with, ” used as synon~mous w i t h  “  lino}v, ”
fix upon it its usual menning. InJwd, the whole scope
of the passage forbids any ot]lcr  interpretation.

When  these arguments are ponderccl,  I hope we shall
have no repetition, OR this occasion, of the question of
some of old, “ How cloth GOd know, and is t,hcre know-
ledge in tile Most High ? “-~T’imc e.rpired.]

MR. FRANKLIN’S FI1{ST REPL1-.
GEXTLEhfEN 3! IODIJIZATORS  :

Respected I~emws — 1 llcnrtily  concur with the remarks
of tbew orthy gentleman toucl]lnq the propriety and i m -
portance of religious investigntioli. Truth is always fear-
less of the light  and free to be brought into discussion.
Error 113s everything to lose , and, therefore, is frequent].y
oppOXd tO .SUch close cont:wt w i t h  light  and trutl] a.~ 1s
necessarily expected  in pllblic  debate. The holy  prophets
were frequently engxged  in important controvcrslcs. The
Lord himself withstood his opposers to the face. The in-
spire  dApostJcs  not only “ contended earnestly for the faith
once delivered to the saint s,” hut, enjoined it upon others
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cimc to re~’eal to the world. l~illl  this before the mind,
there  is but little difficulty in  harmoniz ing the fol lowing
expressions: Foreicnowleclge  of God, Determinate Counsel,
E t e r n a l  purpose,  l>re(lestination,  M y s t e r y  of h i s  Wi l l ,
Election, etc., etc. G o d  hld :1 p u r p o s e . IIe m a d e  a
promise. ‘J7hrough  t i le  prophets  ]le ma(le n u m e r o u s  pre-
dictions. ‘~he New  ‘1’eStilmCnt  w r i t e r s  freqllen~]y  refer
back to tile original intention or the purpose of’ God.
This they sometimes simply Cilll “ the purpose. ” ‘Illey
also frequently refer to tl)e  promise to Abrallzm,  by s im-
ply cal l ing i t  “ .tLc Prcnrzi.se.  ” In m a n y  i n s t a n c e s  t h e y
m a k e  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  t h e  prcdicti(~ns of the p r o p h e t s . In
connect ion  with  these  re ferences ,  in  tile ATew ‘J~estnmcnt,
to the  eternal purpose or original intention of God; to the
promise to Abraham nnd to the prcdic~ions  of tllc prophets,
in some of their bcfirings upon the mission zn(l death of
Christ, and the revelation of (lbristianity  to the world,
with the calling of the gentiles, we find eyerv  one of (1]c
express ions  be fo re  cnuineratcd  and others  ~f the s:lme
kind. This accounts for t,lle fact that t,hev ore mosdv  ~cw
Testament expressions.—[  Time c.?~ircd.  ] J

MR. MATTHEWS’ SECOXI)  ADDRESS.

Wednesday, 11 o’clock,

G E N T L E M E N  M O D E R A T O R S  :

.

A. . ’ .

WS3EN a man has tnkcn  a posi t ion  wl)ich ]le finds i t  im-
possible to sustain, tllerc are two courses open for him to
pursue : either  nobly  and m:~gnanimously  to confess his
error ; or, adroitly to attempt to c}l:lllge  ]lis ground, find (0
make it appezr that hc never took the posi[,ion  which he
finds himself unnhle  to defend. The gentleman has chosen
the latter course. We Ought not, perhaps) t.o itttaCh very
great blame to him ; but make allowances for the weakness
of human nature, and the pride of hllrnan opinion. It is
an effort, and a stretch of magnanimity  too g-rest to expect
of him, that in the ~’ery opening speech  l~e should renounce
a doctrine set forth in his Sermon, thoug-h he fin~ls  it utterly
indcfcnsib]e. He  there fore  CiOCS the next best thing in l~is
p o w e r  under the  c i rcumstances ,  he  denies that he meant
what his &n-mon most assuredly says.

TLC















114 DEBATE.

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 radically distinct. , “

4th. It is contradicted by the etymology of the word
itself. If Foreknowledge does not mean the knowledge
of events before they  happen, then words have no .rn6. an-
ing, and language 1s a mockery. I speak now of the
English wprd Foreknowledge. As respects the original
word,  which is translated “ foreknowledge, ” I shall re-
serve my remarks until I come to speak of the passages in
which it occurs. — [Time expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN’ & S31.COND REPLY.
GENTLEhfEN MODER-4TORS :

I LOOK upon the speech you jmt heard, as virtually 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 I have taken the position, tl~itt  where God is said to
‘C know,” it invariably means to opproue. 2. To dcrnolish
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 I have said, and he must,
to make even a show of argument, refute something; he
therefore refutes a position I have no~ taken. He has not
said anything deserving the name of argument, unless it
can be shown that I have taken the position that where
God is said to “ know,” it always means approve. This he
has not, and cannot do, for I never  thought or wrote it.
My  statement, and a mere incidental state. rncnt, 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 o~~roves  them. ‘1’l)is
thd”worthy  gentlemen admits, and kindly proposes to tind
instances not specified in the, Sermon ! Here then, the ar-
gulnent  on this point is given up, Yet, he goes on al]d at-
tempts  to show, that  in  two o f  the  instances  given in the

Sermon, the word ‘‘ know” cannot mean approve. Suppose
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MR. XIATTIIEWS’  THIRD ADDRESS.

Wied~zm?ay,  3 o’clock, ~. M.

CIENTLEMEN 3~0DER.\T0Rs:—

DURING the forenoon’s session I have had  some opportu-
nity of observing my opponent’s method  of discussion ;
and there is one mat~cr 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 impress-
ions : and which I shall feel bound, in every instance, to
expose. For example : he asserts that on a certain occfl-
sion I quoted the words “ Cain lmew his wife, ” thereby
representing him as saying  that “ know” al\vzys meant
approve. This is an entire nlistake-I  quoted the passage
to show that o man might. make blasphemy and nonsense
of the Scriptures, by taking  a 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 holciins that Trinitarians “ pervert-
ed” Matt. vii, 23 “to favor Trlnitarianism”-I  said no such
thing. I have no doubt of the honesty of those who give
the interpretation alluded to of this passage; but I att~buted
their  interpretation to an honest, though mistaken idea, that
the passage, in its common signification, derogated from the
honor of Jesus. !t’be 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. I have no idea how a
poor transgressor w o u l d  fee] if taken to tasli by the author
of all evil ; but 1 c o n f e s s , my  feelings are somewhat
“ peculiar, ” when reprovc~ bv a person whose ecclesiasti-
cal associiltiotls  are those of rn~ opponent, for denyin,g the
omniscience of Jesus Christ ! ‘Who it is that really denies
the omniscience of God, or at least seeks to ptt tlz< dortrine

out of tfie BibZe, has already begun to appear, and will be
yet more manifest before wc :lre (lone with this “ ~ermon
on P r e d e s t i n a t i o n  a n d  tl)e Foreknozolea?qe  of God. ”  I be-
lieve  that the Lord Jesus was very God, and very man:
that be united tu!o natures, the divine and  human, in the
same person. Many things are true of him as GO D, which

-~11
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scend to recollect his rhetoricrd  readings, he will remember
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  s u c h  a figure of speech  as prosopopmia,  o r
personification, by whlclI  inanimate objects are represented
as possessing the attributes of living beings. But lest he
object to gO LO school to any of the ordinary race of mortals,
I again invoke the aid of the President of Bethany  Col-
lege, who with both truth and poetry remarks :

“ I’roiopopceia a new person feigns,
And to inanimate, speech and reason  deigns,”

“ As cloth not wisdom m-y,” etc.—Christianity Restored,
p. 49. ?SOW 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. ” f%zc~t a meaning destroys tlLe jigure.

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

MR. I? ILANKLIN’s THIRD REPLY.

GENTLEXIEN MODERATORS:-

MY  worthy friend, complnins  of my 100SC statements and
admonishes me that he sha?l  have to “ expose them.>’
‘To this, I certainly have no objection, but  invite him to
expose what  I say to the utmost extent of l)is abrlity.
That is exactly what I came here for, and 1 wish him to put
on his armor and do the work efrcctually-fight  rnnnfully.
He should not, however, nli~rnl us with threats. I under-
stand all this, and leave the intelligence of the community
where be ]ives to judge of “ loose state merits.”

The gentleman is m the p~esence of the same people
who heard  his reply to my Sermon, and they know what
use he made of the worcis,  ‘c (bin knew ]Iis wife.’> A l l  I
h a v e  t o  s a y  about it is, that if he did not  quote  i t ,  m an
i n s t a n c e  i n  lVhiCh  t h e  - w o r d  “  k n o w ,  ”  could not  me:ln
upprove,  he must have been talking to fill up his time, for
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UIOTZO?  through him ntigfit  h saved, ” and if CII rist ‘< died for
all, ” securing to all m resurrection from the dead  ; thus,
the doctrine that he passed by and reprob~ted  any portion
of them, “ from no otfier reason  than to exclude them from
the inheritance of the saints, ” is not true, but in opposition
to the whole economy of God. Such I solemnly believe to
be the true”  state of the case, as I shall SI1OW at large  be-
fore we close.  —[Ti7ne eqired.]

MR. MATTHETVS’  FOURTH ADDRESS.

G E N T L E M E N  M O D E R A T O R S  :

‘1’HE gent leman informs us  that  he  came here  for  the
purpose  of being exposed. This accounts for the fact that
he habitually indulges in such loose statements and random
assertions. lIis last speech shows, however, tl)at he is dis-
posed to assist m e  in my task ;  in it h e  c e r t a i n l y  m o s t
e f fectual ly  exposes  h imsel f . 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  incidenti~l  topic,
he exposes the fact of his discomfiture. Whenever n man
sedulously shuns the arguments of an opponent, and seeks
to make a little capital, by catchini  up some chance ex-
pression and forcing a construction upon it that  was never
intended, he exposes the fact that,  he is hnrd  pressed, ancl
he knows it. Let any one comp~re his last speech with the
speeches to which it professes to be a reply, and he will
find practical examples of all 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 nble assistant.

In commenting on Mark, xiii, 32, which I quoted to
prove, that as a nzan our Savior did not know all things,
for he himself declares that. of the day and hour of the judg-
ment, no man knows, not even the-angels, “ NEITHER THE

SoN,” but the l’athcr, he says. “ Trinitarians have a thou-
sand times explnined all this. It wns not for the Son to
m~ke known the period of the judgment.” Now I kno~
of one commcmtator,  tvho gives this. interpretation ; I have
heard  that  a few others  do’; but I never dreamed of its
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Apostles and prophets were in the foundation of this build-
ing, but it is Christ  who is the chief corner-stone.

“ The elder  unto the elect ladv. ” !2 John, 1. I humbly
submit that this lady was nei~her 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.

I have now adduced every instance in which the word
“ elect” is used in the Scriptures, I own I have performed
a work of supererogation. Had I 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 desi~nate  either prophet or Apostle, I think you
will agree -ivlth  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.

I may add that the word  ‘[ elected” is used in 1 Peter,
v, 13 ; and “e]ection,”  in Rem. ix, 11 ; xi, 5, 7, 28 ;
1 Thess. i, 4 ; 2 Peter, i, 10 ; but not in a solitary in-
stance are tlese terms applied to prophets and Apostles. In
this mntter  this Sermon is completely at fault. Its doc-
trine has no foothold nor foundation in Scripture.  —[T’ime
ezpired.j

——

MR. FRANKLIN’S FOURTH XlI.PLY.

GENTLERIEN lIODERATORS  :

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, I see more reason to distrust his
orthodoxy now than ever, since he claims that Christ will
judge the world in his humanity { I am perfectly as
tounded at this ! He quotes writers who teach that Christ,
as man, “ was ignorant, ” and that he, as man, will “judge
thti  world !“ I declare to you, my dear hearersj I shrink
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word  o f  trutl), the gospel of their salvat ion,  and b e l i e v e ” -
“ to preach among tile (lent i]es, the unsearcl~able  riches
of Christ ; find to make all men see wl]a,t is the fellowship
of  the  mystery ,  w-hirb, from the  beginning  o f  the  wor ld ,
bath  been hid  in  God,  who created  all things b y  J e s u s
Christ.” SLlcll are the objects of this glorious Predestina-
tion of God. It is directly opposite to the Predestination
of the worthy gentleman. His denies that all men ccm see;
but ours is, to “ male  all men see.”- [Time expired.]

MR. blATTIIEWS’ FIFTII A D D R E S S .

G E N T L E M E N  M O D E R A T O R S  :

Fellow Citizens—I intend t,l]is morning, first of all, to
devote a little time to a review of the proceedings of yester-
day. As is USLLal, the batt le -ground has  been enveloped  -
in a dense fog or smoke ; by whom raised, and for what
purpose, I shall not say. I ;vish to scatter tl~is fog, if pos-
sible, and to ascertain, as ncar]y  as I can, the relative po-
sition of the combatants.

When I first notice(i  the gcn[lemall’s  Sermon, I objected
to it, as containing certain points  of doctrine, wl~ich,  in
my opinio:l , were untrue. Wl~cll  the gentleman challenged. .

.,,, ]ne to a debate, in the letter  acccpt,  ing that challenge,
%ritten  more than c$ight months ago, I. stated the points to

which I took exception. T]JCSC  poin~s,  lhc gentleman came
hem plcclgecl  to defend. In our WI)OIC correspondence, he
never in the most distant wa y intimnted,  cit.hcr that the
doctrines were not in the Sermon, or that, I put a wrong
construct ion  upon them. ~ever ! Never  ! But now, after,
b y  h i s  o w n  c o n f e s s i o n , I have  (lemolishcd tllc p o s i t i o n s
which I a t t a c k e d ,  h e  w o u l d  bc ,glad to have sou b e l i e v e
tllitt I do not tOLICh t])c doctr ines of  his  discourse.  I
h u m b l y  s u b m i t  t o  t h e  g o o d  sense of  an intel l igent  com-
munity ,  whether  this  d isc la imer  bc not a little too /ate; and
Jvhetl!er we have not  good  grounds  for  suspect ing  that ,it
hns  been extorted from the gentleman, either by pressure
from without, or by a clear perception of the fact, that his
doctrines are indefensible.

lJow, I can respect  and admire  a  man,  who,  when ho
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Oberlin Perfectionist. If he ever had even n nomina l
connection wi~h our church, it was by an unconstitutional,
anct consequentl~’  n u l l  and void arlan~cment. He is on
the gent leman ’s  own side Qf the  house ]n tl)is c o n t r o v e r s y .
He ridicules the distinctive doctrines of our church; con-

sequently, in s]andcring ollr church, he is but laboring in
l]is Tocation. But  Alexander Campbell uttered no sl:l~lder,
when he said, that under  the broad b~nners  of the Refor-
mation, they have all sorts of doctrines preached by :111
kinds of men.

I have committed also, a mortal offense, in sl~owit~g  that
my  doc t r ine  of two  rratures, divine and hllmanj  In one
Person, is the curr-cnt belief of orthodox christendotn,  and
not “ rare” and “ peculiar, ” as ch~rged  by the gentleman.

Also a still more ~.rievous oflense, in quoting authors to
show that  ~llrist “ m-rmscd in ulisdorn,””  that he “ k n e w
not the day , nor the hour,” of the judgment ; that the
Judge  o f  qu ick  and dead,  will he the ‘[ Son of MAN;”
even “’r~rE MAN whom God has ordain ed. ” But Matdlew,
Mark, Luke, and Paul, old f:~shioned  as they are, yet with
some old fashioned folks, have ils much weight as Mr.
Franklin. I must, therefore, e~en console myself in their
company, under the full weight of the gentlemarr’sjeign.ed
horror  and indignation.-[  Time expired.]

MR. FRANKLIN’S FIFTI{ REPLY.
Thur-sduy,  10 o’clock, May 27, 186!2.

GENTLENIEN MO D E R A T O R S  : \
‘1’~~ERE  is really but one question in debate. That ques-

tion respects the truth of the doctrine of l’redcstination  as
taught in the Confession. ‘1’his  doctrine I deny, and my
Sermon is an argument against  it, in which I have takcu
from Calvinism se\’eral  of Its principal proofs. One of these,
I set forth in my last speech, and introduced also John, xvii,
which I shall now procccd  to examine. In this address to
the Father, the Lord says, that the Father has given him
power over all flesh, that l~e should give eternal life to as
many as the Ffither  had given him. Verse  2d. The first
question to determine is, who those  were  that  the  Father
gave him. Were they all men, m Universalists allege ? or
all saints, m my worthy friend ivill maintain ? I answer,
neither. Let us read verse 6: “I have  manifested thy
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16!2 DEBATE.

MR. MATTIIETVS’ SIXTH ADDRESS.

Thursday, 10 o’cZock, A. M.
G E N T L E M E N  lfODERATORS:—

!hIE gentleman has fa l len into  a  few-  mistakes  in  the
speech just delivered ; these I must rectify before proceed-
i n g with my a r g u m e n t .

He is mistaken in supposing that there is but one ques-
tion in debate. The question now before us is not w h e t h e r
Predestination as taught in the Confession is true; but
whether the doctrines of the gentleman’s Sermon are true.
To establish the n~gative  of the first of these questions is
very far from proving the affirmative of the other. I 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. ?SOW I tell him distinctly,
that when, in regular course, the doctrine of Predestination,
as taught in the Confession, comes up, 1 shall be there.
But from the previous course of the gentleman, a course
which he appears determined to pursue, I venture to pre-
dict, that when I 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 md everything, rather than the point in hand.
The gentleman is hlso  mistaken in attributing to Calvinists
the position that John, xvii, 6–1 !3, refers to all the saints ;
I told him in my previous speech that part of the chapter
re ferred  to  the  Apost les . His labored refutation of that
position is a waste  of strength. It is in the second verse
that we find the doctrine of c]ection  ; and we know
who they arc that are tlLere said to be given  to Cl~rist  ; for
h e  “ g i v e s  eternal  lz~e to as many as are given him” i n  t h e
sense of that verse. D o e s  the g e n t l e m a n  think that he
gives eternal life only to Apostles and prophets ?

The  gentleman is also ‘rnistakcn  in attributing to his Bro.
Burnett, and to myself, tile position that the whoze of Eph. i,
is ti be understood of Paul and the disciples at 13phesms.
It is only a few verses at the beginniny  of the chapter, that
is at all concerned in this discussion ; in fact I think I so
stat.cd.

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 plain]y teaches ; these truths
are taught agnin and agnin in God’s Holy word; these
tru(hs  the chnlch  of God, in her purest state, has always
testified for; these trut,hs  ha~e been the comfort and solace
of many an atllictecl  pilgrim, in the house of his bondage;
of many a sainted martyr, in the hour of his fiery trial;
these truths shall remain unscnthecl,  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 truth>,  some delight to
sneer at, as Calvinism.-[  Time exyired.]

MR. FRANKLIN’S SIXTH RIIPLY.

G E N T L E M E N  IVIODERATORS  :

B E F O R E  I proceed to the last speech of my worthy friend,
I  must  reply to  h is  remarks  on  the  des ign  o f  the  e lect ;
13ph.  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 cree(l  says, that they are “predestinated unto everlast-
ing life, ” while the ba]ancc  arc “ foreordained to e,ver-
lzsting  death. ” Calvin says, that I’ God reprobates, ancl
from no other cause than his determination to exclude
them from the inheritance which lle 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 tbc object

. of their Predestination : “ That wc should be holy and
without blame before him in love. ” But if he makes all
the Disciples at Ephesus  the elect here spc)ken 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 VCI-Y few, if an~, of
those were “ without blame. ” But the truth is, tl]is holin-
ess and exemption from blame, was not tho design of their
election or being- chosen, bllt a requirement in their char-
acter, and for the want of which Judas fell. In the place,
however, of predcstinating  them unto everlasting l~~c,  as
the Confession has it,  the 5th verse says, “ IIaving predes-
tinated us unto the adoption of ’  children by Jesus Christ.”
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174 DEBATE.

8 cllfiracter  as he insinuates. He will yet find that
organization more formidable t,h:ln  he expects.

‘1’he pnssage,  Genesis xxv, 23, says notJling about Jacob
and Esau, in their own persons, but what is said, relates  to
two nations that should spring  from tl)eir  rnothcr,  and it is
simply stated, the elder should serve the younger. But .
my friend is bound to admit,  tl)at God foresaw that Esau
w-&ld “ despise his birth-  rigilt,”  or deny th~t  he foresees
everything. And if he ndmits that  he foresaw that he
would despise his birth-light; that he would  sell it, and,
as Paul  explains it, by this means, would fail of the bless-
ing, he gives up n strong point. He then,  acted  freely and
vo]untnrily.  nnd h-r n volunt:lm- :wt 0( wirkm?nrss, I{wt h i s
position. lVas Esau reprob:~t~(l to e v e r l a s t i n g  dcnth ? I

thin]< the  gentleman will hardly  say so. lVas j’acob clcotcd
to everlasting life ? If so, Esau  w-as ordained  to everlast-
ing deat.11. But he will not say so. ‘1’hen  why does his
creed refer  to Jncob a n d  Esau,  as u proof  under F’reclesti-
nation to everlasting life  ? Hc is bound to apply this case
to everlasting life and everlasting death, or oppose  the ap-
p l i c a t i o n  mzde in his creed. !l’he same  is true of  John
xvii, and Eph.  i.

He objects to the remark in the Sermon, thmt according
to the custom of nations, it was Esau’s  r~gllt  to be enrolled
in the genealoqy  of C!llrist. But his objection amounts to
nothing, for there are exceptions to all general rules,  and
the fact that Go(I had brolien in upon this general custom,
in a few instances, proves nothing to the contrary of what
I have said. 1 claim then, t]~at  my interpretation in the
Sermon stands  correct, and that Calvinism is deprived of
any support from that source .-[l’inze  ex~~irea?.  ]

Jirt. MATTIiEws’ SEVENTH  ADDRESS.

~]L7[W/([~, ~ ~ + o’clock, A. M.

G E N T L E M E N  310  DERATORS :

l’JIE  gendem~n is already beginning to fu]till my predic-
tion, that as I progressed in my argument, he would prob-
ably tab a position as far in the rear, as, at the outset he
had in advance of my position. We have now come to ]lis I
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 (loth llc yet f i n d  fault? for WI)O b a t h  r e -
sisted his will ‘? “ ‘~llc same ohjcction  w e  h e a r  u t t e r e d
with ~l]c snmc flippancy every  day. I’aul  nlakes two re-
mmks in reply t,o tl)is  objection. ]st,. llc S]IOWS the pre-

SUrnpti Oil Of a poor, weak, short -sig])ted creature presuming
to sit in juclgmcnt  LIpon the nets of tl)c Creator ,  and arro-
gandy pronouncing s e n t e n c e  u p o n  tl)ose acts, tllc r e a s o n s
of which it is impossible that hf: can  comprehend. (’ ~J7},o

art thou, O m a n ,  tlllat rcpliest  against  God ? “ 2d. HC
asserts the right  of God, as a Sovereign, to bestow or \vith-
hold mercy  as hc pleases ; just m a potter has power over
the clay to nlilk~  from the szmc lunlp,  one vessel to honor
and ano~llcr t o  d i s h o n o r . so out ot’ t]lc t o r i ’ l l p t  m a s s  o f

fallen c r e a t u r e s ,  in the smne rnotwl  conditim, (Ad m:~y  sc-
Iectl some as tile objects  of his disti[~guislling  favor, and
leave oll)crs  to perish in tl)eir corrupt ion ,  and no  one  has
H right to challcngc  his con(luct, or to say to him “ what
doest tl~ou  ?”

The whole force of the illllstrat,ion  depends upon the  fact
that the clay is of the “ same Zmnp.)’ For this il]ustraics
the soucrciyn@  of Divine Grace, in disiin$llishin~  among
those who were all in the same lost and  perlsl)ing condition.

~l%ze e,q]ircd.]

lIR.  F R A N  JiLIN’S SE VEXT1l REPL1-.

GENTI.RN[EN llODERATORS:-

‘1’utz spcccll y o u  j u s t  henrcl, Tcry furcibly c a l l s  u p  onc
o f  the s:iyillgs o f  L1)C Lor(l to the i l l u s t r i o u s  I>aNl, wi(h
w h o m  [hc gentleman C1ililll  S some harmony of sp i r i t . “It
is hard to kick agninst  the :o:uIs.  ” ~evcr, ill filly contro-
versy  linown  t o  m e ,  h a v e  I  witncssc(l a m o r e  con~plcte
failure in attempting to refute  an? position, than tl~c failure
of my worthy fricn(i,  in attempting to demolish my insiq -
niticant Scrn)on. Ilis a t t e m p t  t o  :MS11OIC tl~c ]Jlar.c” of tlie
ju(lgc,  f~ho p~esllnl~d  t]~~ cOUt_t  kl)(;W  SOJnCtll+llg, iS ollt (If
the qllcstion. ‘Iilc fact tl)at  this altdicncc  is intelligent,
shou]d h%~e a dit~crent  effect from what  he has sug~(,  stcd.
In the place of his assuming the position of the judge,  I)c re-
minds me of the mm, who, on coming into court for trial,
was seen to tremble. His attorney plead with him not to
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Let us heor  another prophet : “ Look unto me, and be
ye saved, all ye ends of the earth ; for I am Go(I, and there
is none else. ” Isa.  XIV, 22. NTOW 1 ask tllc worthy gent-
leman, if he regards  this as a candid invitation ? UOcs
he believe the ends of the cm-tb can look unto God and be
saved ? or does he believe the language of Calvin,  tl~xt
God  had reprobated some portion of them, from no other
c a u s e  than to  exc lude  thcm from the i n h e r i t a n c e  predesti-
nated to his children ? Does he believe that God ba(l un-
changeably ordained a portion of m~nkind  to everlmting
death, and yet, that that- holy being stands inviting those
thus ordained to death, and uncharyeaMy ordained to dIMtlL,

to “loolc UntO  him and be saved?” 1-Ie cannot. be]ievc it. It
is an irnpeilCll  IneRt upon his  holy attr ibutes,  such  as lle
surely will not Tnalie  before this people. Let [Is hear this
prophet  once more: “ Tl~e Lord l]at,i~  made bare his holy
arm in the eyes of all nations ; a n d  a l l  tl~c ends -o f  the
e$rth shall see  t h e  s a l v a t i o n  o f  our G o d .  ” Isa. ]iii, 10.

How can the non-elect,  whom God llath blinded, and wbosc
hearts  he  hm h a r d e n e d , ,( See t])e s:tl~fation Of ~70(~ ?“-

GENTLEMEN

NO doubt

[ Time cffyired.]

MR. MATTHEWS’ EIGIITII  ADDRESS.

Thursday,  3 O’clocl”, P. >1.

MODERl~TOIZS  :

tbc  nu(liencc  feel Llleir  obl igat ions to tllc Kcn-

tlemxn for the information, that,  in tbc ;’flort  to refut;’  his
Sermon, I hnve n~a(Ic z complete faill~rc;  for this is onc of
the things which, un]css they l]a(l  been informed of by so
disinterested a wihess, they c o u l d  ?201 bc prcsunlcd  to
know.

HC says, I  have assigned no reason Ivby tll~ ]3C~SOil  S
“ given” t o  Chrisl, J o h n  xvii, ~, are d i f f e r e n t  frunl tl)ose
mcntionccl  in verses 6–16. I am mow nnd rnor-e  conv inced
that the gcntlemnn’s  spectacles arc defective.

“ lJis eyes me dinl, he cannot see; he cannot  scc at all. ”

My reason, given once and agnin, is this : ‘1’hose  “ given”
to Christ in the sense of tbc 2(1 verse, sAaZZ all oliain  cternflt
ll~e : this was the object for which they were  given; “tAot
he should give etertzal  [rye to AS MANY as thou hast given Aim;”

16
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‘\’

TO SUCh, Paul solemnly declares, that if they thus sin will-
fully, after they have received the knowledge of the truth,
there  remains  no  more  sacr i f i ce  for  s i n s . They have
turned their  brick npon the only Savior. Tl]ey have re-
n o u n c e d  all par~  in that all-sufficient s a c r i f i c e ,  which
alone ,  i s  e f f i cac ious  to tal<e away the sins of the world. -

[Ti%e e@rcd.]
——

MR. FRANKLIN’S EICll~T1l  REPLY.

GENTLEMEN  llODERATORS  :

I S E E  that  I  shfill be  under  the necess i ty  o f  taking m y
worthy friend to the potter ’ s  house ,  notwithstanding :  h is
a v e r s i o n  t o  pcittery,  and give him a  thorough training in
that art. I am unable  to see why hc wishes me to be con-

fined to Rem. ix, in the consideration of this subject. Does
he think the Bible contradicts itself? I hope he does not. I
am certain I do not. DTow when I quote a passage, I do not
wi!sh to cut him off from the light, thrown  upon it by paral-
lel passages. But, in this case, be seems bound to exclude
all the light thrown upon this figure, in the different parts
of the Bible where  it is found. This cannot be fidmitted  ;
we must resort to otllcr passoges where the potter and the
clay are ment ioned. In Rem. ix, it is simply asserted th~t
the  potter  has  power  over the  clay of the same lump, to
make one vessel  unto honor and another unto dishonor.
This does not Sive tile  renson wily he makes a vessel to
honor or dishonor. Is there any plnce that informs us why
he makes a vessel to honor or dishonor ? I maintain that
tl~erc  is, and onc place of that kind is Jer. xviii, 1–10. To
that passage then, we must go.

The prophet snys, “ I went down to the potter’s house,
and behold, he wrought a, work on the wheels. And the
vessel that he mn(le of clay was mnrrecl  in the hands of the
potter ; so he made it agnin, another vessel, M seemed
good for the potter to make it.” Now I allege, that if lhc
vessel is marred in the hands of the potter, it is not because
he decreed it, or willed it, hut contrary to ltis will, and I
challenge the gentleman to S1]OW the contrary. The fault
is not In the intention of the potter, but in tho clay. 13ut
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. MATT1l Eww’ NINTH ADDRESS.
4. Thursday) 4 o’clock, P. M.

GENTLEMEN NfODERATORS:

. lIY kind and synlpatl)c[ic friend is (lecply c o n c e r n e d  on
m y  a c c o u n t ,  lest nlj~ brct])ren  s h o u l d  n o t  a p p r o v e  m y
mode of conducting this discussion. I  a m  happy to allc-
iiate all his distress respecting this mnttcr. l?or, notwitll-
sta.ncling  tile v a s t  number o f  o v e r w h e l m i n g  nrgurnents
which the learned ond tnlcnted g e n t l e m a n  h~s b r o u g h t  i n
f e a r f u l  army against  me, s t r a n g e  t o  t e l l ,  my nlinistcri:~l
b r e t h r e n  p r e s e n t ,  as well as my bretl)rcn of tl)e e l d e r s h i p ,
have with one voice, pronounced t hemse lves  more  than
satisfied with my eflorts on this occasion. It is, however,
to me, a subject of profound regret, that m~~ cf~orts hnve
not succeeded in satisfying the gcn<Zcmm Z’s l)”rcthren. But
I must even go on in my own way, though I doub~ not
mqny of tl~em arc capable of suggesting a conrsc to Inc,
much more likely to secure their approbation+ I m~lst dc-
clinc their kindly pro fferc(l advice. ‘1’I)cy mny take the
gentleman , nnd  drill him, nnil SCIIOO] him to their IIcarts’
content. I I1OVC an odd l~nbit of doing things  in my own
Way. I therefore, most respectfully, but most pcrenlpto-
rily, cleclillc  their  inter fcrcnre.

I do not doubt the ~()]]tl~rniln’s  Sliill in pottery; in fact
from his :Icqllaintancc with tl)c firt,  I incline to the opinion
thnt there was an Cxccllent potter s p o i l e d  w h e n  llc became
a proclaimer. But I m(lst still dollbt, w h e t h e r  a n  appren-
ticeship in tile llousc of tllc p o t t e r , is the best qunlitication
for  iln interpreter  o f  E+cripturc.  I certa inly  have  no  objec-
tion to  the  gcntlcrnan’s rcf(’rring t o  p a r a l l e l  pnssages, t o
sl)ed light Upon it t ext . But I do object, most seriously,
to his calling that a quotation which is not such; to his
calling those parallel pxssagcs, which hnve not the slight-
est relation to tile same subject; to his flying mywhcrc  and
everywhere but to the subject before us; and, above all, to
the idea tl~at seems to have taken  frill possession of his
brain, that l~is mme assertion on any point, is sufficient au-
thority, though not another  man, from the flood to the
present time, take the same position.

There arc some beauties in the gentleman’s disquisition
on pottery, which it were wrong to hmve  go into oblivion.
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“~’ to him that bath shall be given ; ancl~ront  ?uka tlmt hat~
ho), sha!l & taken mLwy, even that wJLich /te hdh.”

He also quotes Gal.  v , 3–4 : “ Ye are fallen from grace;”
and decIares that here is an end of the controversy. Tllc
gentleman makes liirge c:{lcnlations  on the credulity of l]is
hearers. H e  seems to think that, tl]e  wmnd of the ZLw7ds,

W-hetllrr he get the sense or not, will  be sufficient for his
purpose. The  w o r d s  ~vhicll IIC quotes have no benring
upon the question whether 2 Christ]ixn  may  to t a l ly  and
finally fall away. Pzul was  contempli~ting  n ditferent sub-
ject. There are two mo(ies  of justification, a human mode,
itnd a  Di~ine morlc  : tl~c former by works,  the lat ter  by
faith. Tile natural l~e:irt prcft’m  z mode of self-justif ica-
t ion.  Hence the Gospel  had to mnintain a conslant  strug-
@C against t(,ndencies to]rard  ~~]f, or law justiticntion.
Man prefers a salva(inn by works ; God oflers sa}vation  by
griire through faith. ~]tl[  if any one depended on his cir-

)cllmcision,  or obedience to the law, hc had renounced sal -
~a(ion  by grace , and I)a(l cm br; ~ccd an opposite doctxinc.

Here the Sermon ends, and here ends my review. It is
no pleasure to mc, to be rompelled  to expose the mistakes,
perversions a n d  nlisrcprcsen tations ot’ Lllc $enlleman.
But wbcn  God’s own Lruth,  and the in[ercsts 0[ immor t a l
souls,  a r c at stake, I have no al ternat ive. I  do  most
firmly belie~e that the doctrines of tl~is Sermon arc unphi-
losophical, illogical, and unscriptural]; that tl~e translations
and interpretations of ,Scripturc  nre  contrary to sound phi-
lology,  and  ulterly alien to the intent ion of the Spirit by
wl)orn tl)e Scriptures were inspired. All error is (langcr-
OUS ; the errors of tl)e  sermon peculiarly so ; they strike
at tllc vitals of the Gospel. T h e r e f o r e  I have f[’lt it my
(Iutv  to expose t h e m .
i,igl-t_[Ti7nc ~zl)irc(ll AI’~ l’ow! m a Y  ~od defend the

lfll.  FRANIiLIN’S  IiINTII  REP LT.

(; I; NTLEMEN  JIoDERAToRs  :

I TIIINK  less of Calvinism than I have ever done before.
ILS miserable  evasions Of t]le  clearest Scriptures in the
]~iblc, ;{nd its outrages  on tllc ]lo]y atlribl~tes of God, strike
]ne with more force  than ever  before . I had marked a
passage in Mr. Wesley’s Doctrinal Tracts, setting forlh the
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bf mother class, ch. vi, v. 9 , “ B u t  beloved we  a r e  pcr-
stmd’hd  better. tkings  of you, and things that accompany
$-ei~elation, though we thus  speak.  ” T h o u g h  h e  t h u s
speaks of whom ? Is  he  not  refezv-ing to tlje p r e v i o u s
yers& and the things he had there said of them ? Is not
this his meaning, “ We are persuaded better things of yoz{,
and t h i n g s  that a c c o m p a n y  sal~ation, though we thus
s p e a k ” of you ? I trust men of p r o f o u n d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g
will read this debate, who can SCC, as this a u d i e n c e  n o w
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 rcfl~tation  of my argument drawn
from taking a man’s pnrt out of the ~ook of life.  He s a y s
the margin reads it, “ from the tree of life. ” Arc any ail-
rnitted to the tree of life but saints ? Can any be taken
fi-om it but those admitted to it? But he is worse thnn
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
fii;~ written therein,” for the words “ away from the tree

.“ He is lnying sacri legious hands upon “ our im-
knortid  translation. ” But he needs another translation ;
hay, more, artotlwr  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 tlwm taken oz(l.
“ He that overcometb  shall be clothed in white raimcnt,
‘and I will not blot his name out of t?le hook of Jije. ” Rev.
iii, 5. Did any bnt saints ever have their names in the
book of life ? and can :my have their names blotted out
whose names had never been’ in tl~e book of life ?

[Time cq)imd]

MR. MATTIIEWS’  TENTII  ADDRESS.
~ric~ay, >fay  28t]L, f)+ o’clock, A. IX.

G ENTLEMEN lIODERATORS  :—
Fellow-  Citizens : —Having, in tile preceding two dnys,

disposed of the doctrines of this Sermon, and fully can-
vassed its inisinterpre tations of Scrip t~~re, I enter upon the
consideration of the third and last topic embraced in my
affirmation, viz : an assertion of the gentleman in this Ser-
inon,  that the doctrine of the Confession of Faith in chap-
ter 3d, sections 3d, 4th and 5th, is not the Predestination

TLC



















216 DEBATE.

give double emphasis to the warning. He intimated v1’
3distinctly that God might intend to convert an individu ,

and use the means to bring about that result, and yet f~lr
contrary to his will and intention. Again I say, bewared
The doctrine he is laboring to overthrow, is so intertwine~
wit.]] the perfections of God, that they stand or fall toget~~.<
er. If God has no purposes, then is he not wise ? If God
change his purposes, then is he not omniscient, and iti~
mutable. If Godfail  to execute his purposes, then is he fitit’
tlte ALMIGIiTY. Where wil l  the gentleman str ike ?  ()~
will he not rather shudder at the consequences of his teach?
ing, and cease his puny efforts to overturn the throne ‘of
the Most High. -[ T’inze expired.]

MR. FRAIiKLIN’S  TENTH REPLY.
G ENTLEMEN 1 1ODERATORS :

W E have now arr ived at  a point where it k highly  irn~
ports.nt that our positions be well  defined. I have insisted
from the commencement, that we have but one great point
of controversy, and that a vita] point iu christian teaching.
That point is set forth in the (!onfcssion,  under the headi
“ GO D’S ETERNAL D ECREES . ” The doctrine there set forth;
I do not believe, but that doctrine my opponent is pled~ed
to defend. Thus far the argument has been conducted
by his assailing an argument of mine, ofiered in a Sermon;
delivered in this place. At tile close of that Sermon, there
is a brief argument to sustain the doctrine  that persons once
truly converted to God, may fall from grace. The proofs on
that point, in the Sermon, I think, remain in all their force.
But as I have plenty of time, and as I am determined to
make this point doubly secure, I shall call up a few points
already introduced, and add some others to them.

‘1’he gentleman objects to the proof from Gal. v, 4 :
~( ~Vhosoever  of you arc justified by the law, ye are f:~lleti
from grace.” But what is the objection ? He allows that
they had simply gone back under the law of Moses. That
is precisely what they had done, and by that law, it was
impossible for any to be justified in the sight of God.
‘J’hey 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,”
md says of those in that condition, “ (%rist shall profit

I
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their” infant children, arc involved in eternal death. Nay
more,  tkat what Crod foreknows, hc foresees, because he

~ decreed it, or unchangeably ordained thxt it should come
topass. We  must,,  wl~i]c on tl~is point, turn to the confes-
sion once more.

“ T h e  zlmighty  pov’cr, unscarchnblc wisdom an(l infi)]itc gorl(l-
riess of God, so far nlallifest  themselves ill his provide])w,  tl)at it
extendeth itself to the tir.~t fall, an[l all other kinds of nn~c]s  and
m e n ,  Illd thnt not by a Imrc pcrn)ission, bllt, sucl] as ha(]l  jf)i))ml
with it z nlo~t wise nlid powcrl’rll Imun(ling,  and othwwisc nr(lclil)g
and governing of tllern, in ,a m;lnifcst  clispensatiorr  to !~is own holy
ellcls.’’—cosFKss  Io,x, chap.  v, S(’c. 4.

The gent leman will  pcrccivc, from this quotation, that
evrii the Providence of God, extends not only to the first.
fxll,  but to fl/Z ot?)er sins of on,qelz onci men ,  a n d  that ~o~
llY A  BA1{E l’llRhllSSIO~,  bllt SUCh fls ]liLtll jOilld W i t h  i t  a
m o s t  w i s e  a n d  yo7wI~((J  Aozmdi77y, nnd  otlltirwise ordcrinfl
and .9,0vernin~  of them, in z manifest dispensation to his own
holy ends. Now, I am aware that a disc]  airner follows this
denying th~t God is or cnn be the au[,hor  of sin, which is
pct~cctly t rue,  but  which could not  bc, if the quotntion
just read were true.

Now, I deny that it was tile decree of God thnt, Adfim
should fall, and I deny that il was  hy the will  of God that
he did  ffill, while I freely ndmit thnt (;ml foresaw that he
would fall. I  deny that  God decrccd tl~at IIc sl)ould  fal l ,
for if this were the ci~~e,  he was wnlpel)cd  to hrcak the
dccrce of God o r  t h e  comma n(lm{’nt4 For God com-
manded him, saying, “  T h o u  sl)a]t not ctit. ” If hc cat, h e
broke the command, “ Thou sll:llt n o t  cmt. ” B u t  i f  hc
ea t  not, he broke the dcrr( ’c, for God had decreed th~t he
should fall .—[ Time  eqirea’. ]

MR. hiATTIIEWS’ ELl?VENTJl  ADDRESS.
~’ridoy, j o~- O’CIOCI?,  A. M.

GENTJ.EMEN X’1ODERATORS :
‘rHE  gentlcrnxn i n f o r m s  IIS tl~nt t,herc is  but  one point

before us . I t  i s  trur. M y  prnposit.ion  c o v e r s  n g r e a t
mnny  p o i n t s - — a  goodly number  of (hcln we IIave :111’cndy
disposed of, and still some remain behind. But it is true
that there is but one  point before IIS now; aJId I intend
that there shall be but onc  point before us at a time, until
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sermons. They dare  not  te l l  God whnt they tell t%bti .
fellow men. L o r d  C!hntham  s p e a k s  o f  a church  whic~~
h a d  a I’opish  Liturgy, Cnlrinistic a r t i c l e s ,  and an Aimih :
nian clergy. But it \vas  reserved for these days to exhibit
m e n  WhOSe h}m]ls a n d  prayel’s  al”e Ca]vini  Sti C, WhOSe
s e r m o n s  are :~ c o m p o u n d  of. Arii~nism,  ‘1’rinitarianisrn,
12elagianisrn,  Socinianism,  and Arminianism ; and the whole
completely deluged, i~nd held in  solut ion,  by the watery
Gos~~el  @ .Betim7zy!
But let us apply the argument from efficacious gnce.

By grace m e n  a r e  savcci. ‘1’l~is  saving grace wws given,
not by chance, but of design. This design, being God’s,
m u s t  b e  e t e r n a l .  But an eternal design to ouerrome, b y
grace,  the mturol o]ymsition  of tl~e Auman Acart to G o d  ix
-2+edestinalion.—[  Time e.qvired. ]

—_

hlR. FRANRLIN’S  ELEVENTH REI’LY.

GENTLEMEN hfODERATORS  :
WE nre  now fully into the merits of Calvinism ; into th~

unchnnge~b]e  decrees of God. IIerc is the field for nrgu-
mcnt. I f  God l)ns unchangeafily  (jrditined  or a’ec7’eed,  w h i c h
is the same thing,  whatsoever  comes to  p:ws,  he ])as de-
crc(~d tl)ot  we should hold this  debate ,  that  the worthy
gent leman should undertake to  pro~e this unchnngeab]e
decree from Scripture, and thnt 1 s h o u l d  o p p o s e  l)im !
Hay, more ; if lle has unchangeably ordi~illed  whatsoever
comes to pass, he has  unchzngeat)]y o r d a i n e d  tl)at f ree
grace should be preoched,  for it his 4{ come to pss” that it
is preached. He, then, w-ho preacl)cs  free grace, preaches
only  what GOd has unchangeat]]y  ordained,  and what  he
could not avoid, and conseqllently is doing the will of God
as mnch as the worllly gen t l eman . If  this  doctr ine bc
true, it hi just as unchangenb]y  ordnined  that I should op-
pose him, as t])nt  I)c sl~ou]d defend this truth ; and I am
doing the will of God just as much in this opposition as
he is in his defense ! ! !

But even  this, comes not to the worst. If God has un-
changeably ordained -whatsoever comes to pass, every heresy
tl)at hns  ever come to pass, WAS foreordained of Gml, and
comes to pass, not merely as God foresaw it would come to
pass, but as he deemed, uncl~angcahly,  it should come to pass:
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4

~.s,,

He  ha s  c l ea r l y  shown  that all men, in an unregene~”
s ta te  are s inful ,  and tllxt tbcy must be  born  again, ”ati,
even more, that the new birth ;S of God. But hashe  re”~;
of n new birth or any other

i

re]igious  performance, thti
does not have respect to the will of the creature ? - A*
m e n  born a.yain without consulting their volition ? “Aibj
men born of God without their own consent ? And is it~
not in the power of others to be born again ? The ~entl&~
man must come out on these matters ; he  cannot  l~deii~~l
the muddy waters .  Jesus  says, “ Except a man be born ~
again,  he cannot  see the kingdom of God.” If a man-~ .j
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 cM-
not be blamed for what he could not avoid. Bu t  t he  God
of Calvinism shuts him o17t of the kingdom of God, for
not doing what he never had it in his power to do. Mati,
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 a large portion, he
withholds that special aid, without which he cannot  repent,-
and damns him for not rc~~enti?zg  ?—[ Time ex@-ecZ.]

MR. hlATTIIEWW’  TWEI,FTH ADDRESS.

~rida?j,  ~ 1 ~ o’clock,  A. M .
G ENTLEMEN I 1ODERATORS :

I I N F E R  f rom the commencement  of  the gen t l eman’ s
speech, that, in his opinion, God never intended this “dis-
cussion to take plncc, but somehow or other, we g-et the
better of the Almighty, and concluded to hzve it whether
or no. The gent]eman  after t]lis  must rca]]y bear with me
if I occasionally quote n text -which proves  that the Provi-
dence of Gocl extends to all events.

. . .

I wish  to make a single observation for the benefit ~f
t h o s e  w h o  are not fnmlliar w i t h  o u r  C o n f e s s i o n .  The
doctrine which the gcntlcmon is b~t~ling  with, is not the
doc t r i ne  which I am defending. I i~m proving that  God
“ Predest inated some men to everlast ing- l i fe .’ ) He i s
bringing objections to the doctrine th~t “ God foreordains
whatsoever comes to pass. ” Now I  have no bbjection, at
any suitxble tiine and place, to prove that,  our doctrine on
this  point  is  the doctr ine of  the 13ible. -Bwt tJ.is doctrine  is ~

m

TLC















.

# D3?13ATlr. !241

thought  that  the meaning is  wrested here,  in  order to
1 avoid an obnoxious doctrine.

: It is sometimes quibblingly  saicl that it is not “ as many
as were pre-ordained,  ” but simply ordained. T h e y  were
ordained before they belic~”cd, and they bel ieved before
they had a title to eternal life  ; consequently they were or-

dained to life before they.entered upon the enjoyment of it;
rmd this, I humbly submit, is Preordination.

It is also objected that tl~ey are not said to have been
ordained by God. But who has the disposal of eternal
life but God ? !l’he gift of God  i s  e t e rna l  l i f e .  The

~ ordaining then must have been by God. —[2%ne  expired. ]

MR. FRANKLIN’S TWELFTH REPLY.

G ENTLEMEN BIODERATORS  :
TIIE worthy gent leman allows  that if there were tears

in heaven, Mr.  Wesley would weep on account  of  the
harsh things  he has said of ~’redestination  and its advo-
cates. 1 am not aware that Mr. Wesley said anything hard
of the LeZicz’ers of Calvinism, or gnve any encoura:wncnt
to any one else to do so. But wl]ile  he treated those who
hold tile doctrine with the utmost courtesy and kindness,
he did  handle the doctrine itself without gloves. To S11OW
this more fully, I will read you another extract from him.
He says, speaking of those WI)O  hold the doctrine : “ And
the more you arc grieve(l wit,ll t]lem that c10 t h u s  b l a s -
pheme, see that you cov~ne  your love to tltem. the more, a n d
that  your  hear ts’  desire iind cont inual  prnyer to God be,
‘ l?ather, forgive them, for tJ]ey know not what Ll)ey. do.’ “
Doct. ‘lhcts, p .  169, This is the manner in which he
advised those agreeing with him, to ,ac~ toward Calvinists.
But Calvinists  are the last men who should say anything
about harsh treatment, I see it stated of Calvin, Life of
Calvin, p. 230, concerning Predcstin%tion, that “ He fre-
quen t ly  p r eached  i t  with warmth ,  r ega rded  i t  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,
fEph.  i, 5,) that God has elected us through Jesus Christ,
this does not regard  election to salvation, but the election

21
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repent, which shows, beyond dispute, that he l~ad grnnterl
them tbe power to repent, because he bath appointed a
day in which he will judge t}le world in righteousness, by
that man whom he bath ordained. —[2%ne  expired.]

hilt. MA TTIIEW-S’  T1l IRTEENTII ADDRESS.

$’riduy, 3 o’clock, ??. M.
G E N T L E M E N  lfODRRATORS:-

13 EFoRi noticing the extraordinary speech just delivered,
I shall conclude my zrgurnent  on the point non’ before us.
The point is these words of tl~e Confession, “ Some ]nen
are predestinated to everlasting: life. ” This doctrine I hove
attempted to establish ;

?i’rwv-l’rom  the cha rac t e r  o f  God  as rc~-ealed  in  the
Scriptures.

~EcoNDLY—  From i t s  connec t i on  with otl]er essentinl
doctr ines  of tl)e Bible.

TIIIrtDLY—Fronl  explicit dcclar:ltions of ,Seripturc.
Under  this third l)cacl 1 lI:LJ’C a l r e a d y  q u o t e d  J o h n  vi,

37, and Acts xiii, 48,  and shown l~ow they c.lcnr]y cstfib-
iish the cloctrinc  in  controversy.  I  might  rest my p r o o f
here, as no reply has  been a t t empted  to  my remarks on
these pass:lges. But out of deep commiseration for the
sufferings of the gentleman, who has  not been able to get
a sing-k  ar~runwnt  out of all the matter which 1 have b e e n
laying be fo re  t h i s  people for two days  pfist,  1 m u s t  t r y
and ndd  a f cw  t ex t s  more. ]> C1’h:t1)5  Sollle of  t,llem Inly
contain an amount of argurnenl  w]lich  ]Iis tr:tnscen(lcnt and
soaring  gcnilis wi]i n o t  (~is(li~in to ]lotice.

“ For whom lle did foreknow he OISO did prdc,st,il]ntc to hc CIIII  -
formed to the im~ge of l]is Son.>’  ]tom. viii, 2!1.

All who bear the image of God’s ,’%n,  will obtain eternal
life.

But from this passage, it appears that.  God predestinates
s o m e  men to bc c o n f o r m e d  to tile image of IIis Son.

‘Ihereforc he in fact pre(lcstinates  them to eternal  life.
Yet this is tile doctrine which the gcntieman sfiys is not

the doclrine  of the Bible, nor anything like it! !

“ Thxt he might make known the riches of his glory on tllc  vrswls
of mercy before prepared unto glory, even as whom hc IIzth c:+llwJ,
WL of the Jews only but also of the Gentiles. ” Rem. ix, 22-24.
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T,he p r e t e n d e d  e x t r a c t  f r o m  Watts, t eaches  ju s t  t he
gentleman’s own doctrine. “ The Scripture has not pro-
vided any resurrection for them. ”

The contemptible scraps whic]~  the gentleman has been
dealing in, at second or third ban(l,  are not correct represen-
tations  of Calvinisdc  doctrine. The very men from whom
they are said to be quoted, teach directly opposite doctrines,
as I shall show if I have time. But tl~e gen~leman must
be indulged. These are the weapons with which all anti-
Calvinistic armories are filled. He is  using the ordinnry
weapons of our opponents. But I 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. ” –[Time e.rpird.]

MR. FRANKLIN’S TIIIRrEENTII REPLY.

GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS :
I HAD spent so much of my time upon otl~er ma t t e r s ,

before I commenced my review of the worthy gentlemnn’s
last  speech,  that  I failed to get through it. Af~er  quo(ing
many passages that say notl~inv about  ordini~t.ion or fore-
orrlination, he has succeeded i;l finding onc yassaye  con-
taining the words, “ ordained to eternal life. ” “But he did
not appear to enjoy the passage, m rnucll as the quotation
f r o m  o u r  H y m n  B o o k .  P o e t r y ,  l]owcver,  mny in sp i r e
devot ional  feel ing,  while  mere prose will not do it. IIc
appears  to  be haunted with the Bible Union,  and N e w
Trans]xtions. I-It seems to nave nn ut ter  abhorrence of
the Memphis  Convent ion, tile B i b l e  U n i o n  a n d  New
Translations. A n d  wl]y  did tl~esc rnattcri  assxil h i s  m ind
at the precise moment hc quoted tile 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 Translat ions.
What can be the cause of it ? IIe hrrs good rensons, and
I sl~all presume upon tile intelligence of this audience so
far as to risk their seeing them. But we must take a look
at the passage in the good  old King James Bible first.

“ Then Paul nnd 13ar])alms wnxcd bold an(l  said, it was  necessary
that the word of God should hnvc 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 m a k i n g  n o
of believing parents but baptism
horror, too, be might  condemn it.

!259

provision for children
?  Wi th  wha t  a  ho ly
But still, he could not

prove that arIy pr~vision is found in the Gospel for making
infants behevers, to make them repent of sins they never
committed, or of pardoning them when they need no pardon,
or of regenerating them, w h e n  the y are as pure without
regeneration as the holiest are with d, or even for their
communion, before they have, any mind to look through
the emblems to the sufferings of the Lord, which they

1 represent. Let the kind editor show that infnnts are lost,
before he excites prejudice against those who do not find
any ordinances in the Gospel to save t]tem. Jesus came
to seek and save that which was  lost, but he did not pro-
nounce infants lost, but said ‘ Of SUCH IS TIIE I{ INQDOM  OF
HE AVEN,’ and, to adults, except  ~e repent and become As
A LITTLE  CIIILD, you cannot enter-  into the kingdom of God.
The Lord did not say, ‘ suffer little children to come unto
me ,  to he boptized, regelzerczted or saved, ’  hut he said, ‘ for -
Of SUCII IS THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.’ “

T1]us  you see that the very article where I argue against
infants being  lost,  their ncedi~g regeneration or any Gospel
ordinance to save them  from sins  they never committed, 113s
been garbled to prove that I believe they will be lost.

[Time ezyired.]

MR. MATTIIEWS’ FOURTEENTII ADDRESS.  ,

.F’riday, 4 o’clock,  II. M.
G ENTLEMEN JfODEItATOIW  :

I SHOULD  feel sorry for the gen~lernan, af(er witnessing
the agonized writhings anti contortions of his last speech,
were it not thn~ he has only been compelled to drain the
bitter cup which he had maliciously mingled for others. I
have no doubt he thinks his present suflcrings equzl to
thoseof  Job whose ]anguage  be so feelingly quotes : but be
is ofly fulfilling the Scriptures, which say, “ Whatsoever
a man sowetk, that shall he also reap. ”

Before noticing the gentleman’s last speech, I 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
Perhnps  the gentleman will feel neither pleasant or agree~
ble, if I tell him, that no quotations  fionestiy  made from theJu,
sources con teach  any such  doctrine. For neither the fram~  ~
ers of t he  Confe s s ion ,  no r  Ca lv in , believed  any suck
doctrine. ..$f

But I have shown, that according to his doctrine, th:
Gospel has no salvation for infants : that according to fire, .
they -will never  r ise  f rom the dead—never  stand in w-hitd
before the throne—never join the song of praise to re~
deeming love ! And what is his answer ? Why he reads
the ar t ic le  which confirms every word I  have said.  “

[Time  exyhed.]

MR. FRAN~LIN’S  FOURTEENTH REPLY.

GEETLEMEN ITODERATORS :
I FEEL not the least disposition to fasten on the worthy

gentleman, doctrines which he does not believe. All I ask of
him is, to renounce those doctrines I have quoted from his 1
standard works, or not be offended at me for quoting them.
I fiave  not said one -word against the character of Calvin,
un le s s  i t  be to quote h i s  o w n  w o r d s . I am glad to
hear  the gent leman come out  and indorse him so fully,
and ask his attention once more to the following words : ‘( I
inquire again, lIOW it came to pass that the fall of Adam,
independent of any remedy, should involve so many nation4
witl~ their injiant  chiZd~en  ;72 eter~lal  deatlt,  but  because such
was the will of God. ” Inst., p. 1’70. Calvin is not speak-
ing here of pm-don from actual sins, or salvation from sins
in t,his life, as Dr. Carson,  and the remarks I made upori
his words, or being unpardoned and unsaved from their
sins  and consequently in a lost state in this life, but he i$
speaking of  infants  by the F A L L  O F  A D A M,  being “ IN-
VOLVED IN ETERNAL DEATH. ” Is this a “ contemptible
scrap ?“

W’e must have a lesson from the Confession to set things
right. “ The vis ible  church,  which is also Ca tho l i c  o r
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 THEIR
CIIILDREN ; and is the Kingdom of the I,ord  Jesus Chr;it,
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IGO(I  agni 1. llis argument sounds so much of n-piece Wit

!

some  1 hnve  heard from Universnlians and skeptics ,  tlla~+
mmst ~ire ynu  a spccimcn. ~l)c  Universal is t  says, God.h  .7
power to sn~’c all m e n  : i f  you say, then, that he can’ -..
~((zIc a~? men, you  drny his  omnipot;  ncc. H e  is infinite il@
(1’r)ndnc.<s ;b if you sa~-, lIC i s  no t  w i l l i ng  t o  save all men~f

j-ou  deny his benevolence. Bub when jou admit h i s  infiqi
nite goodness, J-c)ll admit t h a t  h e  i s  willil?y  to saw cTLLT:
~f’hetl  you  acdm{L his infinite power, you admit his ]Iower to.-,
Sa?’e all. If tllcn, he ])as t])c ~)07LK’r  and is zL’i/fi72<g,  he Wil\”
save all. I l)are seen such triumpllant,]y exclaim, how cam .
yo[~ avoid  tl}c concl~lsion  ? , .’:.~.

Ileists argue, f r o m  t i l e  a t t r i bu t e . s  o f  God ,  t ha t  he  couldi “ I
n o t  hn~e  created myria(ls of hunlan b e i n g s  IInowing  that
tllcy would sin and b e  lost fclrc~cr  ; thnt hc coLI)d n o t  hava
sent nn nrmy t o  d e s t r o y  tllc Canznni(.  c.s, etc.,  etc. Bu t
not!ling c~n be proved bj these ~vild and fan~tical specula-
tions, only that  l]c Tvl)o  uscs t]jcm  is ]c(l a w a y  f r o m  t h e
‘, ~,lr~ ,J-ol-(1  of tile prophc’$y.” LSupposc  (30d did foreknow
all thing.<, (1OCS  it follow  tllcref~>rc, t.])at hc i s  t h e  cause  o}
0/1 tfi. infl.s ? or mny hc not forc]illow  some th ings  t ha t  a r e
contrnry to his  }Y;lI ? It is Go(l’s zoi/1 that s o m e  m e n
s h o u l d  prnv evcrywl~crc, bLlt did ]IC not  know t h a t  t h e y
wcIIIld  not  “do it, ? (!nnnot tl)c o m n i s c i e n t  scc what a f r e e
and  an account zblc being will (10 ?

1 do not see Tvhy the gcntlcm;lll accuses  me  of  being
proud of my powers  o f  a r g u m e n t .  1 believe I said noth-
in,g about it. He is quite mistaken, if hc entertains any
SUC1) notion. I rejoice in t]le J,or[l’s  blessed truth, which
can be sustnincd t)y n cnn(li(] an(l ])onorablc c o u r s e  o f  ar-
gllmcnt, and needs nothing else.–-[~ime e.~l)ircd.]

—.
Ntr:. MATTIIEWS’ FIrTEEXTJI  A D D R E S S.

&tm”dm/,  ~ + O’ c~o(’k, A. M.
GESTm}I’m MODItRATORS:-

~’e~~m~  Citiz?ns-I w i s h  t o  e x p r e s s  my ol)ligat,iolls  to

Jrr. Franklin for allowing me to occupy more time tl)an  the
tl)ree days al lot ted mc,  in  order  that 1 nlay fini.sl)  my nr-
gllmcnt on t h e  cl:twse of the ~onfc, qsion nofv b e f o r e  u s .
‘lIlol]gll  I f:lncicci that  his  permission was .~ivcn VCYT rc-
]uctnnL]y, stil] ]Ie llns  consen~ed  to ~n extcnslon  of the ~ime,
and is therefore entitlc(l to our thanks.
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,“
“.,.

evidence of the blinding power of  prejudice,  nnd ‘tli# “
position of man’s IIclrt t o  the bultlbling  tr[~tl]s of.w ~~
wor(l .

‘1’he extrzcts f r o m  (~:]]vin OR(I t h e  C’onfcssion,  I .wi#
ntknd to after I conrlude  mv  arguments. l’or the present
this must be my mmin Mmcc”rn ,—[ 7’inle c,q)ired.]

~ExTLEMI?N  hIODERATORS  :
l<fls~)cctc(t )?mrrers-lfy worthy  friend i s  so ad d  icted~b,

QFpO~iR: F1’CC GMICC, tll;it I)c is’ hardly Ivilling to e n j o y *
when it is bcstowc(l  llpnn  him, willlout insinuations that ft
W~S l’~lll~tilllll~  gr:lntc(l. IIc m a d e ,  m you ~~ill rvcollect,
o n  lmt el-ening, t h e  aln]ost ~l]lpl(>c(:(lcllt(~tl  rc(iucst, tbat I
sbo(lld  allow ILim s t i l l  furt]]rr  tinlc, a s  l]is work wns M
done, tbollgll the l i m e  Rsree(l  llpoll  i n  our r-(llcs TV2S out,-
‘1’l~is  reqlle~t was l\LfL to tile mode ra to r s  ;  bl~t as Ile l)ad  nO

~ rigl)t to it accor(ling to our rulc<j  tl)ey were not w i l l i ng  to ’
a c t  IIpon a m e r e  matter  of collrtrsl+. Tbc qllc.stion  f e l l .  ~
back upon myself to (Iccide. IIc cl;nled no more time by’
rigfit, works, or law, but as a nlattcr f)ure]y  of .~l.ee grcce,
o f  mercy. In this c a s e ,  no(,\vit])stnll(liI)g  t])c l]ardncss of
his heart in OppOsing j“ree yrcce,  I acte(l in tile same spir i t
tb at tllc L o r d  has sl)own  to  mc ,  ~jee~y  ,yrmztin.~ it \vllen
sought. I did this p(lr(,ly  out of c~lnlpassi(>J3,  s ee ing  that
his time llnd  expired, and IIc kno\ving that his work was,
not done, pled, as 1 tl]o~lght,  l)urnbly, for a Zittie more tirnr
ns n matter of grucc, of mercy. JIut now l)e shows his
ingratitude  i n  saying  tl]at I did it re17(cta71/Zy. IJe is mis.
taken in this. I wished the same, by  extending this grace
to h im,  tll:lt the L o r d  intcn(le(l in giving free  grace to the
w o r l d ,  to leal’e  l)im  7uitlto7/t  C.TCUSC. 4B u t  n o w  that tbl
gra~e has been extended,  tl)c  greater will  be bis condcm-
n:~hon If be does  not prove his doctr ine.

‘i’be gen t l eman  p re sumes  rnucl] upon my “ ~.y?zora)z~e.”
If C: Llvinism  fares so badly  in sucl) ignorant  l]ands, it is
l)ar(l  to see what tl)e c o n s e q u e n c e s  WOII1(l  be, if it sl)ou]d
ev(:r  filll in(o tl]e ban(ls of a lre]l informed mfin ! It WOU]d
lJc scattered  to the four winds ccrtzin]y ! Illlt,  my position
is witl)stancling tile opposition of m most learned an(l fible
opponent ,  wi th  no defense except  the little aid sRch 8.s my
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saints. ” Again  :

1

“ F o r  I  am a man set under auth&#-
o r ‘ ( ordained to authority. ” I n  o n e  caskhey o+d~ifi :
tficnzsezves  and in the o t h e r  t h e y  w e r e  orclmined by k
!Ile passage before us is as plain as either of these. VFh& ,
the people heard the saying of the prophet annourice~
“ I have set thee to be a light of the Gentiles, that thdd
shouldst  be for salvation unto the ends of the earth, y’ t&&,.
“ Gentiles glorified the word  of the I,ord,  and as manyn  +
were disposed for eternal life believed. As I see it statidi ,
in w foot note, in the comprehensive commentary, by tliw
editor, “It -would seem we must look elsewhere for th6,
doctrine of absolute election.”- [Tirne ex]]ired.] ‘*$.

..,--
.if

MR. MATTHEWS’ SIXTEENTII  ADDRESS. ‘+6
>

Saturday,  ]0-} o’clock, A. AL,?,:4
GENTLEMEN M ODERATORS : . .

I wAS we]~ convinced,  fellow  cit izens, fit a v e r y  early
period in my correspondence with t i le  gent leman,  that  a
ftiir and f~lll discussion of the doctrines of our Confession;
as set forth in the extract quoted in his Sermon, was very
far from his desire. He rnnnifcst,ed  so strong. a partiality
for general and indefinite terms, in the proposition he pro-
posed  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  ;  s o  great  a clesire  to stand  on the
affirmative, so that he might lend  the way ; and especially
so fixed an aversion to extend the time to six days, which
I thought  necessary, to do just ice to the subject ,  that
I was fully  convinced that a thorough  canvassing of all the -
arguments, pro and con, was the farthest from. his inten-
tion. His course, s i nce  t he  d i s cus s ion  b e g a n ,  h a s  n o t

changed this impression. I have the at%rmative o n  t h e
present proposition; it is my duty  to lead the way, and offer
arguments  in  support  of  my proposi t ion,  and his duty to ,
meet those arguments and refute them if i)e can. Has he
done this ? Has he pretended to do it ? hTot at all. But
taking advantage of tl)e  deep-seated prejudice of  many
persons agninst certain doctrines, because they have always
h~i~rd them  misrc’presented nn(l caricatured, it has been INS
chief, and indeed, I mny say nlmost his sole study, to op-
peal to this prejudice, and excite hostile feelings ag~inst s
doctrine, the positive proofs of which he cannot set aside.
In order to this, I)c hm misrepresented our ~icws, charged
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IIR. FRANKLIN”s  SIXTE13NTII  REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODER<iTORS : 7 .,4

lr~ffv~cnre[lllly listclle(lto  t h e  a r g u m e n t  o f  rnydpj!rii
ncrrt  touching the ‘{ (Icfinit,e  nutnbcr  of m e n  a n d  an@ls;&
a n d  I  am sotisfied of one  thing, as I have n o  cloubt’ thl~
nlldience is, }lz : ‘TIlnt l~e was perfectly correct in sajin~.
tl)nt  tllcre

I“ V-OS but, li(.tle in the B ib l e  abou t  tbe defintip’
number.” Wl)nt. presage has he quoted that says anythiri~
about i t ?  C a n  fin~’ m a n  h e r e  think of one  passaqe ,tliiit’
SnYs anything  nbout”it ? Is there apassagc  in the Bible  that :

prbl-cs  il)zt “ tllcse an,gels  and men, thus predestinatcrl  and”’
foreordained, arc particular-ly and unchangeably designed”;
and their number is so certain and definite that it cannot b-e
either increased or dizminishcd.  ” I do not believe this doc~
trinc, or nnything  lilic it, is t~ught  in the Bible, and I chali.
lengc him to produce a passage that he is willing to rely
upon to prove this doctrine , and plc(~:e myself  to join issue
with him upon it, and show that this doctrine is not con:
taincd in it. Jlnd if l)e cannot,,  as I nm a s s u r e d  i s  t h e
cnse,  f i n d  n single pnssngc in the Bible teaching it, he is
hound in all falrncss  to give it up.

HC ndmittrd in tile forepnrt  of tbe deba te  t ha t  the case
of Jacob nnd Jknll,  did not, mean that,  Hsnu  was ordninecl
to eternal dcfith, or Jaciob  to eternal life ; but now be is
hack qnotillg thfit I-cry  c a s e nnr.1  npp]ying it to tile e t e rna l
Stxt>c. IIe has  become so hal~it(lztcd  to a  cer tain rout ine,
tbfit he quotes it whetl~er it hns. an~ bearing on the cnsc or
not. Turn oter ancl look at it, if you please. Rem. ix, 11,
1 3 : ‘r For the clliIdren not being yet born, neither haying
(Ionc any good  or ci’il,  Ibnt the purpose of God  acco rd ing
to e l e c t i o n  m i g h t  stnnd, not of lJ’O~liS, but,  of l)im t h a t
calletll ; i t  was szid ul~to hrr, tile elder s h a l l  s e r v e  t h e
y~]~lngcr. AS  i t  i s  written,  ,Jficob ]Inve I loycd, b u t  lliati
hxve I hxted. ” Iiow, tl~e decree of the Confession is unto
evr71f7s~i77,q life a n d  evcrZn,s!i7),q  de flt?i. Bl]t Il)erc  i s  n o t
onc word  nbout, e~crlasting life or c~’erlasting  death in t h e
passn,qc,  nor in tl)c  9[11 ch:lp. of  Rem. H O W, I zsk,  can a
presage prove anythincg  about everlasting life and everl:\st-
in,g (Icalh  that (lees not say one word about citllcr ? “ ‘1’hat
t h e  p u r p o s e  of C+od accor;iing  to election rnigllt stand, not
of  works ,  but  of  him that  callcth ;“ that is not of the
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,:; ~

was  out, and  his at%rmative  not proved, and he plead,!~?
a (it(lc T)mre  ti?rle; I granted i t .  Ile now compla in s ;  t~~~
I did not grant it~)ecly, and tries to prove it by my refeg$:
ing it to the modcr:ttors. ~l)ey soid,  and t h e  gent] ema%:
h i m s e l f  said, IIc had no ~!i.~~t to it, and threw the 171101%’
m:ttwr l.xlck upon me. I  Lhen, j-rcdy, as a mzttcrof grq$
and not of (/eAt, gnYc him the time, that he might be. I.qf$
7ci(/tout e.zmsc. But IIC need  not trol~ble  h i m s e l f  nbou~
time.  He shxll  hfire all tile t ime he desires . He will n@
alarm me wi~h the idea tl)nt l)e has such n superabundance”
of rnnttcr. I can certainly tfilk as long as he can, md,~~
nlllch to the point. —[l’ime  e.q)ired.] i.:.->

‘$. ;4

MR. M,\ TTJrEW-S’  SEVENTEENT1l  ADDRESS.

~{(tur(?ay, 1 1& o’clock,  A. &‘
GENTLEMEN  31 OPERATORS : “+

A  N unfortuultc  fcllol~-collntrylllal~  of my own a n d  Mr;’-
Y o u n g ’ s ,  wns once firrzignccl  on the charge o f  s t ea l ing
some  shirts ; two lvitncsses swore that they saw him steal
tllcnl ; but l)c ofiered to introduce t700 clown men who were
wil l ing to swear that t//ey did not see Aim  commit the theft.
‘1’hc gentleman is even more fortunxte than the ingenious
Son of llrin ; lle l~ns th?ec witnesses, and I l)zve no doubt;
he could find tllrce dozen, wI)9  did not hear the conversa-
tion, to my one who did hear it !

‘~hat  t h e  g e n t l e m a n  cm ta lk  l onge r ,  and l o u d e r ,  mid
with a more musical  intonat ion than Imyself, I freely ad~”
init. W’lletl)cr  all h is  ta lk  comes within gunshot  of  the
real points in controversy,  is another question. .. (,.

‘lhe gentleman is  also very happy in the abil i ty of
m  fiking .Stronf asscrtio7ts. ‘lhc great misfurtunc i s ,  t h a t
Wlletllcr  11(! undertakes  to  tell what l)is opponents  have
said, or wllnt tllcy Zxliwe, h e  asserts t h i n g s  a  v e r y  g r e a t
wfiy from tile real fxcks  in the case. I?or instance, he as-
serted in his last speech, th~t I ~dmi~tcd  thxt there wzs  but
little in the Jlible about  the d e f i n i t e  n u m b e r  of m e n  a n d  “
anqels;  I  aclmi~tcd  n o  sncll thins. IIe says  I  o(lmitted
th:;t Esau  was  not ordzined  to e t e rna l  death, or tJLcob to
eternal life ; I admitted nothing of the kind. S o m e t i m e s
the c~es of the gcntl~man,  usLlally  so dim, hfive  a p r e t e r -
natural power of vision ; for

I
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pnrtitlist would  s~y, Clllristj  11:1(1 yos~ed  Ly n prt of 7nmJ-
kind,  he savs, ‘< I pcrccive of it t ru th ,  tl~at God is no 7especier
0} yersons: but in cvcrj-  nation l]e tllnt ft:ar(:tl) l)inl  a n d
morl(et!~ rigl)teousness  is  accopte(l  of llirn. ” Here I  sny,
are fill so many de~rl?l O~lill(’ll  K+ of tl]e eternal  purpose of
G o d .  N1 this I slIall  exh ib i t  i n  fn]l wl~cn I l)aYc m o r e
time.—[ l’in~e e,rpircd,  ]

llR. MATT1l EWS’ EI~lKTEEXTll  AD I) RESS.

.i?fO?ldC[~,  ] O o’ctmk, A. M.
GENTT,EMEN  310 DERATORS :

~ellow Citiwns-I am s o r r y  tl)e  gentlcmnn  h a s  con-
tractc(l so ~rcat n dislike for my  c o m p a n y . I would be
glad exceccflngly  to hnvc him \vit!l nlc, but n]] my  p r e s s ing
invitations :Irc of no avail. IIc is either far  ah?a(l, as  at
the beginning of our (discuss ion--on ~ri(lny l]e told me
he was then discussing {he 2d. I’reposition !—or  fxr in tl)c
rcw-, m a t present. ~~e L])inks  it s a f e  to kc’(’p 2 speech or
t w o  at least bctlween  U.S. I h:t Y(: ~(l~itllce(l  some w:l~ in
the proof of t h e 51]1 s e c t i o n  o f  []]c Confes.  <ion : llc l]~ls
Sot  to nly Zr,gllnlent  on  the 4111 ! IIilt 11~ fi])OIO!JiZ~’S  fOr
his c o u r s e - h i s  menlory  is bad ! llc ‘‘ ca?l’t rc(w/lecl”  all tile
passayx I quote, ,, S,, ~S to r(:p]y itl ])is 11(, xL s])(~ucl~,” ~)ut

cijler 1 // fzLIc passed to (Irzo//lcr  l)~~??t, and am fllll ~ o c c u p i e d
with tl)c ar~umcnt npon  it ,  tkrn  he cnn recollcci a fcw o f
the pmssag(:s  ! ‘1’he ~enl]en)fin  l~as tllc m o s t  accomn)o(lzt-
ing memory of any man of wl)om  I ]lavc l]ear(i !

‘1’hc gcntlem:ln liindl}~ ofI_crs Lo prove some points for us
f r o m  st:lndard C~a]rinisLl(:  wo]ks ;  an(l  ns tllcq’ al”c 11(3W [ 0
me ,  :111(1 ~ l)res[lnle  to a]] (;a]\-inist,s  ]] CYC, I must c:I]i u p o n
him to prove  t.llcnl.

1 .  Iic Sxys, C a l v i n i s m  tcn{llcs t h a t(’ rTod \r ill punish
men forever in hell for sins they couli] not nvoid, ”

9. ‘llhnt “  the doc(rine ( o f  Czlvinism) i s  tl)at God
o r d a i n s  nlen  t o  wra th ,  no t  bcr~usc  they zre sinful, but
tbcy nre sinful becnuse tl)lls  or(laincd.’”

1 :IISO, lImve a, f e w  a u t h o r i t i e s  \vl)ich  I will rca(l  upon
these poiots  ntl a convenient Lilne. I n  [he  mean[imc  [ say
t h a t  Ll)c cl}arge  is T(l~dr/y  c?esfi(~(te  of truth. I  C:l]l  fc)r hi”s
standard nutl)orities.

‘Ihe  gent leman seems to admit thnt the number of the
26
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$a s  nn h o n e s t  mnn, hC was bolln~  t o  do,  ~Y $tLc~L ?L~S~ ‘*,
?eo[iy  A is belief. 13nt no, we f i n d  n o t h i n g  o f  t h e  sort.’ ~
o n l y  a s s e r t s  G o d ’ s  a b s o l u t e  ri,qllt  to do as seemetfi “.. . &-
good, and shows  the presumption of a poor sl)ort-sigh ~a .+
c rea tu re  of a (lay, arrogatil]g  the right of sitting in jud~t.~~
mcnt on the wnys of the Most IIigl~ ! Would to God., thih.%
c]~ss of objectors had been coniincd to the dxys of Pzul.J~
If J>aRl h:~d p r e a c h e d  the ‘( smooth t h i n g s ”  which ‘~t/M.,;
Zwo])le” love, no snch object ions  would have been made t~..,,
his  teaching. A n d  the fact that the same objections w’~a
n o w  mnde to our doctrines, S11OWS that they are identical:;
w i t h  that taught l~y t he  Lo rd  h imse l f ,  and+ his se[~;ant.~,
Paul . ~,i>.

“% ~
T h i s  closes  my a r g u m e n t  u p o n  the p o i n t  before US,. <

[Time ez~~~red.]  ,! ,
I

lIR. FRANKLIN’S E.IGIITEENTI1  REPLY.
t
!“.!,

G ENTLEMEN lfODERATORS :
IIY worthy friend is getting well up to dodging. Tho

Ycry first t]ling he did, after introducing the fifth sectiorl
of the e~ernnl  decrees, was  to misstate the question, thus
chnngiyg the whole issue. Here is the position laid dew%
in tbc Confession  : .}

~~ T]lose  of n~aljl{i~~(i t,hat, zrc p~~({cstinate{l  nnto life, ~zod, llef~ri
tl]e fonlldtition of tl]c ~~orld was lmi(l, wcording  to his eternll  and
in~mutnhle  puvpose,  xn(i the secret co~lns~l znd good pleasure  of his
will, IIath chosen Christ unto everlasting glory.”

Upon this he rcrnflr]ts  : “ The first point now before us:
is that cod’s decree  of elmtion was  not formed in time,  but  be-
f o r e  llte fovnd~[ion of the world was laid. ” T h i s  p o i n t  i s
not tllc first point, nor any other noint in this discussion.
T h i s  hxs n o t  o n e  word in it %bo~~t “ cve~)astinS life,  oi
everlasting  glory. ” If he collld prove tl]c  position he as;
surnes,  in tllc plzce of the onc contaillc[l in the fifth  sec t ion
of the C;oafcssion,  it would establish nothing  in this Colltro:
versy. Let him prove the section as found in ~hc crecd~
l’his sta~ing  sometl]ing e l s e  t o  p r o v e  i n  tllc p]acc  of it;
looks suspicious. It shows a disposition not to come right
up to the work. But I  p r o c e e d  t o  exzmine l~is p r o o f .  ,;-

1 have no t  s a id  thnt “  G o d ’ s  original pu]posc  was  to
sa~’e all m e n ,  b u t  t h a t  h e  hws c h a n g e d  thal purpose.’?
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IIIl. FRAN I{ LIN’S CLOSING SI’EECI1.

GxxTI,EJIES ~~C)DltIIATOJLS  :

WE l]nvc tl]e gent leman’s  arg~lmcnt  now before 11s, botK
agoillst I] IT- ~crn]on a n d  i n  f;l~or of l)is c] ’c~d. IIC find$”
bllt onc p(;int  i n  my l:lst  SpPCCII  clcsrr~in~ r(:p]y. ‘1’his au:.
(Iicnrc i s  ytting to un(l~rst:lncl h i m . 11’illl  ///7)2,  wbcn ,~”

w’c~}’ (l’)s~r’-rs  1’0 ~(’PIJ’~ i t  is onc c o n t a i n i n g  arguments:

t h a t  l:c rfln))o~ anslvrr. lvllcn a speech des(’rrc!s  repl-y,’i~”
is  one w]lc I”(: he S(WS nn opportunity  to m a k e  s o m e  ;]itt]g
qllibble, i n  npprarnncc, at the (’Xp(’llsc of his  antngbnisb..
of this latter  kind, wns tl)e only  ~]oint, in nl~- last speech, ‘
‘ ( (I(!wl”rillg reply. ” ~’l~is is a small corn furt,”it  is true, but
srn:lll :is it is, :lnd  s t a n d i n g  done, ns it does, I  am com~
pellcd to take iL f rom l)im, t h u s  lcavir]g  him comfordess,  “~

IIC says, I hnvc cl)an~ed  tl)e purr)o.su  of  G()(1  !  He d i d
not, l]owcvcr, procce(l but a few words ,  t i l l  he  admittc~
that lllc chanqe did  not  “ help the matter,,” wllicll was vir?
tuallv ndmitting tllnt tl]e clla~lgc w a s  n o  cl]ange tit n]].
A l l  ihat was said about the ckn~e, w a s  t h e n ,  merely f o r
<fc(”t. l~c proccmlcd to quote my stntemcnt, t]lat “lbe pur;
p o s e  Of GO(I lV~S t o  ,givc a Savior to 211 men ; LO Silt <race
m e r c y  and  (rlltll  to all men ; to put it comp](!te]>  w i t h i n
tll(< pnwer of :111  m(;]] t o  t)(:li(,yr , ~eprnt, arid yield Implicit
~)be(licllcr to tl~e J.or(l.  ” ‘1’his  l]c (]OCS  n o t .  bclicre. B u t
lla~e I not slloII-n  from  ti le word  of Go(1, tl)fit Jesus  i s  t he
‘~ S;lvior  of fl)c l~orl(l ? “  [l):tt it i s  the ‘{ will  of GOLI t h a t  “
311 m e n  Sllolll(l I)c SaYr(l “?” ~llat C( wllcre s i n  a b o u n d e d ,
crr;lcc CIicl m~lcl] m o r e  abound ?“ tl)xt “  God  r e c k o n e d  ftll‘>
under  sin, tll:~t l]e mig]lt hx~e mercy upon al l  ?“ that  he
comn]rmded  tllc truth, the Gospel ,  to  t)c p r eached  t o  “ all -
the world” —to “ every creature ?“ IIe is so unfortunate,
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bIR. I? RA?iI<LIX’S FIRST ADDRESS.
lhld(IIJ,  h%’y .? 1, ~ ~ O’CIOCk, 1?. hl.

G ENTLEMEN lIODERATORS  :
JVE have no new sulljcc(, though (I1c manner  of  investi-

gation i s  change{]. P rec i se ly  the same passage of  tllc
Confession we hnve  been investiga-ting, continues to be the
subjpct of dispute. ‘1’he o n l y  cl)ang-e  made is, that I nm
placed in the affirmative and the worthy gent leman be-
comes  the respondent. I affirm  the absurdity of the arti-
cle in his creed styled, “ Go(l’s etcrnxl decrees, ” and shfill
now proceed to prove it. Heretofore I have been the res-
pondent,  ~nd, in that position, I had the right to either of
two courses : 1. To follow  my worthy friend ;nd show that
l)is proofs were not conclusi;.e, or 2. To establish the op-
posite of his doclrine, by an independent course of argLl-
ment. If I succeeded in  e i ther ,  my opponent  11OS been
d e f e a t e d .  I c l a i m  that I l]n~e  d o n e  botl), and i f  I i~m
right in puttin: i n  tl~is c l a i m ,  h e  i s  doubly  clefcated. I
l)ii~~, in the first plnce, fol lowed h im,  and ;hown  that his
arguments  nre not only  inconclusive, but destructive (0 his
position. But in nd(fition  to this ,  I  have establ ished nn
independent argument, in opposition to his position, that llc
hm been nn~ble to answer, and, I nm sntisficd, will be to
tile close. This indcpcndcnt  rind affirmative nrgumcnt  I
intend to continue to the cnd of the discussion.

I i~xve grantwl that God hnd a desi-gn,  plan, or purpose,
and thot every step he 1):1s tmken, in l~is dealings with his
creatures, has been in strict conformity with his “ eternal
pllrpose. ” The difference between the gentleman and my-
sclt’, is not that he believes in a pZan oryur]>ose,  and tl}at  I
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, I have gone brick, to see if me could
lcnrn from tile Bible what the purpose of God  is, and thnt
my  argument ,  mn~  appc~r in an unbroken form,  I shall
restate  and prosecute it in order to the C1OSC. I SU~Pf)S(3

t h a t  m y  friend meirns,  by  “ plnnr” t h e  s a m e  h e  d o e s
by  d e c r e e  o r  l~uryose. L)id G o d  d e c r e e  unchangcahly
whatever comes to pass ? or did he decree to give to tile
world a gracious and free plan of salvation ? This latter,
I clzim  is what l~e intended, and what he has clone,

TLC











33(3 DEEATE.

e v e n  so in Chr i s t  shall all be mde a l ive .  ” Wh&ev@-
dealh came by  Adam, wc arc m~(ie alive from it by C~fi$&
It is evidently the death nn(l resurrection of the body, the;
Apos~lc  is speaking of. If then, Cl)ristclid not die for~d~
11OW shall all be raised by  Iiirn ?  I f  the wicked m-e. no t

raised f r o m  the (lend  by C h r i s t ,  w h a t  cviclence  have’’-we
that they will  ever  be raised at nll ?  The same ‘( all wk
(lie by  Adam, shall be m:~clc alive by Christ. ” But we ha’t%
tllc clcaresl and most explici t  staterncnt.  of the Scripture”i,
that he did die for all. ‘{ But we see Jesms,  >’ Snys Paul,
“ who wzs  maclc  a ]itt]c ]owc!r L] Ian the ange]s for the $Uf-
fering of death,  crowned with glory, and honor, that he bj
the y-ace o f  God shollld taste  deatA, /or every 772cz}L, ” Heb.
ii, 9. Again, s a y s  I’nul, “  I?or t h e  love o f  (lhrist coif-
strainetb  us ; because we thus judge, thnt if one died fd
all, then were all a’eczd. And that he dicdfor all, that t h e y
w h o  live,  S1]OUIC1  not henceforth live unto ~hemselves,  but
Nnto him  W1]O  (Iled  for thcm and rose again. ” The same
~~ a]l” tl~xt Christ died for, nre  the ~’ all” that were dehd.
T h e  grntlemon  admits thnt all, in the broadest sense, were
clead,  but denies that  CIlrist clicd~or ([/1. He is univcrsrd
in the distribution of death, but partizd in the ofler of lf~e.
He is univcmal i n  h i s  s en t ence  o f  condemna t ion ,  bu t
partial in his proffers of justification ! ‘1’he  APostlc makes
the grace to abound even more than sin has abounded.

[5T’inze eq)ired.] ‘

MR. MA TrrlIEWS’ FTRST  REPLY.

Monday, May 31st, 3 o’cloch, p. hr. .’,

GENT1.E\lEN  310 DER.LToRs  :
I congratulate yoL~  nnd  this a.udiencc  on the prospect of

our, at l:lst,  ll:lving scmncthing  like a discussion. Hereto-
f o r e  tbe gen t l eman  ancl myself l~nve rorely met. I n s t e a d
of meeting my afflrmntive argllnlents, an(l  shelving tl)at
thc~ W e r e  UIISOUIIC1,  o r  misappli~(l, ]lC c;lr(~ful]v  a$,oided
them, xnd occupied his time in b(lil(ling  llp, wh:;t he tails;
“ an independent argument” of IIis own. H e  wzs  al~v’ays
either far in advance of me, or far in the renr. But rtirely
did  I find him on the portion of the field which I occupied
for  the t ime. lIe preferred to  be anywhere CISC t han
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liR. MATT1l  EWS’ SRCOXD  REPLY.

iviond-ry,  4 o ’ c l o c k ,  P. M.

G ENTLEMEN lIooER,\m)Rs  :
I nE~ leave to remind !l]c gcnt]emnn  t h a t  he is plcd,gcd

to pro~e  to this auditincc thxt “ the doctrine of I>rcd, cst]n:i-
tion, as set fo~kl)  in tlie Con fessic)n af I’aith, and defined in
cl)apter third, s ec t ions  3(!, 4tl),  and  .5th, is unrcasonnhlc,
unscriptllralj nn(l in o p p o s i t i o n  to tllc spread  of the Gos-
pel.” ‘Th i s  i s  the question n o w  at issue. i\l~~ ar~[lrncnt
lvhich does  not  bear u p o n  tl)is  quest ion is  lnlpcrtincnt.
Has the’ gentlemln tol{cf)ed  this queslion ? IIM l)e even
st:lted wl)at  tl)e proposition is wl)iell  he is bol~nd to prove ?

Has hc rc:ld the se(’tions  of  the  Confession which the
proposi t ion refers  to , nnd  tnken them u p ,  p o i n t  by  point,,
and a t t emp ted  t o  show that they are “ unrenson:lble,  nn-
scriptural,  ” etc ? hTotl~ing of tl~e. kil~d. Iiis WI)OIC  cfiort
h:ls been  t o  destroy  a mol~ster,  tl~c ofTspring  of h i s  o w n
brain, nc~cr llz~ing lln. (1 a n  cxistenc(: olltside tl}e iln:lgina-
tions  of some ovel”-l]entc(i  nn(l pr(’j[l(liccd  p~ll(:lnics,  x m o n -
ster which they fire plcnscd to term (~((/z~~ni.$m. ~ow t here
nc~er was  a mill], woman,  or child, so f:lr :1s known to me,
thxt ever believed, or pretc, n(lc(l  to believe, in t)~e ~ystcm
wl~ich the gcntlen)nn i s  opllosing. ‘f’i)ere never exlstcd a
C o n f e s s i o n} or creed tl):lt  contain(:d SUCI) doc t r ine . cel--

t:linly t h e  doctrine of ollr Ck)nfcssion  i s  tile poles  distnnt
from any such  system. lVhat,  does  tl)c  gentleman  propose
to gfiin by fighting n mere ch imera ,  n pllantonl.

TLC















356 DEBATE.

to secure the snlvntion o f  nny !  ~lom ,s7r(’7L ‘ywce, -mnj
(loci dvlivcr 11s ! flno(her arqurn(’nt is dint all are com~
mande(l to lepcnt ; find v e t  tl~k :entlt:mali :clls u s  som’e
cannot repent ! 11’hy,  th;s is as t)ad ns }Lis (l~lvini.sr n.-

[ T i m e  c.rpircd.]  C“?
MR. FR,~h-KI.IX’S  TIIIRD  ADDRESS.

~J77TI,IIVEN  lfoDERAT0119  : : i,
MY wortliy friend well-nigll renounced his doct~ine  in

tl~c spc?cl~  you  have j~lst heard. ‘1’he Calvinism I am op~
p o s i n g ,  he insists, is not renlly Calrinism ; but my state>
ment o f  i t  i s  a sionclcr  ? / He Szlw, witli cmp!)asis,  t h a t
my statement of it is not tr7(e. SO far, then, :~s I h~tie
stilted Cnlvinism  in this dcb:~tc,  he repudiates  i t . 111 tlliS*

Ii - pepl~diatcs  tllc VCrV doc t r i ne  l~e has cngn,gedhe ~irtuai ~
t o  (]cfcnd.  ‘Ylle (lalvinism qu;ted over and over ‘ ‘araln;
f r o m  h i s  creed, is th(? Calvinism I have stated  nnd r~~utcd
in def iance of  Zny defense ]]e ][QS Or CC[YL m a k e . But i t
looks  so  rniscrablc to hitn, when  set forth in its true light,
t ha t  I)c calls  it “ ima~inatv-, ” and re~~rds it z “  s l ande r . ”
IIc need not hc surprised ;f others rcpudintc  it, whrn they
ren(l  these admissions from him. But :Ifter  thus  denying,
i n  n w1)oIcs:llc  w:LY, Cfilvinism  as I lliL1-C Stzt(xl i t ,  he
specifics :L point, vi;: : th;lt ~JniversaIists quote Cal\inistic
\Torks,  (lenyin~  tllc ngcncy of m~n and lhe f reedom of  tl)e
will, U p o n  t h i s  hc lwc:~mc quite w a r m .  But I  w o u l d
adm(~nisll Ilinl to keep cool, znd see v-hat the result  will be.

l~llzt f r e e d o m  of the will 11:1s lle admi t t ed  since this
cc~ntrolcrsy  cnrnmenced ? ~~as lle a(lmitteri thzt the  non-
c]cct  :ire free to believe tile Gospfil ‘? ilt_C th~~ free to l_@-
pent ? l!re they free t o  b e  s:tvcd  ? ~lrc they free to
s(rfc G O ( 1  ‘ ?  ~:ln t h e y  scrv(i l)im ? ~aII they z/,~/? anv-

t]lit)~ btlt, sin ? C:ln th(fy will  nny goo(l thing ?  C:ln th; y
l)LJ s;lvc(l ?  Can they avo id  t he  etcrn;d blllmings ? Ile is
houn(] to finswer  n o ,  or renollncc n o t  ;nlr(yinary  hut reai
(;:ll\-inism. In wl)at does l)is freedom  of t,l)e wi!l consis t ,
1.11(211 ? It, is free, I s u p p o s e ,  to sin an(l lcficl tl)e c r ea tu re
to h(:l], wit.ll out  tile p o w e r to uji// or 10 do .any(hing’  else’!
Thnt is, it is~ree, buh under such an eternal necessity th:it
it can act in no wfiy, I)u L OR(; ! ‘I~hc  non-elect nrc free  to
~o OR down to perdition, wit])  out [he power of t(lrning to
t!lc  riqAt  or l~ytt, t o  t u r n  back  or stop. ~he mill-wheel is
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I!R. 31 AT THKWS> THIRD REPJ.T’.

ThuTsc7(7y,  g~- O’C~OCkp  A. ,~f.
GEXTLEJIEX ~~ODER.kTOJ7S :

,.

~eZ/070 ~i(;z~~)~s-instead of rericwi[)g pfirticularly  at this-
t i m e  tllc gcntlrm:ln’s  speech of last eveniny,  I  propose to
re~-icw  in detail, the ot),jec  Lions urg[, d against the doctrine
of I’redc’stina~ion,  and to show that those ob j ec t i ons  a r e
unfounded.

1}’c 11nT7e this  one ~encrz]  answer to make to all the ac-
c u s a t i o n s  ol’ ollr ndrersaries,  tllnt  /he ,~)7~ifs qf- our doctrine
disy me theii” rll[(;[~ation,  y, on(l 81)07(1 11’i em to be cc17[mniou9.
If our syst(’m inculcated the ‘‘ ?)orri!)le  h(o.Tp)Lemits,”  W h ich
thf’ grnllcnlfln 11:1~ rllar,q(’d  upon it, or wit]] so mIIck z e s t ,
?lZS q~lotf[l f)ol~l OIIIC~  l)(,:~ted pi{~[isans, as imbitt,ere(l  a n d
pr(jtldic(:d ns l)ims(:lf,  ll~en is it, i n  t r u t h  thd most horrid
doc(rinc  (lIat cwr If as preacher] ; find its  practical  effects
011 lliInl!lll clltiracter nl(l:+t h e  m o s t  cleplorxble, “ A
good  tree c:~nnot I)rins forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt
tree bring forth  yood  fluit. T h e r e f o r e  by Li)eir fruit+ y e
sII:I]I ]:now tl)cm.  ” ‘Yll)is is t,lIe Savior’s rule for testing .a ~
cloctrine. }Te ndmit i t s  a u t h o r i t y ,  Wo a re  }~i~ling’gtirr

. .-4.>
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WIIO W8S rich, to tl)e prejudice of  the poor ; or if$~’
-;~.

Choiccj
%

:lnytl]in: i n  tl,e person was  t])e g r o u n d ,  :f:~<
cl)oicc,  tllcrc mi,q])t b e  color for t he  cl]arge. A s  R ]SX~
uttcr]y  unfoun(lc(l.  Rut tl)c ~vnflcn  Ian’s s y s t e m  ,.@fi

~0(] :t l’CSJW’Ctf ’L’ ‘Of  J2L’1’SOIIS ;

1

for he has al ter-ed tl]e” ~lb
in or(lvr  t o  real;  ( i t  rcz(l, ‘‘ J(rmb  l~ave I RES~ECTB&:$L,
Esrlll  }Inl’c I !Sli(lfltcd.” *. -,.~=. ~’., -,

7. “ ~lut J’rc(l(’stination rcnclcrs u s e l e s s  t h e  preac~~
Of t]lc G o s p e l ,  o r  tllc Ilse of ~n~’ of LIle m e a n s  o f  graa$  :
I]OW  ? (;o(~ ]l:Lt]l fI’Ortl (]1~ bC@I)llillg ChOSCn Incn ~01,,
va(ion,  (l)rotl,gl~  s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  of tht’ spiri~ ffncZJdjey o~, ”
!)”?[/11. I s  tl)c  plcacl)ing o f  tl~c trltth, lhcrefore use@,&5 L
God l)ad or(lain(’(1  (hat t)! tllc rxcrtions  o f  LI)e sailofsf:Shoul;g;
whole sl]ip’s  comp:~~)y, with I)au]  tllc pri. wrier, i ,.
snv(’(1,  VTas it tl](, r(’for(’,

!
of  no in]portancc whclher  tlJC SaI+”’

013 nbo(lc ill tl]e sl)ip  ? TI)e means an(l the cnd rue urrit!,
in t]lc (Ieclcc, and t h e y  cnnnot bc s(, ~erccl in the esecutioti
of tile (l(!(-l’  (’(’. l~csi(lc’, G o d  l)ZS Rot, r(vealccl to iris, kui~f
istcrs W1]O a r c  ljis clloscn.-[l’ime c,rl)ircd.]

lllr., FRANKLIN ’S  FOLRTI1  ADDRESS,

GESTLE3fEN Morlrm ATorw  :
flPimIc[?  Au(lic)we-IT is quite cle:ir that Mr .  M.  i s  not

Ilrlcl):lll:’e:ll)  lc. l~hcn he entered upon t h e  ncgati~:, ,he
ga~c us :t f:ti(hful  promise that he WOU1(l reply to my  fwgu-
mcnts ; but, in opening his speech this morning,’ he. inl
forn~ed u s  that h e  sI1ou1(1 n o t  rcp]y t o  m y  speech ,.la$tI
evening. Tl]is  lilttel” p r o m i s e lie hiLs kept to - the letter:
though  IIC has Arolen  ?tis former pledge. He, however, htis
found i~ ncccssary t o  “  add to his faith  worlw)”  and ha$
worlc[~ rrl:lnfully  t o  m e n d  u p  s o m e  o f  t h e  lame place$
p o i n t e d  OU1 in l]is s~s[em last week  ; bu~ in this case,’ all
.uY,7.k,$ (77P i)/ trli?~. Jt is irnpossib]c  to bring something out of
notl]ir)y. ‘Il)nt  my nflirmative argument remains, not orrly ’
unan~~i-(rc(l,  hut, ~vithout  nn attcrnpt at an swer ing ,  I  need
inf(~rnl  no c~nc i n  this audirncc. I may, then, at my ease,
and  ~ritl]crllt molcsfation,  proccc(l w i t h  my $eries  of argu-
mcnt, o r  turn asi(lc  and Iollow  tl)e gcndcmnn.  To get any
repl~’  fronl IIirn is out of the qllcs~ion. I am not complain~’
iny  ; he is doing the best tJle case admits of, to cover bi$
f~ilure  and liCt’P Up appearances,
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MR. FRANKLIN’S FIFTII- AD D’RE6%

GENTI.E3iEx MODERhTORs : ~_
I SHOrLD  ]ikr! to ]ino~~ what t]le g~nt]eman  Inealhbyw

constant reference to the I’agans and th~e W})O Bved’$x
fore Christ. D o e s  h e  intend to sny,  that xII SUC1l M(t-d?&j
elect ? ]~ocs IIC intend to put infants with these, b@tW@
infants Ilave  not  tile Gospel  p r e a c h e d  t o  t h e m  ?,: IE ~j
~?es, IIiS el~’ct WilI be 1?SS than we have r e p r e s e n t e d . 2 . @ $ $
inf’an(s  are in no (langer of  the  pnnishrnent  of he]~wti~~
OT1l Y COndf’mnatiOn CYCr brOll~ht lIpOn t h e m ,  W88~”@h~

thcj inl)eriled, without their  Yolition or action, th’~~d~
sin.  ‘J’l)e pen filty for that s i n , was not punishment i&&&
tire  thn~ shall never bc q u e n c h e d .  It is set fofth M: G@%
o w n  words,  as fol]ows  : “ From dust  thou ar t ,  ~d:-titi~
dnst sha]t tllon return. ” llcru i s  the pennlty  fori,thti
~l(l:llnic  sin, (Ientll. ‘ [ A s  in Adnm all d i e ,  e v e n  so~ti:
Cl)rist nll ~llnll he mn(]e a]ive.  ” I Ierc is a m“de.gnptionc&
n]l fro Tll  tl)(’ <l(l:lI1li(t condemnation, the ransom of t he i r
ho(lics  frnm their ,graves. ~1’his is all infants  need. They.
ll:tve  no nc(?(([? si)~, no imp(lrit Y of spirit, and need no re$
~(, n(rxtion) for of “ sncl~ is th~~ kingdom of  heaven,”  .:~tw
f’:ln[ r(’;en~rnlinn is not n l~il)le doclrine, but belongs to the
snme  l)ollse with  infant dnmnxl  ion. . , 5$; .-

~~l)rist  hns  come, and, in his resurrection, ha9 giren t%i+
surnnce tl~at tl~c r:~cc will be redeemed or r a i s ed  f rom,  the-
qrave, nn(l t]]ns  (Iclivcred f r o m  the Adamic sin.  FM th-Is

;in, (~o(i never threatened nor intended eternal damnation;
but from it, he, from the beginning, designed torai~e meft*
Up. ‘Illrou:h  Christ, ])e will  raise them np from the ded,
~vll;~ller goml (w bad, nnd those condemned to eternal pun~
isllmenf, wil  I be tl) u s  rond(, mne(l f o r  kn”r oum tn.ns, and
not fnr Adam’s. Gospel sal~alion, as set forth in preach+
)1)~  rfpfntanc’c and r e m i s s i o n  of sins among a]] nationsi is
a salv:~liun from mo- own s;n.s, and  n o t  fronl  Adnm’s  s i n ,
whirl)  lrc must ohtoin, or  b e  l o s t  forerer. For our own
sjj~.~.  if nnt  par(ioned,  wc shall he p u n i s h e d  i n  a n o t h e r
wlnl”] (l.

S(JV’ t]}c qucstinn between the gentleman and myse]f,  is
nnt  concerning’  in f;ltits  nor idio[s  ; nor concerning Lhoso
~Y~10 ]iI, ed b e f o r e  (Ul)rist,  o r  who  have not  at thC p r e s e n t
tinle, heard the G o s p e l , or 1v]1o  never Wi]l he:lr i t ,  but
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touchin the Baptists.
~

In our correspondence the gentle-
man inc uclecl all the immcrsionists in the short phrase, ‘{a
mere fraction of nominal Chris tendom. ” Such words are
chezp,  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 .tAe” C’/Jris-
tian era, irnm ersion uws invariably yracticed by oll Ch ristia)lsy
except in cases of extreme weakness or sickness, called
cleric baptism, ancl that there is no account of even these
exceptions ti]l  the third century. Of course, I cannot ar-
{we a question of this kind here, but I risk my reputation,a
upon the assertion, against any man who dare  assert the
contrary. In addition-to this, there have been large  num-
bers of l?aptists all the time , and tit the present moment
they nearly equal all tlie  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 hfr. Jennings, that. Calvinism is ~roucd. But
the gentleman will soon find that, he is not to decide this
question for the people of this country. ~hey have not
given up the riSht  of privnte ju{gment  yet. It is emy to
treat  with contempt the Bible Union, I’Jew ‘1’ranslation,  and
the men engaged in it, as in the case of hr. JValler. But
he, and others lili~ him, show fift,~, men that he is right,
where those who treat him with di~respect will gain the at-
tention of one. A short time more will show how the land
lies.–[Time  eq)ired.]

MR. MA TTIIEw’s’  SIXTII REPLY.

.Tuesday, 3 o’clock, P. M.
GENTLEMEN MO D E RA TORS :

I W-ILL reserve my remnrlis  upon some points in the gen-
tleman’s last speech ; I desire now to offer some arguments
a~ainst  the system which he advocates. I have already
presented the first, but the gentleman has not  attempted
any reply. I shall repeat it, ancl a(ld a. few others, l)oping
that they may be more fortunate in attracting his atten-
tion.

1. A c c o r d i n g  to tfi.e  Arminian SyStcm, the g~ft of C/l rist
was the  greatest curse ever injic~cd t(])on tlte  w o r l d .

It is a fundamental maxim in t,h:tt  system, that it would
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428 DEBATE.

}111. FR.AN1{LIN’S  FIX.LL CLOSISG SPEECH.

GEXTLEJfEX  MODE; tZATORS :

I Now rise to close my part  of this debate. I trust, you
wil] bear  me witness, that I have sought no advanta~e  only
~vhat  truth  ~]waj”s has over error. I did not desuw any
undue  advan~age of the wor~l~y gentleman. I+fy entire ob-
ject, if I kno~v my own mohres, was to hold n )fair a n d
honorable discussion, that, the real merits  of the qtiestion
mig}lt appear  to this commllnity,  and to m m a n y  M m~y
IC:Id  this dcbnte. As I think I remarked at the Com-
mencement,  I  des i re  no victory bu t  that of truth OV=
error. Tlru(ll is great ; I am comparatively nothing; tberi?-
fore, if need be, I should  humble myself into the das$
rather than that truth  should be exposed. Let me be de-
famed ; let my brethren be (Ieffimed,  but never let holy
pure, hearcn-born  trutJl  be defamed. We have nothing to
fear ; the tl”u Lh, as it is in Jesus, is all we want fof our
scl~es, and for all mnnkind.

My worthy friend  has shown a suspiciousness from the be-
ginning of our correspondence, as if he feared that,  by.~orne
un([ue  adv~nt~ge,  he wou~(i be captured,  nifide a prtaonez
of war, or slaln. III the same spirit, he has received a
let~er, he s~ys, from some friend, whose n~me he persists
in wi~l)l~ol(ling  from tl)is  cotnmunity,  informing him of the

{
a[llan[ages  I wm heanl to (Iecl:(re  it to be m intention @
take in tile controversy.  As this story goes, WA4 ti ?XM&
a splash at the outset, to terrify nnd dkwonc~rt  m an-
nist, aud at the close seek to overwhelm him & thisi$
a mere fabrication, first and  ]itSt, as I ]IRd no s!lch  cdtlV@-
s:l~.ion ~vi[,!]  mIy OIIC, on the way hel.e,  or at any other tire%
‘1’])is  nlldicnce” will aIso  bear me witness that  I hawe ur-
cII((l  Jlf) S[l(Cil f;@ UrSe. [Nor  is there anything  more dis on-
(Jr;it)l(: aIId irljllrious  LO tl)e hol Y religi~n of 0U14 most ado7
1:11)]~  al)(] gracious ~,ord, tl)an” ]OW cunning and tr ickery
:illloll:g  mcll claiming to be ministers of Christ. The  re-
ligion  of wl~ich I l~avc tile honor to be z humble advocate,
il)spires in tll(: soul more  noble sentiments—more noble,
l]~it~(’nlj an(l God-1ike clcportment  and feelings. II dow
not iriflatc  us with the self-conceit, tl~at  we are the pecU-
li:~r fa~-orites  of  l)eaven,  and that all t he  world b e s i d e
S]IOUIII be treated as  d ishonest p r e t e n d e r s . But, it teaches
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4S6 DEBATE.

MR. MATTHETvS’ CLOSING REPLY.

T7wsdcry,  c?hlc?  ] st, 3 o’clock, P. M.

GENTLEMEN &lODER.lTORS :

IF ~ can dO  it, WjthOllt  a viol~tion Of our rUleS,  I WiSh tO
introduce a few testimonies respectin  F n matter alluded to
in a preceding speech of the gentleman. I will introduce
no new subject ; but simply rep]y to the gentleman’s re-
marks upon a subject which we hove already had before
us.

-Mbd.-We  IIave no right to grant that privilege, but
Mr. F. can if he wishes.

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

Mr. F.—Certainly ; introduce whnt you please.
Mr. MattJlews.-The  subject is the distinction I made be-

tween efficacious and permissive decrees. The gentleman
i~nd his brethren seem to think thnt this is a modern  invcm-
tion to escape difficulties, dating no farher back than Dr.
Rice, or Dr. Green. I wish to show tl]at  it is a distinction
which Calvinists .have  always made. Calvin held it, though
hc insisted that by “ permission, ” more was meant than
merely allowing dlat  to come to pass which could not be
avoided ; showing that in permittitig  evil there  was, on the
part of God, a will LO permit, or suffer it to be (lone. He
quotes Augustine as teaching the same. The Confession
of Faith  explicidy  teaches that God’s decrees respecting
sinful acts, are permissive ; though it denies that it is a
Jare permission, without a bounding and overruling of them
to his ow-n holy end. Chap. 5, sec. 4: chap. 6, sec. 1. I
will quote a few passages from standard Ca]vinistic  works,
to the same point. Some of thcm are in the Latin lan-
gunge, and to this hour, the gentleman has left mc in ig-
norance  whether hc is acquainted vvilh  it. lIowever,  his
brother, elclcr  Young, is here, and to him I appcd to wit-
ness that I translate literally. I shall make no pretensions
to elegance. Let us hear Turrctine,  born 1623, an emi-
nent  tcachcr  of theology, at (?eneva : “ Conditio  et condi-
tion.at~on pcndent immutabi]itcr  c Dee, vel qwoad  ~ermissionem,
ut in mdis, Eel quoad  t~ec’lionem, ut in ?@is.” i. e. : “ Both
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