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IN consequence of a general challenge, long published by 

l\Ir . .Alexander Campbell, and at last accepted by the Author, 

a debate \Vas held in \Vashinp;ton, Kentucky, in October, 1823, 

on Christian Baptism. \Vith the expectation that it would 

last three hours, or a day at most, l\Ir. Campbell came pre

pared with a printed prospectus, promising that " All the ar

guments on both sides shall be faithfully and impartially de

tailed." As there was no stenographer, a detailed report was 

literally impossible; and, as the debate occupied seven days, 

instead of one, a detailed report would have been a losing, in

stead of a lucrative enterprise. He therefore published 6000 

copies of the promised volume, in which all the speeches were 
composed by one man, in such a way as to answer the pur

pose of one party. Providence enabled me afterward to ex

pose this forgery, in an Octavo volume of 150 pages, entitled 

"The Unitarian Baptist of ~he Rubinson School exposed." 

To this he replied in a Duodccimo of 24 pages. An exposure 

of this pamphlet, and of the book which it is intended to sup

port, is prefixed to the argument in this volume. 

The public arc already informed that want of time com

pelled me to omit, in the debate, much matter which had been 

prepared for it. This need not be suppre!:ised in a printed 

publication. As l\Ir. Campbell's report has taken the liberty 

of making new speeches, in part, for himself, as well as en

tirely new ones for me, I shall, when necessary, answer such 

interpolations, or, at any time, strengthen the cause of trnth, 

hy introducing new matter on my part, and by Ycry freely 

rondensing the m:-1tter delivered on the stage. 



lV PREFACE. 

As the audience who attended the debate was chiefly com

posed of plain men, so it is my wish to adapt this publication 

to the plainer class of readers. This may account for some 

things which would otherwise appear very incorrect. One of 

these things is, that all my references to the Bible are macle 

to suit that division of chapters and verses which is found in 

our English Translation, although hundreds of those references 

are professedly made to the HebrE'w and Septuagint Scrip

tures. ·without this method, ordinary readers would be ut

terly perplexed, in searching authorities, whereas, those of 

better opportunities need be at no gre:it loss by the adoption 

of this plan. In quoting uninspired works, whether ancient 

or modern, second-hand authorities are often more accessible 

than originals. To the use of them, both parties were com

pelled, in a great measure, by necessity, during the debate; 

and where the credit of the reporters is unto'uched and almost 

inta'lgjble, the plan may be sometimes continued in this pub

lication. Detections of errors will be thankfulJy received. 

If my friends an<l the friends of truth knew the difficulty 

with which I write, they woulcl no longer censure me for un

avoidable delays, but help me to give thanks to that God1 

whose mercy has enabled me to progress thus far in the work. 

To him it is sincerely aml solemnly dedicated. May he be 

pleased to accept the humble offering; to pardon its faults and 

imperfections, through the atoning blood of the divine Re

deemer; and to grant the influence of his divine Spirit, to bless. 

that po1tion of truth which it contains, to the good of all 

denominations. 



JIU. CAlUPBELL'S LATE PAlUPHI~E'l'. 

IT is amusing to observe the time and Jabour which l\tr. 

Campbell and his testifying satr11ites have spent, in assigning 

to him and his Antagonist, their respective grndes in the scale 

of talents ; without being able to come to any certain estimate, 

at last. If I were in his place, it seems to me, that I could set

tle this darling question, upon a firm basis in a few words. I 
would sit down and write a certificate declaring that Alexander 

Campbell was a Solomon, an1l that his Antagonist was a Sim

pleton. This certificate should be signed by Ale:rnnder Camp

bel1 himself, and by a competent number of NEUTRAL Unitarians 

and BaptistE, and Non-professing sons and brothers of Baptists 

and Baptist preachers. If it were then published without ano

ther word about the matter, it would save the party a.nil his wit

nesses, from the unhappy appearance of inconsistency and self

complacency which they now assume. At present they certify 

that he could change sides and beat me ; whereas he says that 

he did once advocate my side, and was overcome by an old 

woman. During the debate, he often represented me as incom 

petent an1l inade<1uate to the task which I had undertaken; in 

his book written afterward, he represented me as competent and 

{tdequate: in his late pamphlet his witnesses certify that I am 

incompetent and inadc11uate; yet in the same pamphlet he extol s 

my <lefcnce so far as to say that " nothing better has en~r been 

sai<l, a.nd nothing better can be sai1.I," on my side of the ques

tion. After thus exalting me to a le,·el with any Pedobaptis t 

who ever wrote, he gets thrl'c of his witnesses to certify, tha t 

":\Ir. Campbell was successful in argument, and greatly th e 

superior of 1\Jr. l\l ~Calla in point of talents." Therefore, of 

course, he is ~r<':ttly snperior to an~· Pc1lobaptist 'vho r.''" r 

wrote. 
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As an apology for this strange proceeding, in a man of com 

nrn n sense, he would have the community believe, that it is only 

a retal iation upon me. for claiming a superiority of talents over 

him. If 1 have ever done so, it has e.ntirely escaped my memory. 

Nothing but inexcusable pride an<l ignorance could ever have 

led me into such folly. My innocence of the charge is plain, 

from the fact that my accuser has not been able to give one in

stance, in which this offence has been committed. It is true, I 

have claime<l the victory in the <lebate; and I believe that a ju

dicious comr;rnnity will admit my claims, when they rea<l my 

own argument, instead of one forged for me by an unprincipled 

adversary. Yet, be it remembered. that I claimed the victory, 

n11t on account of superior talents, but because I a<lvocated 

Gn<l's truth, and because the Go<l of truth condescende<l to ena

ble a feeble a<lvocate to defend his cause against a powerful as

sailant. \Vith regard to Mr. Campbell's talents, we are all, in 

a great measure, agree<l. He considers them great, anJ so do I. 
Their superiority to mine he has estabfo•hed by several certifi~ 

ca tes. I <lo not deny it. '\Vhy, then, so much about a matter, 

on which there is no issue? 

"' e are not so well agree<l on every thing saitl by him an<l his 

·wi lnesses. Mr. Vaughan has _made a very dashing general ac

cusation, about the alfair of Captain Buckner. It is time enough 

to make <t particular answer, when he shall make a particular 

allega tion. Until then, I must be satisfie<l with plea<ling not 
guilty to \1is general charge.( a) In the mean time, let it be re ~ 

membered that Captain Buckner was a member of my church, 

and so uniformly and perseveringly attached to me, as a Chris~ 

tian Pa:;tor, that, before my leaving them, he <leclared that if he 

·were possess.ed of his former means, he would pay my salary out 

(a) This reminds me, that Mr. Campbell mentions certain things, 
which he says were published against me in Lexington, suhse. 1uent to ID} 

departure from that place. Their truth he t akes for gr:mted, bec<1 use 
they ha,·e never been COiitradictcd. To this I answer, that I have ne \'er 
got a sight of them. I publicly solicited the writer ,md his phalanx .to 
come out, like men, while I was on the spot. But they chose, like l\'lr. 
Yau~han, to shew theh· bravery, after the mountainc; lar bet~vcen us. · 
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of his uwn pocket, rather than part with me. ~Ir. Yaughan ad 
mits that this warm friend is" a man of incorruptible integrity.'' 
If so, it seems to me, thnt l\lr. Vaughan himself must uc sume
what deficient. 

In another charge of his, he has not left us to mere presump
tive proof. Unhappily for this witness, he cloes not always deal 
in vague generalities, but, by venturing a specification, ha~ 

shewn himself indisputably guilty of the very crime, with which 
he charges an innocent man. The following are the facts. In 
my exposure of :Mr. Campbell's report, I had written to :\Ir. 
Edgar the following words, viz. ''You were very well satisfied 
''that I had encountered l\f r. Campbell, until your mind was 
•'changed a few months afterward, by information received from 

"his neighbourhood. You then told rnr, that, from unanswcra
.~ blc c·viclence, his character was too low to justify so formal a 

"notice by any respectable man ; an1l that, in defence of my 

"own character, an apology should be made to the public.~' 

Compare this with ~Ir. Vaughan's certificate, and a. note which 
~Ir. Campbell has published as ~Ir. Vaughan's, and which I will 

here add in brackets, to that part of the text, from which he 
refers to it by an asterisk. It is as follows, viz. '~Edgar di1l 
·' nut inform l\lr. M •Calla by letter, that you were a man of too 
·' low a character for him to have any tl:ing to do with. [Thi~ 

")fr. )J'Calla said in his pamphlet.]" According to this pam
phlet uf mine. 1\1 r. Eu gar's communication to me~ was a nrlJal 

one~ made a few months after the debate, anJ, of course, bcfon: 
I had removed from Kentucky tu Philadelphia. The wonls arc. 
·• rou then told me." Mr. Vaughan crrtifies that my pamphlet 
sai1l that this communication was "nY LETTI:n." Now it ap
pears, from l\lr. Yaughan's own shewing, that l\lr. Edgar ha'
never 1lcnied that he "told" me this, as my pamphlet declares: 
he only denies that he communicated it by letter, a thing which 
my houk docs nut declare, but which Mr. Vaughan has forgeJ for 
it. :Now wht>re t1oes the real falsehood lie? 

.:\not.her of Mr. Campbell's \\'itncsscs ~rnhjccts himself io a 
Hr.~· 1':1")" refutation. '' .'.\lr. :\to~e.; R:·:rn, P11cc a z1·alous J>cd()· 
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baptist, ~' as Mr. Campbell states, testifies as follo\vs, viz. 

" I had to experience the mortification of seeing Mr. M'Calla 

"exposed for misquoting the Scriptures to suit his own pur

" poses: and in reading extracts from Robinson, with the book 

" in his hand and before his eyes, he would put language in Ro

" bin son's mouth that was no where to be found in it." "I can 

" unhesitatingly say, that Mr. Campbell has given a fair repre

" sentation of all of Mr. M •Calla's arguments, during the four 

" days that I attended, excepting the leaving out of Mr. 
" 1\1 'Calla's vulgar, abusive, and ungentlemanly language, to

" gether with his base misquotations of tl1e Scriptures and 

" Robinson's History of Baptism." 

From this certificate, it appears that I have been guilty of 

vuJgar, abusive, and ungentlemanly language; but Mr. Camp

bell charitably dropped this from his report, while he faithfully 

recorded every thing that was decent. It seems that I was 

guilty of base misquotations of the scriptures, to suit my own 

purposes ; and of basely interpolating and misquoting Robin

son's History of Baptism, while the book was in my hand, and 

before my eyes: but Mr. Campbell tenderly concealed these er

rors from the public, while he faithfully reported alJ my correct 
quotations from the Scriptures, and other books. If there is 

any meaning in language, this is the meaning of the above 

testimony. 

Let it be remembered that this witness attencled only four 

days, and that two of these four were the sixth and seventh. 

Then his testimony goes to show that Mr. Campbell, in his re

port of the sixth and seventh days. omits nothing that I said, 

except my vulgarities, and my misquotations o~ the Bible and 

Robinson. On examining his report, it will be found, that, for 

each of my half hours on these two days, he has allowed me, 

upon an average, between vne and two pages; which. accord

i ng to my way of speaking, would be delivered in less than three 

minutes. The result then is, that, during the two last days of 

our debate, I occupied twenty-seven or eight minutes out of 

every thirty, in gross vulgarities, or base misquotati<ms of the 
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Bible and Robinson ! This must be true, if Mr. Ryan's testi 

mony be true. 

It is a. general principle of all law, civil or military, ecclesi 

astical or social, that particular facts are necessary to support 

general charges. Notwithstanding Mr. Ryan's testimony, it can 

be pro\'ed, that, during the debate, .Mr. Campbell ri<licule<l my 

inaccurate quotations of scripture. and in his suosequcnt report, 

accused me of making ''material altcration.<1" of the sacred text. 

It can also be proved that I called upon him for ~pecifications. 

lie has never, to my knowledge, condescended to produce one 

instancr, in which I interpolated or misquoted l\lr. Robinson, 

whether before my eyes or not ; he has never produced one in

stance of my misquoting the scriptures, when before my eyes ; 

nor one inaccurate quotation of them from memory, which would 

favour my own cause. If my charges against him, had depend

ed upon the general certificates of such men as Mr. Ryan, he 

would have justly laughed me to scorn. But when I accused 

him of misquoting the scriptures, or Dr. Owen, or l\Ir. \Valker, 

or other writers, (and they were not a few,) I submitted to 

the drudgery of producing Mr. Campbell's words, and compar

ing them with the original. How gladly would he have done the 

same, if I had ever given him an opportunity. May God accept 

my sincere and humble thanks for preserving me fr.om such 

crimes, an<l for giving me a cause which needs not such artifices 

to support it. 

The most important object. of Mr. Campbell's pamphlet was 

to shew that his book, which is such a lucrative speculation to 

him, is really a correct account of our debate. On this subject I 

would observe, that he has a very unsati:-sfactory way of vro\'ing 

the correctness of his reports, by the objections of those who im

peach them. ~Ir. Walker published several pages of exception~ 

to Mr. Campbell"s account of their debate; to which he added a 

dozen pages of exceptions, by one of the Moderators. Mr. Camp

bell would persuade the public that these '' altogtther would not 

make one page ;" and then pretends that if all these exceptions 

were well substantiated, his Report "would appear from Mr. 
B 
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"'Walker's own treatise to be a correct representation of the con 

" troversy ." My exposure of his Report in our case gave a very 

great number of particulars. Of these he speaks as follows, viz. 

"Even when all the particulars he gives are excepted, still the 

''debate as published by me is worthy of the title and credit 

"which it has received." Now let us examine the title and 

credit whic? it has received, and compare these. with my excep

tions. 

The title as published in the printed Prospectus, is" A De
" bate on Baptism. between Mr. \V L. M'Calla, of Kentucky, 

''and A. Campbell, of Virginia, held in \Vashington, Mason 

" County. Kentucky, on the 15th of October, 1823, in the pre
" sence of many witnesses." The very next words of the Prospec

tus promise that '' All the arguments on both sides shall be 

" faithfully and impartially DETAILED." Nothing less than this 

detail would make it the debate .which was held between the 

parties mentioned, at the time and place specified, and in tire 

presence of many witnesses. In the tiile page of his book, he 

is still more particular, informing us of the debate which he 

reports, " commencing on the 15th and terminating on the 21st 

[22nd} Octob. 1823." The TITLE of the book, then, authorizes 

us to expect a faithful and impartial detail of all the arguments 
which I delivered in FVashington, Kentucky, in a number of 

speeches, which commenced on the 15th and closed on the 22nd of 

Octob. 1823, lasting seren days; for the sabbath vrns left out. 

This is a fair account of the title of his book. 

Now for the" credit which it has recei\·eu." l\fr. Campbell's 

own explanation of this expres~ion is to be found in the certifi~ 

cates of his witnesses, who profess to have heard the debate, as it 

actually took place. and then to have read and compared his print

ed report. They testify that so far as they ''heard and read," 

' ' Mr. C!1.mpbell has given in his publication of the debate, both 

" in substance and FORM, fairly and substau tially, ALL the argu

,, men ts offered on both si1les of the question." One calls it" a 

FULL, fair~ 1.nd faithful exhibition of all the principal arguments 

ani! topics." Another says that it contains ''all tlie matter and 
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argument a1h·ance<l by bnth disputants/' Another n1l1ls, '" \'ery 

generally the pfmiscofogy itsclj:" Thus much f·1r the crf•dit of 

the book. Now adcJ this to the title; and \\'C arc a11tli11ri'.l.ed Ly 
"the title and credit which it has recl.·i,·cd," to l'XJH'rt that 

~Ir. Campbell's book will furnish a clctailed report. full, faith-
ful. and impartial, in >"CSpcct of matter, form, and pltrase:J/ogy, 
of all my topics and arguments, in the seven days debate in A"m

lucky, October, 18~:3. 

Mr. Campbell has assure1l us that this is the real character of 

the report, even after a1lmitti11g all the exception~ whirh I have 
made. The judgment of cantlour will co11sider liim as \'irtu.11ly 

admitting the correctness of my exceptions, in fact, :,ince, Sl'ri11us~ 
numerous, and tangible as they arc, he has not o,·erthro, .. :n a :'in

gle one of them ; but reposes himself upon their supposed harm

lessness. Taking my ohjectiuns, therefore. for grautetl, let us 

compare them with some of the alletlge<l features of his book, 

a~d in the umlisturbed possession of which lie tbinks that my 

exceptions lea\'e it. This must, of course, be <lone with great 
brevity. 

1. He promises a DETAILED report. l\f y objections. which 
he has ,·irtually admitted, prove from the book it!>clf, that a 

great part of it is professedly an ABRIDGED report. 

2. He aml his witnesses call it a FCLL report. .My objections 

shew from his own hook, that a great part of it confessedly 

records short sums, specimens and abstracts, instead of full 
speeches, while there is not even a specimen recortlccJ of Hry 

much that I sai<l. 

S. lie anti his certificates call it a FAtTHFtJL report ::\Ty 
ol.ijectio11s, which he has virtually a1lmitte<l, shew nr_r 11u:i1c

rous misstatements, as to matters of fact; they shew that he has 

written for me in his dialect, which is, in some instances, foreign 

to my own, anti foreign to correct English; they shew that while 
using his own language, he has so transposed and altered my 

sentiments, as to make them error, confusion, an<l 11011st>11:,c; 

they shew that the bo1ly of my quotations he ha:; ~UJ1('ress1·n, 

while he has partly supplied their place, by greatly autl stupi<lly 
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enlarging others, and quoting for me, from books which I had 

never named, nor even seen. 

4. It is called an ll\1PARTIAL report. My objections shew that 

he, though one of the parties, constitutes himself a judge of the 

weight of argument; and when Mr. Campbell the Judge, has 

deci<letl against the relevancy uf arguments opposed to Mr. 
Campbell the Party. he then forbids Mr. Campbell the Reporter 

to record them. This is a very cheap sort of impartiality. 

5. He and his witnesses alle<l ~e that his report has the above 

qualities in respect of MATTER. My objections prove from his 

printed book and my manuscript notes, that the nwtter of my 

speeches is nut in his report. His very preface expressly pro

fesses to abbreviate whole days of my matter as my publication 

shewed at large. 

6. They attach the above qualities to his report, with regard to 

FORM and PHRASEOLOGY. Surely these men must know that there 

is a difterence in the form of a SPEECH and a SPEClMF:N. They 

must know that there is a difference in the form of an omtion 

occupying thirty minutes, a.nd an abstract occupying three 

minutes. Besides, the very face of the book shews that these 

miniatures are given in his own phraseology, and my admitted 
objections prove that where he pretends to use my language, he 
actually substitutes his own phraseolog!J, even to his idiomatic 

\ 

v iolations of grammar. 

7. l\lr. Campbell and his witne sses insist upon the fulness and 

excellency of his report, in relation to my TOP1cs. My manu

script notes antl my actual speeches contained seven topics: but 

where will you fintl the~e in Mr. Campbell's book? \Vhere, for 

ins tance, will you find the history of the 1node of baptism? My 
p rinted objections, which he has virtually admitted, shew, that 

he, as well as other Bapti sts, claimed the most respectable 

Pedobaptists, as advocating their views of the mode of baptism; 

my objections shew, moreover, that these claims were most tri
mn phant1y refuted, in my discussion of this topic. Perhaps there 

was not another part of the debate, in which the gross dishonesty 

of m1 Opponent, and Danvers, . and other .Baptist "writers, ap-. 
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peare<l in a more c.lisgraceful light. To bury the remembrance of 
such an exposure, he has suppressed the whole topic. and then 
persuaded his impartial, disinterested and neutral followers, 
such as Walker Reid, to certify that his report is H a faithful 

representation of theTOl'JCs!" I would not be the writer of such 
a declaration, for ten thousanc.l times all the votes, and all the 
fees, which this neutral certificate will procure its author, from 
the dense Baptist population around him. But let it not lie 
thought that the above is the only instance of dishonesty on this 
subject. His report allows one page to my fifth topic; he al- . 
lows another page to my sixth and seventh topics, which arc 
directly called for by his challenge, and without which, I am 
deprived of a defence. To the sixth topic, which was the most 
important, he has allowed six lines of that one page. Thus he 
has entirely suppressed one of my seven topics, an<l half of the 
remaining six, he has reported in two 1mges, and that in his own 
language. 

8. ~1 r. Campbell and his witnesses, alledge, moreover, the 
excellency and fulncss of his report, in relation to my ARou 

l'llE:\'TS. This leads us to evidence from l\lr. Campbell's own 
pen, that he has laid Yiolent hands upon another topic. which has 
not yet been mentioned.. His preface informs us that he has 

ind ulgecl in '' abbreviating" " the argument from ecclesiastic 
history." This argument occupied the third and fourth topics, 

which related to the history of the subject of baptism, a1Hl the 
history of the mode. One of these, I have shewn, he has c11tirely 
suppressed; a.n<l he expressly confesses that he has abbreviated 

the other. 
9. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses consider his book as a 

report of the Debate which took place between him and my~clf, 
in 'Vashington, Kentucky, on the 15th-to-22nd days uf Octo
ber, 1823. If it be so, it must give my speeches, whether ,·ulgar 
or polished, relevant or irrelevant, during all the seven days, 
on all my seven topics, relati11g to the nature or eflects of baptism, 
and embracing the arguments from scripture and from ecclesias· 
t ical history. Instead of this, we find one topic entirely suppress-
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cd, three others occupying two pages, and a fifth abbreviated, by 
the impartial guillotine of the opposite party. Two out of the 

seven still remain. These I have exposed in a printed \iolume 

of objections, not one of which he has refuted, and the vali(lity 

of which he has virtually admitted, by declining to make any 

particular exception, and by asserting that when my objections 

are admitted. his report H is worthy of the title and credit 

which it has receiver!.'' I have shewn that if these objections 

be valid, they will prove, that, in reporting me, his work is a 

mass of misstatements, Campbellisms, transpositions, supple

ments, interpolations, suppressions, and alterations. The evi

dence of this is found not only in my notes, but abundantly in 

his own book. which, of itself, is ground enough for contradicting 

all his certificates. Even when he and his witness agree in 

matter of fact, it is amusing to see how they will differ as to the 

reason of the fact. After all that has been said about thefulness 

of the report, Mr. Campbell, and his witness Mr. Ryan, can

not help conceding that much is omitted ; that is, that it is not 

full, unless it can be full, while nine-tenths are wanting. Each 

of them has his own reason for this great omission. Mr. Camp

bell attributes it to the irrelevancy of such arguments as that 

l\,-hich is drawn from ecclesiastical history. Mr. Ryan will not 

agree that this argument was suppre
0

ssed at all, but insists that 

every thing was reported, '"except the leaving out of Mr. 

M'Calla's vulgar, abusive, and ungentlemanly language, together 

with his base misquotations of the scriptures and Robinson's 

History of Baptism." of which vulgarity and dishonesty, neither he 

nor any other person can give a single instance!! These cannot 

be reconciled. 

'\Then commencing this review, it was my design to examine 

Mr. Campbell's neutral witnesses, a little more particularly. 

This may possibly be done at some future period. At present 

it seems unnecessary. So perfect an imposture cannot long 

abide the test. The forgery of a Unitarian Baptist cannot 

always be supported by the mere gene ral ex parte' certificate8 
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of Unitarians, and the sons an<l brothers of Baptist preach 
crs, who choose to call themselves NEUTRALS, because they 
belong to no church; especially while these certificates 
contra1lict themselves and one another, an<l arc obviously op 
posed to the very face of the record about which they testify. 
God will take care of his own truth an<l his own people, and on 
him do I rely, in Jesus' namt• . 





DEPEXCE 

OF 

PED 0 B .A. P 'I~ IS 1'1. 

Friends, Fellow-citi=ens, and Fellow- Christians, 

T1rn possession of a rational, responsible and 

immortal nature, should c\rer make ns view religion as 

of paramount importance. Among innumerable dangers 

of fatal error, the enjoyment of a ful1 revelation, an infalli

ble rule of faith and practice, is a blessing for which we 

can never he sufliciently thankful. This blessed ,·n1u1nc 

contains the instruction of the Divine Father, scaled hy 
the blood of the Divine Son, and applie<l to the heart 

by the Divine Spirit. Depending upon the grace of 

the 011ly true God, we should endeavour to gi vc to 

all his doctrines, precepts, and or<linances, that inherent 

and relative weight which they claim in the inspired 

volume. Our views of the Christian sacrame11ts, as to 

their nature, relations, and consequences, are thought 

defective and erroneous, by some \Vho are eminent for 

piety and intelligence. Y ct while they condemn us, they 

accuse each other also. l\fr. Booth, an acfroc:ate for 

strict communion, says concerning his Baptist lm.:thrcn 

"who plead for free communion," that they '" tn·at 

"the ordinance [of baptism] as if it were a rncre circum

" stance in divine worship: an indifferent thin1r,: and dis· 

"pense with it just as occasion l'cquircs." "T'he Lor(rs 
c 
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" supper, however, is considered and treated by them in 

" a different manner; for they speak of it as a delightful , 
" an edifying, an important institution. But what 

" authority have they for thus distinguishing between 

" two appointments of the same Lord, intended for the 

" same persons, of equa] continuance in the Christian 

"church, and alike required of proper subjects? 

" They have indeed the example of some Socinians, and 
" the veneral!1e sanction of the whole Council of Trent: 
" for the title of one chapter in the records of that coun

" cil, is, ' Concerning the excellence of the most holy 
" Eucharist, above the reio;t of the sacrament~.'"( a) Con
cerning this preference of one sacrament to another, 

Mr. Booth asks, "Can such a conduct be pious, humble, 
or rational?" Yet impious, proud, ancl irrational as this 
conduct may be, it is feared that my Opponent has been 
guilty of it. It is true that he does not, like the free

commnnion Baptists, prefer the eucharist to baptism, 

but he does what is equally condemnable in Mr. Booth's 
esteem, he gives baptism a decided preeminence over 

the eucharist, if not over faith and obedience." Baptism," 
says he "is an ordinance of the greatest importance and of 

" momentous significance. Never was there an ordinance 

" of so great import or design." "He [Christ] does not 
" say, he that believeth and keeps my commands shall 
~' be saved: but he saith ' he that believeth and is hap

" tized shall be saved.' He placeth baptism on the right 

'' hand of faith." "To every believer therefore, hap
" tism is a formal and personal r emission, or purgation 

(a) :Booth's .Apolo~y, pp. 177, 178. London Editiorrof 1812. 



( 19 ) 

·•of srns. The believer uever has his sins formally wash

" eel away or remitted until he is baptized. The water 

"has 110 eflicacy but what God's appointment gives it, 

" and he has made it suflicient for this purpose."( b) 
He '' said that baptism is inseparably connected with 

"a formal pardon of sin; and spoke ve1·y boastingly of 

" having never, for an hour, felt guilt of conscience, 

"since his baptism.''(c) T'hose who hold such a religion as 

this, will always harbour animosity agninst pious Pedo

baptists, as naturally as the \V estern Indians opposed the 

venerable Zeisberger. the Moravian Missionary, ''in 

" consequence chiefly of the insinuations of some Pagan 

" teachers, who had strenuously recommended the use 

" of emetics, as a speedy and infallible method of cleans

" ing from sin."(d) No doubt, there was many a de

luded mortal among them, who "spoke very boastingly 

" of having never, for an laonr, felt guilt of conscience, 

since his" vomiting. How <liflerent is this Pagan stuff 

from the scriptural account of Baptism ! Paul says 

" Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the Gos

pel."( e) If he had viewed it as my Opponent does, he 

would have considered the work of bapti'"zing to be the 

most important object of his mission. But he here uses 

a negative as the strongest contrast, to show its great 

inferiority to the essentials of Christianity. 

'Vhen I speak of the relative diminutiYcness of the 

tangible sacraments, I would not be understood as insinu· 

(b) Campbell's Spurious Debate in Kentuckr, pp. 117. 135. 

(c) Lowry's Notes, given to me. 
(d) B~·own's History oC\fosions, Vol. 1.p. 435. Philadelphia Ellition 0f 

1816. (e) 1 Cor. i. 17. 
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ating that they are unimportant. Far be it from me to 

despise snch valuable privileges ! May my soul ever 

rejoice in that heavenly condescension which has be

stowed them! Our Fathers <lid we11 in reproving the 

lJian of sin for mb~ing the laity of the eucharistic cup; 

and they did as well in reproving certain Pseu<lo-ref~~·

mers for robbing infants of the baptismal seal. Since 

the Pedobaptist world is arraigned before the public, 

under the heaviest charges, and since I am providential

ly called to confront our bold Accuser, the task is under

taken, with a trembling cheerfulness, and in humble 

reliance upon the Spirit of Christ, without whose help 

I can do nothing. 

The contested proposition, for the discussion of which 

we have met on this occasion, is contained in a general 

printed challenge, first uttered by my Opponent, several 

years ago, at the close of a debate which he had with 

a Pedobaptist Minister in another state, and afterward 

printed for general circulation, in his professed report 

of that debate, which I have in my han<l. In that 

challenge he undertakes to prove that " lnfant-sprink

" ling is a human tradition, and injurious to the \Vell 

" being of ~ociety, religious and poljtical." As I 
plead, not guilty, we join issue upon the very words 

of the accusation which you have just heard. 

To the language of the proposition I at first objected, 

in part, because the term i;~fanl-sjJrinlding \Vas in 

tended as a sneer. If we were to call them Dippers, 
an<l call their baptism Duching, they would probably 

think that a sneer was intended: yet th~y would not. 

have more reason f'or such a suspicion, tha.n \Ve havf' 
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in the present case. They call themselves Baptists, 
and 11ot Divers, Plungers, or JJij1jJers. As convenience 
requires that they should have a name, we allow them 
the one which they assume; but we do it from courtesy, 
nml not because we believe that they arc Baj1ti=ers 
more than ourselves. If the peculiarities uf their system 

were necesary to make a man a Ba/1t1=er, (whieh is the 
original meaning of the word Baptist,) then the precursor 
of our Lord shoul<l not be called John the Baptist, or 
John the Bapti=cr, since thel'e is satisfactory evidence 
that he baptized infants, and that by. sprinkling or 
pouring. llut as the Author of the accusation now 
under discussion was not willing to rem'lve or change 
the offensive expression, infunt-sprinlding, all that 
we wish is, to have its meaning clearly settled. This 
is <lone effcct11a1ly by the context, in which he says, 
u It is my time to give an invitation or challenge to 

" any Pedo-baptist minister;" and again, :: I feel dis

" posed to meet any Pedo-bajJtist minister, of any cle 
H nomination," &c. As the challenge, the1·efore, is di
rected to Pcdo-ba/1tists, it is evident that Pedo
baptism is to be the subject of discussion, and that this 

is what is meant by infant-sjJrinlllh1g. The position. 
then, which he has engaged to nrnintain is, that infunt
baj1tism, as practised by us, in the mode of sprinkling. 
pouring, or washing, is a factitious and pernicious 
institution. In his p11hlicatio11s he has endeavoured to 
establish this gencml charge, by many pal'ticulars of a 

very odious character. If they be conect, we must 
be the enemies of Co<l and 111an: if they be incorrect. 
he must a fal s<· Accuc::ct· and a hitter A<lvrr~ary of 



Christ and his Church. If he has pubfohed more than 

he then meant, or more than he is willing now to pro

secute, he is present to declare it. If no such declara

tion is made, you wi11, of course, demand good evidence 

in ~upport of such formidable charges. 

Against such a11egations, by whomsoever brought, I 

wil1ingly stand on the defensive: against such affirmations, 

by whomsoever made, I wiJJingly espouse the negative. 

In so doing, I would endeavour, conscientiously and 

scripturally, to defend a command of God, and not those 

adventitious errors which Papists or Protestants have 

engrafted on it. If will-worship, self-righteousness and 

superstition, schism and heresy, anarchy, oppression, 

and persecution are ever found connected with our 

system, I can only reply that this is an unnatural con

nexion, since these evils are from hell, and infant-bap

t ism is from heaven. If my Opponent mean to prove 

that the use of the cross, and of oil and wine, and milk 

and honey in baptism, is a human tradition, I have no 

objection: but while this is made out undeniably, it 

\\'i 11 also appear that infant-baptisni belongs to what he 

calls " the traditions of the Apostles," and that this 

Apostolical tradition or injunction is no more answerable 

for its illegitimate connexions, th.an the scriptures are 

answerable for destroying souls, when, through human 

depravity, _they become a savour of death unto death; 

or than aduit-baptism is answerable for the innumerable 

evils with which it is accompanied. And let it be 

remembered that this is practised by a11 Pedobaptists; 

for our system is to baptize believers and their seed. 

Christian baptism, thus administered_. has 5ometimes 
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been accompanied with much evil, as is the bible in 

which it is commantlecl ; and infidcJs charge all this 

evil upon God's word and ordinances; whether right

eously or not, judge ye. 

\Vhether infant-baptism he right or wrong, useful 

or hurtful, may be decided without any other evidence 

than the simple word of God. This proof is the best, 

hecause it is certain and infallible. That evidence 

which is derived from uninspired writings, whether 

doctrinal or historical, though strong, is neverthcJess 

infe1:ior. It would save much time and strength to 

omit it altogether. I mention this because my Opponent 

has already asserted, more than once, that the tru e 

church, from the Apostles' days to the present ti 111e: 

were Baptists. Although the challenge will certainly 

allow him this latitude, he would do me a favour by con

fining himself to the scriptures, at least in relation to the 

subject and mode of baptism. Its injurious effects he 

may prove in any way that he pleases: Let him produce 

scripture only, to show that infant-baptism is forbidden, 

and that immersion only is baptism, and then he shall 

have proved that "infant-sprinhling is a human tradi 

tion." But reasonable as this wish is, he intimates that 

it cannot be gratified. In addition, then, to infallible 

scriptural evidence in favour of our subject and ·mode 
of baptism, I shall be ref)uired to produce what might 

be caJJed uninspired presumptive or probable evidence 

to the same points. I shaJJ have to show that the Chris

tian Church has ahvays baptized infants, an<l that it has 

never considered submersion essential to this ordi nancc . 

This will have to be followed by cvi<lcncc that the Hap 
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tists of l~ngland ~nd America, instead of being born iu 

the first century (as my Opponent has repeatedly assert
ed,) had their origin in the sixteenth. The topics of 

disc~ssion, then, which my Opponent has cut out for 
me, are the folJowing; viz. 

1. The scriptural subject of baptism. 
2. The scriptural mode. 
3. The history of the subject. 
4. The history of the mode. 
5. The history of Anabaptism . 

6. The effects of the subject. 
7. The effects of the mode. 

In discussing these topics, while I would avoid shrink-/ 

ing from the duty of defending the truth, I would res

pect the feelings of pious Baptists, and avoid unnecessary 
recriminations against those mistaken Christians of that 

denomination, who, uncharitably, unrighteously, and 
untruly, make common cause with our Accuser, in 

~landering their brethren for obeying a divine command. 

To the true church, God has said, " No weapon that is 

" formed against thee sha11 prosper; and every tongue 
" that shall rise against thee in judgment thou shalt con

" demn. This is the heritage of the servants of the Lord, 
" and their righteousness is of me, saith the Lord." 
This \Ve believe. In the exercise of a conscience 

void of offence towards God and man, we are willing to 

take shelter under this promise, for protection against 
the accusations of our present Ad ve1·sary, and of all those 

who support him. 
\Vhen a man brings such serious charges as those 
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\\ hiclt a1·e now under consideration, he should have 

some plan of attack. In opening the cause, which my 

Accuser has professed to do, he should, as far as time 

allowed, give us some general view of the law and the 

testimony; something to which a reply may be maclc. 

But, in what he calls the opening of the debate, he has 

not laid before you as much as can be felt between the 

thumb and finger. His whole speech was occupied 

in a laboured effort to make his audience benevolent, at

tentive, and docile, according to Cicero's instructions. 

As I di<l not come here to set myself off by rhetorical 

arts, but to recommend religion, by defending its sacred 

institutions, and its pious professors, I have been c.ompel

Jcd, though in the negative, virtually to open the cause 

myself. I shall therefore proceed immediately to the 

discussion of those topics which my Opponent's challenge 

and present determination force upon onr attention, 

and which have been already enumerated in my di\1 ision. 

TOPIC I. 
THE SCRIPTURAL SUBJECT OF BAPTISM. 

On this subject, my opinion is accurately expressed 

in the following words: 

The ScrijJtures consider infants as suitable, though not 

exclusive subjects of Christian IJajJtism. 

The challc11ge asserts that " Infant-sprinkling is a 

hu1nan tradition." :My reply is~ that the Scriptures con 
n 
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sider infants as suitable, though not exclusive subjects 

of Christian baptism. Instead of this proposition, some 

would state that Pedobaptism is a divine institution. To 

avoid repeated and unnecessary distinctions and circum

locutions, I often use this declaration myself. But as a 
proposition for discussion, it is thought to be deficient 

in accuracy. We believe that adult baptism is a divine 

institution, and that female baptism is a di vine institution, 

as well as male baptism : and so we might appear to 

multi ply institutions according to the ages, sexes, colours, 

and conditions of mankind. Each of these has the 

appearance of excluding the rest. Of this appearance, 

Baptist controversialists take an unfair advantage. \Vhen 

.we advocate infant-baptism as a divine institution, they 

try to make the- world believe that we thereby reject 

adult baptism, whereas we hol<l and practice both: when 

the Bible teaches adult baptism, they conclude that it 

rejects infant baptism, whereas the l;Jible teaches, ·and 

the Apostles practised both. To shut the door against 

such quibbles, my proposition formally admits that 

infants are not the exclusive subjects of Christian bap

tism, while it asserts that they are suitable subjects of 

this divine institution, according to the testimony of 

God's word. 

But now that we are approaching the lively oracles, 

my Oppcment begins to dread an appeal to this irrefraga- . 

ble testimony. He insists upon my passing this over, 

and engaging in a jJriori reasonings, which he knows 

would be much more ineflicient in our defence than 

inspired authority. For me to quote scripture, he 

insinuates: would be only a fatiguing loss of breath an<l 
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waste ot' time. His words arc these, viz : " Befol'c we 
"spend our breath, waste our time, or fatignc onr bodies 
"in this discussion, let us know, cui bono, for what 
" good, or what benefit to infants we eoHtend." "'V c 
"know of no benefit," says .he, ''that could be conferred 

"on them by sprinkling ~ few drops of water upon 
"their faces."(/) Perhaps my Opponent knows that 
these questions arc often asked concerning his bap
tism as well as ours, and with as much force. And 
Booth complains that some eminent Baptists them
selns seem to doubt the utility of adult immersion, 
and thc1·eby to approach that sect which denies the 
utility and obligation of. either baptism or the Lor<l's 
snpper.(g) It is true that my Opponent professes to 
have discovered great utility in adult immersion; it 
purges from sin. In this he excels the Hemerobaptists, 
who cleanse themselves from all sin by a daily immersion. 
But Bishop Hobart is up with him even here; for he 
believes that infant baptism is regeneration; and both arc 
about as wise as those 'V estcrn Indians who believed 
that their sins were purged by emetics. 

In demanding evidence of utility in the threshhold of 
this discussion, my Accuser oppo8es Jews and Chris· 
tians, inspired and uninspired, heretical and orthodox, 
Baptist and Pedobaptist. Matt. v. 19. shews that the 
least of God's commandments is binding, whether we 
think it useful or not. In admirable consistency with 
this, Booth quotes from Stapfer the following sentiments 
of Orobin~, a learned Jew, viz. "The rit11aJ law d(> 

(/)Debate, p. 46. ( g) Booth's Apology, p. 181. 
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" pends upon the wiJJ of the Legislator only; sometimes, 

" or generally, no foundation for it being discovered in 

" natural reason. But it does not obtain on that:account 

"an inferior degree of perfection, (supposing the wis

" dom and goodness of the Legislator to be infinite,) 

" but ought rather to be esteemed of a higher and 

'' sublimer order: it being indeed supposed that an infi
" nitely good and wise God can never prescribe to man 

" laws which are vain and unsuitable. In proportion as the 

" reason of them is more hidden to us, so should we the 

" more believe that it belongs to the secret of divine 

" wisdom: so that we should not either curiously or 

" philosophically scrutinize, but he in obedient subjec

" tion to his command, by which we may shew our 

" love, and a becoming reverence to the Supreme Crea
" tor: believing, with the whole heart, all things which 
" his wisdom, infinitely worthy, exceedingly good, and 

" most perfect, proposes to be observed by us, whether 

" [or not] that wisdom can or will dispense or intermit 

" for some occasion. And it belongs to a more signal 

" obedience to observe those things, than such com-, 
" mandments of God as we discover to be founded in 

" our reason: for such as these, even if God had not 

" enjoined, men may know and observe, as many of 

" the Gentiles have done, without any view to the 

" authority of God."--But merely from their opinion 

of their cui bono. 
On this ~ubject, even Dr. Priestly is more correct 

ihan my Opponent. As quoted by Booth, he declares 

that "Every divine command 011ght certainly to be 
f' implicitly complied with, even though we should not 



( 29 

•' he aLle to discern the reason of it."--That is, the 

cui bono of it. "In things of external appointment," 

(says Dr. Samuel Clarke, quoted by Booth,) " and 

" mere positive institt.1tion, where we cannot, as in 

" matters of natural and moral duty, argue concerning 

" the natural reason and ground of the obligation, and 

"the original necessity of the thing itself; we ha,·c 

" nothing to <lo bnt to obey the positive command. God 

" is infinitely better able than we to judge of the pro

" priety and usefulness [the cui boni] of the things, he 

" institutes; and it becomes us to obey with humility 

" and reverence." The same author quotes Bishop 

Hall as saying, "It hath been e\·er God's wont, by 

' ' . small pl'ecepts to prove men's dispositions. Obedience 

" is as well tried in a trifle as in the most important 

"charge: yea, so much more, as the thing required 

" is Jess: for oftentimes those who would be carcfu l 

" in main affairs, think they may neglect the smallest . 

" 'Vhat command so ever we receive from God, or om· 

" superiors, we must not scan the weight, [the cui bono J 
"of the thing, but the authority of the commander.: · 

The same Baptist writer quotes \Vitsius as saying that. 

" One wl10 resolves to obey God in some things only,. 

" but excepts others, which he does [or uot] according 

'"to his own juugment [of their cui bono,] he does not 

" serve God, but pleases himself. The true ground of 

.:' obedience is the authority of him who commands: 

"which, as it is the same in all precepts, alJ then, it is 

" conclu<lcd, must be of equal obligation." 

These are all Baptist authoritcs, because adoi>ted 
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by Booth(/i) in support of his sentiments, which he 

expresses in his own words as fo11ows, viz. " As in the 

" great concerns of religious worship, nothing should 

" be done that is not required by Jehovah ; and as the 
" ]awfulness of all positive rites depends entirely on 

" their divine Author and his institution; so he who 
" complies with some, and neglects others that are 
" equa11y commanded and equa11y known, may please 
" himself, but he does not obey the Lord." "For it is 

" not the manifest ·exee11ence, or the great utility 
" [the cui bono J of any divine appointment, that is the 
"true reason of om· submission to it; but the authority 

" of him that commands." 
You have already perhaps observed that my Opponent 

himself advocates this same doctrine at some times, 
though he contradicts it at other times. He has quoted 
a passage from Bishop HoadJy, in which he says, "AH 
"positive duties depend [not upon the question of 

'' cui bono, but] entirely upon the will and declaration 
" of the person who institutes or ordains them, with 
" respect to the real design and end of them, and eon

" sequently to the due manner of performing them." 
To the same purpose he has quoted largely from Bishop 

Tay lot·, who says that "The will of the law-giver, 
" [and not the question of cui bono J is a11 the reason 
" for obedience."( i) But in the debate with Mr. 
'Valker we have my Opponent's own words to this 
effect as follows; ,~iz. "Having now distinguished 

(lz) They may be found in the following pages of his Apology. n. 
100. 179. 180. 

(i) Deb'.lte pp. 69. 70. 
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·' positive and moral institutions, I proceed to shew that 

" on no account whatsoever in positive requiremeuts, 

" arc we to attempt to reason upon the expediency 

" [the cui bono J of the things enjoined, but implicitly 

" to obey on all occasions. 'Vhcn Eve, the mother ot• 

" us all, began to reason on the expediency [the cui 
" bono J of eating the forbidden fruit, she began to sin. 

" She reasoned that as the fruit of that tree was pleasant 

" to the sight, and to be desired to make one wise, 
" there could be no harm in eating of it; consequently 

" she concluded to taste it. Of the incorrectness of 

" her [ cui bono J reasoning, and of her incapacity, even 

" when in Eden, to draw a correct inferenc:e, when 

" reasoning on a positive institution, we have, alas! 

" a melancholy proof'Z----as we have in her 

" cui bono descendant in this clcbate.(/l) 
Often as my Opponent contmdicts himself, he hardly 

ever does it without what he considers good policy. He 

published a challenge, to shew his courage; and after

ward denied it, to throw the odium upon his Op
ponent. 'Vhy did he say so much in his letters, about 

his holding the negative of our question? Because it 

afforded what he thought a plausible pretext for demand

ing the closing speech . Why does he now t1l'ge as 

strongly that he holds the aJJlrmath:e of the very same 

question? The Moderators, to whom he has appealed: 

can answer, that this is made a pretext for demanding: 
that, as he has professedly opened the debate, I should 

not be permitted to choose my own plan of defc11ce, but 

(k) Dchatc with 1\[r. \Y. p. 4G. O n thC" s:imt> page in his ~nd deb:ite 
we find h is cui 6 0110 cont radiction. 
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be compelled to leave the solid evidence upon which 

my cause rests, and follow the ignis fatuus of his decla

mation. Again; why is it that he insists so strongly 

upon the good old doctrine, that we must unreservedly 

obey every command of God, without \Vaiting to discuss 

its expediency, or its cui bono? Because he hopes to 

pervert this truth to the sophistical conclusion that 

"nothing short of [what he means by J an express divine 

command can authorize" infant baptism: as if an im
plicit command were not binding at all! But when I 

approach the subject too closely, and seem in danger of 

producing a divine command, he complains that by 

such a course we should only "spend our breath, waste 

our time, and fatigue our bodies." Why does he then 

insist, in opposition to his former principles, concerning 

positive institutions, that we must first examine the ques

tion of expediency, "cm BONo, for what good, or 

[for] what benefit to infants" is this institution intend

ed? These questions you can answer. 

I wish you to keep in mind the proposition with which 

I have set out~ on the scriptural subject of baptism. It 

is, that " the scriptures consider infants as suitable, 

though not exclusive subjects of Christian baptism." 

Baptist polemics generally take it for granted that this 

is impossible in the nature of things; and think that in· 

fant baptism necessarily rejects adult baptism, and that 

adult baptism necessarily excludes the other, as if these 

were two distinct and irreconcileable baptisms. Booth 

says, "If infant sprinkling be a human invention, 

" disown it ..... but if it he from heaven, em brace 

" it .... . and lay the other absolutely aside, as des-
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·• titute of a divine warrant~ for as there is hut one God 
·'and one faith, so there is hut mu IH1/1tism. ·• /) This 
writer is much in the habit of illustrating tlic ~acra

ments of baptism and the eucharist hy a refel'cnce to 
circumcision an<l the Passover. cm) \Ve all know that 
there was only one circumcision as well as one baptism. 
How theu would it look to i·eason 011 the formc1·, as he 
has <lone on the latter? If infant circumcision be a 

human tradit10n, disown it but if it be from 
hca,·en, embrace it and lay adult cir~umcision 

absolutely aside for as there is but one God 
an<l one faith, so there is hut one cz'.rcwndsion .' .1 .' Yes, 
there was but one circumcision; yet it was administered 
to. acl11 lts an<l infants: so the1·e is but one baptism, which, 
like circumcisiou, is the seal of the righteou5ness of tJne 

faith; yet this also is scripturally administered to believ
ers an<l their seed. 

Scriptural statements of the qualifications of adult 
subjects are always quoted on this point. "He that be
" lieveth and is baptized .;. hall he saved: but he that 
'' believcth not shall be damned." a Go ye therefo;·e 
:: an<l teach all nations, haptizing them in the name of 
"'the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; 
u teaching t)v~m to observe all things whatsoever I 
"'ha,·c commanded you: and lo, l am with you always, 
" even unto the end of the world.-~:( n) w· e are both 
agreed that these passages exclude from baptism, 
those adults who are destitute of knowledge, because 
they must first be taught-of faith, heeausc tl1ey 

(/) Close of l~ is Apolo~y. .(m) Sec his Apology. pp. 145. 149. 
V1) :\lal'k :xn. 16. :\h tt . xxrm. 19, 20. 

E 
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are rer1uired to believe--and of ol}edience, because 
they are required to observe all tilings. We are both 
agreed on another point also, which is as plainly taught 

by these texts as the one just now stated. That is, that 
those intelligent adults who are destitute of knowledge, 
faith and obedience, are deprived of Christ's gracious 
presence, by his Spirit, unto the end of the world, and 
of his salvation in eternity. We agree, in a third posi
tion, that the privilege of baptism, the enjoyment of 
Christ's Spirit, and eternal salvation are here secured 

to believing adults. There is a fourth point in which 
we can possibly meet. The Apostle Peter shews that 

the promise of the Spirit of sanctification and salvation 
is to believers and their children; "The promise is 
unto you and to your children." The fifth point is 
the one on which we differ. Do these passages ex
clude infants from baptism? They affirm; we deny. 
They say that Christ's command to teach and baptize 

all nations, excludes infants as incapable of instruction: 
then are they not excluded from his promise, "lo! I am 
with you alway, even unto the end of th~ world?" They 
say that our Saviour's declaration, "he that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved," excludes infants as 
incapable of faith: but the next clause says, ''he that 
believeth not shall be damned." If, then the former 
clause d~prives them of baptism, because incapable of 
faith, this latter one excludes from salvation all infants 
who cannot believe. Mr. Robinson's "good Baptist," 
:Michael Servetus, of the sixteenth century, saw the 
necessity of this conclusion, and a<lmitted its correctness. 
He rejected infants from baptism and from salvation 

\ 
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togethcl', because they could not believe; and s11pvorted 

his tloctrine by that text which says, "He that bclicveth 

not the Son, shall not sec life, but the wrath of God abideth 

on him. '!\o) This mode of interpretation, if consistently 

maintained, would exclude infant'i from daily bread, 

as well as from baptismal water Paul says, ''This we 

commanded you, that if any would not work, neither 

should he eat."(jJ} Our Opponents should say, infants 
cannot worll, therefore infants should not eat. \Vhy 

clo they not reason and act thus? Because they know 

that this command related to adults who ought to work, 

and will not; and not to infants who cannot work. Just 

so Pedobaptists interpret the above texts concerning 

baptism. They are intended to exclude adults who 

ought to believe, bnt will not: and not infants which 

arc neither believers nor unbelievers. And to reason 

otherwise, is as absurd as to say that the sheep on the 

right hand of Christ, at the day of judgment, arc in

tended to exclude not only the goats, but the lambs also. 

Such sentiments as the above texts contain, are 

found in Pedobaptist writers, and Pedobaptist creeds, 

in every· age and country: and, what is remarkable, 

Baptist writers quote them, as they do the scriptures, 

in opposition to that system which their authors main

tain. They cannot help confessing that after Cyprian's 

day, Pedobaptism prc\·ailcd in the church; and yet 

when Cyprian and other Fathers talk 11f the necc~sity of 

believing and repenting hefm:c baptism, they quote these 

expressions against infant baptism, a.lthough they know 

(o: Calvin's Institutes. Buok 4. ch. xvi. sect. 31. 
(Ii) 2 Thcss. iii. 10. in Cah·. In~t. B. 4-. ch. XYi. s. ~ !l . 
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that their authors were Pedobaptists, and never meant 

them to apply to infants. Speaking of baptism, Cy

prian drclares that all "wiIJ perish," " unless th~y do 

" come with 1·epentance to that only salutary sacrament 

" of the church." On the same subject Gregory N yssen 
says, •'Prayer to God, and the imploring of the heavenly 

" grace, and the water, and faith, arc the things that 

" make up the sacrament of regeneration." To the 

same amount, Cyril, Chrysostom, and Augustine. 

Basil says, "One must believe first, and then be 

"sealed with baptism." 'Jerom says of the Apostles, 

' that they first taught the nations, and then baptized 

' them ; "for it cannot be that the body do receive 
" the sacrament of baptism, unless the soul have before 

" received the true faith." '(q) If the scriptures forbid 
infant baptism, so do these Fathers: but · both sides 

know that these Fathers held infant baptism and requir

ed faith as a qualification in adults only; and so we be

lieve the scriptures do. 
But the inconsistency of our Opponents does not stop 

with the scriptures and the Fathers. Tlu'! y have claim

ed the Pcclobaptist Reformers and reformed churches 

an cl their successors to the present day. They even 
quote against Infant baptism~ the standards of the Pedo

baptist churches with which we are conversant and 
connected ; and most certainly, they are as much against 

it as the scriptures are. Both alike require f~1ith in 
the subject. The Catechism of the Church of England 

says, ' ' There is required of persons to be baptized, faith 

(q) \Vall's Defence. pp. 34·6. 317. 
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•: and repentance." Our Catechism says that in a sacra

ment, "Christ and the benefits of the new covenant 

" arc represented, scaled and applied to believers." 

The same work says that their efficacy depends upon 

" the blessing of Christ, and the working of his Spirit 
"in them that by faith receive them." ,r ) In the close 

of my Opponent's book against Mr. Walker, these 

:md similar passages of our Creed are explained just 

as the scriptures are, in opposition to infant baptism. 

On the first of them the \\Titer says, "Mark, only to 

" believers. Are infants capable of believing?" On 

the second 1)assage he says, " Here mark again, 

" the blessing of Christ and the working of his Spirit 

" is wholly restricted to them that by faith receive 

" them. Is it possible to suppose that infants can so 
"receive? Then surely it woulcl be wrong not to admit 

" them also to the Lord's table. But the thing being 

" ins11pposable, they are therefore equally debarred 

" from both." On the whole, he. observes, "Arc not 

" all the blessings and benefits specified in then} exc]u

" sively confined to believers? Obviously so, as the \rnr<ls 
H unequivocally declare, in express concurrence with 

"the scriptures cited for proof, at the bottom of th e 

" page, under the respectiYe answers. Acco1·ding to 

" the manifest scope and tenor of all those documents 

" taken together, what comes of infant-sprinkling? It 
" stands cxclu<lc<l to all intents ancl purposes. No room 

" is left for it, if the forccitctl documents contain \Yorcl s 
" of truth." (s) 

(r) Larger Cat. Qucsti C'1~c;. 9:'. 91. (.q) 2nd Edition, p. 290, 291. 
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Thus does this writer profess to prove that, by om .. 

Catechism, infants are "equally debarred from" baptism 

and the Lord's supper; and that from our own creed, 

Pedobaptism "stands excluded to all intents and pur
poses." It is no wonder, then, that he says this of the 
scriptures. But on this subject I can tell him what proba
bly never before entered his mind. It is this; that, accord

ing to his rules of interpretation, it can be shewn that 
our Catechism, as well as the scriptures, exclude in

fants _from salvation as well as from baptism, by req uir
ing faith for the one as well as the other. It speaks 

as follows; viz. " To escape the wrath and curse of 
" God due to us for sin, God requireth of us faith in ' 
" Jesus Christ, repentance unto life, with the diligent 
"use of all the outward means whereby- Christ commu-
" nicateth to us the benefits of redemption. ~'(t) On this 

article my Opponent might speak as follows; JJfark! ! ! 

Only to hJievers, to penitents, to diligent seekel's. 
Can children believe[ can children repent? can children 

diligently use the means of grace? Is not salvation here 
" exclusively confined to believers? Obviously so, as the 
"words unequivocally declare, in express concurrence 

" with the scriptures cite4 for proof, at the bottom of 
~ ; the page." " According to the manifest scope and 
;' tenor" of the article, "what comes of infant" salva

ti on? " It stands excluded to all intents and purposes." 
'I'o all such reasoning, whether on the scriptures or 
the catechism, whether on infant salvation or infant 

1t) Shorter <;::1t. Quest. 85. See Larger Cat. Qu, 153. 
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baptism, I can make no better answer than Goldsmith has 

furnished me with: and tl1at is, Fudge. 
But the work from which I have <p10tcd, professc~ 

to admit that our standards advocate Pedohaptism, and 

therefore accuses them of the inconsistency of approv

ing it in one place, and condemning it in another. The 

same, however, might as correctly be said of their 

declarations on infant salvation. According to Baptist 

rules of interpretation the above passage excludes 
them all from heaven, for the want of faitl1: but another 

passage says, " Elect infants, dying in infancy, qrc re

"' generated and saved by Christ, through the Spirit, who 

" worketh when, and where, and how he pleaseth."(u) 

They must believe these to be contradictions. Be

for·e our ecclesiastical constitution is condemned for in

consistency among the many alledged faults of that trans

cendant production, let us try it by such sober rules as 

practical wisdom has established for the interp1·etation 

of our civil laws. Blackstone says, " One part of a 

"' statute must be so construed by another, that the 

.:'whole may, (if possible) stand: ut ·res rnagis valtat, 
" quam fJertat." According to this rule we can admit 

that the church is sincere in professing to believe that 

elect infants dying in infancy, arc saved without faith: 

and, in perfect consistency with this, they bclic\·e that 

faith, repentance, and the diligent use of the means of 

grace, a1·c necessary to the salvation of adults. In this 

way we reconcile the declarations of om· Saviour and 

011c of his Apostles. Peter says, conccr11ing th<' 

(u) Conf. of Faith. ch. x. sect. :J. 
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}lromise of salvation by the blood and Spirit of Christ, 
"The promise is unto you and to your children." Doubt
less many of these children who died in infancy, were 

saved without faith. Yet our Savour says, "he that 

believ~th not shall be damned." This, then, must be 
understood of adults: ut res magis valeat quam pereat. 
So when our church or other churches, or when Chris
tian Fathers and Reformers, and ministers approve of 

baptizing infants without faith, they are sincere: and 
they are no less so, when they affirm that faith is neces
sary to baptism; because they mean this of adults; so 

that it is quite possible "that the whole may stand." 

Thus we explain the scriptures. When they speak of 
the ecclesiastical or ceremonial holiness of chil<lren, 
and of circumcising and baptizing whole households 
on the faith of the parent, when the infants cannot be
lieve, we receive it as true: and it is no less true that 
they often require personal piety as a qualification for 

baptism; because they often speak of adult subjects. 

This interpretation is of such a character, that the 
whole may stand without contradiction; that the thing 
may have some nieaning, rather than jJerish, by in

consistency. 
But my Opponent may tell me, 'this is the point 

' to be tried. Prove that the scriptures do consider 
' infants -as suitable subjects of Christian baptism, and 
' we can easily prove that adults, are proper subjects; 
' and we may possibly admit that the two may go to~ 

' gether without inconsistency.' To prove that the 
scriptures do admit infants to this ordinance, is the very 
thing which I hope soon to <lo: but before coming to this 



J>Oint, it is necessary. to declare what is meant by the 

scrijJlures. and what weight is to be given to them in 

this controversy. With the \Vestminster Assembly, I 

oan tr11ly say that" Under the name of holy scripture, 

" or the word of Goel written, arc now contained all 

" the books of the Oki and New Testament," " all 

" which · arc given by inspiration of God, to be the 

" rule of faith an'l lif~."(v) \Vith them, I can conscien

tiously quote from the Old and N cw Testament~ to 

prove that " the infants of one or both believing 

" pare11ts arc to l'e baptized." Yet would you believe 

that these very words, for the proof of which they have 

referred to Genesis and Galatians, arc in that same 

Chapter on Baptism, which my Opponent <1uotes as 

denying the authority of the Old Testament in this 

controversy ; merely because it is there stated that 

" Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, or

dained by Jesus Christ." tw) This my Opponent takes 

as his text, and professes to build upon it as follows, Yiz: 

" 1. \Ve shall go to the New Testament, and not to 

" the Old, to ascertain the nature, design, an cl s11 hject 

" of this ordinance. 2. \Ve shall appeal to the words of 

"Jesus Christ, for the institution of baptism, as our text 

"says, it is an ordinance of J cs us Christ; we shall ha vc 

" nothing to do with Moses in this matter, however 

" useful he may be in others. No <1011ht 011r Op ponent 

" will feel his creed honored~ and will acq11iesec in 

" our method as co rrect." " In establishing th e first 

H point, that a believer is the only subject of UaptiSlll;o 

(v ) C hap. i. sect. 2. ('l:i) Ch. xx,·iii. sect. 1. 4. 

F 
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" I wiJI, according to my text, appeal exclusively to 

''the New Testament; and reason itself will justify 

" me in this particular; for who would go to the Old 

" Testament to find an ordinance which is not in it, 
" and which belongs exclusively to the JV'ew ?" (x). 

'Vhether this ordinance belongs exclusively to the 

New Testament, is a point which we are about to try. 
We are about to see whether the words immediately 

preceding those which my Opponent has quoted are 
not also true. They are as follows, viz. "The sacraments 

"of the Old Testament, in regard of the spiritual things 

"thereby signified and exhibited, were, for substance the 

"same with those of the New." I agree with the authors 

of my Opponents text, that this initiatory rite, is, in its 

present form, an ordinance of the New Testament; but 
I agree with them in believing moreover, that in its 

substance, it is found in the Old Testament: and be

cause it is there undeniably ad ministered to infants, 

therefore the opposers of infant baptism are too apt to 

reject the authority of the Old Testament. Consider 

weJI the following words of my Opponent, in the pros
pectus of one of his publications. "The Editor acknow

" ]edging no standard of religious faith or works, other 

" than the Old and New Testaments, and the latter as 

" the only standard of the religion of Jesus Christ, will, 

" intentionally at least, oppose nothing which it contains, 
" and recommend nothing which it does not enjoin.'' 
As it is the new Testament only, which he \vill not 

intentionally oppose, we are left to infer that he will 

(x) See Campbell's Spurious Debate, pp. 57, 38. 
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intentionally oppose the 01<1 Testament, ns he most 

as=-11rcclly does. But this he thinks j11stiftnhle, since 

it is not the standard, in whole nor in part. ol' the Chris

tian religion, but of some other 1·eligiun ; what this other 

religion is, he may yet tell us. 

In rejecting the authority of the Olcl Te~tament, my 

Opponent only follows his instructor, the celebrated 

disciple of Dr. Priestley. Robinson quotes with appro

bation, the error of the Massalians, who " thought the 

Old Testament a true history, bnt not a rtdc of Christian 

action." The same thing he observes concc1·ning the 

l\Ianicheans; and then asks, " \Vho doth not sec the 

justness of this sentiment?'~ He thc11 observes that" the 

Fatl~crs, particularly the .Africans derived all the errors 

that founded and supported their hierarchy [that is, they 

derived Pedobaptism] from the Old Testament." These 

obscrvatio11s belong to nine qua·rto pages, which the 

American Editor has left out in one place; becau~c, 

in them, Robinson comes out as the advocate of l\laui

cheism, Socinianism, an cl every filthy thing which he can 

lay his hands on.(y) If he he really sincere, in saying that 

the African Fathers derived all their errors, as he calls 

them, from the Old Testame11t. then he must consider 

the Old Testament the worst book that was ever \\Titten.!' 

not even the \Vestminster Confession excepted: for he 

evidently considers the African Fathers the worst men, 

and their system the worst religion, that can he found 

on earth, or (I might say) in hell: but this great Baptist 

eham pion did not belie,·e that there was a hell. 

(y) London Edition, pp 204-'.:?13. 
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After rejecting one half of God's word , Robinson and 

his Socinians came very naturally to despise th {'. other 

half, and to throw contempt upon the externai means 

of grace in general. Pious Baptists of the present ~ay 

are not, perhaps, aware that this has been very much 

the character of their sect from the beginning. This 

arose in some measure, from their opposition to original 

sin, and having too good an opinion of themselves. Stapfer 

says, concerning them, "Becanse they who had attained 

" the highest grade of perfection and sanctity, no longer 

" needed the external means of grace ; hence they set 

" no great value Hpon the use of the sacred scriptures, 

" and they deny that the reading of the Old Testament 

"especia11y is useful to men of their society, either 

" that q1e doctrine of truth may be known, or the study 
a of piety promoted."(.=) 

Such sentiments as these, whether in Baptists 01· Pedo

baptists~ are essentially wrong. An inspired Apostle 
of the New 1"'estament says concerning the scriptures 

of the Old Testament, " A11 scripture is given by in

" spiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for 

" reproof, for correction, um] instr11ct~on in righteous

" ness."( a) If we were discussing the question of in

fidelity instead of Christian baptism, I would, of course, 

endeavour to prove the divine authority of the Scrip

tures. At present we shall have to take this for grant

ed. \Vhatever can be proved from the inspired vol

ume, I shall consider as well proved; ai1d none but an 
infidel will say othenvise. Indeed the latitude which 

(z) Institutkns of Polemic Theology, ch. XYiii. sect. 10. 
(a) 2 Tim. iii. 16. • 
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l take is embraced in that ,·cry rule which my Oppol1cnt 

has quoted with so much applause, concerui11g the in

terpretation of one part of scripture by another. It 
is also contemplated in another passage q uote<l from the 

same excellent \Vork, which declares the scriptures, in 

regard to all essentials, snnicicntJy plain even to the 1rn

learned, "in a due use of the ordinary means."( b) It 
is to the unlearned, chiefly, that the argument of an 

unlearned man is now addressed. To their satisfaction 

I hope to shew, that the 5criptures consider infants as 

suitable. though not exclusive subjects of' Christian bap

tism. This 1woposition is base<l upon divine command 

and Apostolical practice. 

ARG UlliENT I. 
DIVINE CO:\DIAND. 

On the authority of God, in relation to baptism, Booth 

cp10tes a very precious sentiment of the great Cartwright, 

the Father of the Puritans. " As the salvation of men 

"' ought to be dear unto us; so the glory of God, which 

" consisteth in that his orders be kept, ought to be much 

" moi·e <lear." A holy zeal for ob_servi11g and enforcing 

all God's commandments, out of regard to their A11th01·, 
is a lovely Christian grace: but as my Opponent has 

just now observed that "all things in scripture a1'c not 

alike plain in themselves, nor alike clear unto all,':(c) 

om· zeaJ must be accompanied with k11owlccige, or it 
. . 

(b) See o.ur Confession of Faith, ch. i. sect. 7. 9. quoted in the Spuri
ous Hcµort, pp. 56. 57. 

(c) Spurious Report, p. 56. 
I 
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will degenerate into bigotry, or be converted into rehe1 -

lion. My Opponent seems to think that nothing but 
what he calls an e:c/Jress command can authorize the bap

tism of infants; as if God had no right to claim obedi

ence to any law which was not framed according to my 
Opponent's directions. Even if the scriptures were to 
use the very words, bajJfize infants, or baptize child1·en, 

it would not answer the purpose; because, · according 

to the criticisms with which his Master, Robinson, has 

furnished him, infants and children, and all such words, 

signify men and not babes. As such an express comA 

mand would be unavailing, we do not thi11k it disparag

ing to the solid evidence which the scriptures contain, 
to say, that this evidence does not satisfy his demands. In 
my opinion, that person she\vs a divine command for 
our system, who proves that God once gave to the 

church a command, yet unrepealed, to administer to 

infants that initiatory seal of which baptism is the New 
Testament form ; who proves that this is included 

in the command to discijJle all nations, bapti=ing them ; 

---and in the declaration that children are holy; 
---and should be suffered to come to Christ the 

Head of the Church, because they are of the kingdom 
of heaven, which is the church. He who shall prove 

these, shews a divii1e command, although it is not what 

my Opponent calls an express command. 
Neither is this necessary in matters of doctrine or 

pra~tice, government or worship. It is well known 

that Socinians deny that there is an express revelation 

of the doctrine of a Trinif.y in l.Inity, because these 

words are not in the bible in this co11nexi01i : yet if it 
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can be proved from the bible that the Father is Go<l, 

and the Son is God, and that the Holy Spirit is Go<l, 

and that these arc not three Gods but one God, the doc

trine is more firmly established than it woulcl be by the 

express wor<ls, Trinity in Unity. They also <leny 

the vicarious satisfaction of Christ for the same 1·eason: 

yet if it can be shewn that he was cut off for sins not his 

own, and this to magnify God's law an<l make it honora

ble, the doctrine is as fully proved as if the atonement 

ha<l been expressly d~fined by the wor<ls vicarious satis

faction. There is not in the scriptures, an express pro-

hibition of duelling nor of lotteries, nor of gaming of 

any sort; nor is there an express license for eating 

swine's flesh; neither is there any need of sue h ex/Jress 
statutes, for the scriptures are plain enough without them. 

'Vhere <lo the Baptists get an express command for their 

independent form of Church government? 'Vhen they 

will shew us a text saying, Ye shall be lndejJCJulents, 
and not Presbyfl:rians, then I will shew one which says 

expressly, Ye shall be Pedoba/1tists, and not .ll.nabajJ

tists. 'Vhere do pious Baptists find an e:i:press com

mand for the observance of family prayer and th e Chris

tian sabbath, which they love, and my Opponent <lcs

pises? They would as soon look for an c.r/Jrcss com

mand for drawing their breath: and rather than re1in

quish their domestic and sahhati9al privil eges, they 

woul<l, like Daniel, give up their breath. 

On this subject my Opponent was completely posed 

by :\fr. 'Valkcr, his former Antagonist. M y Opponent 

asked him, '"\Vas there ever a positive ordinance or 

" institution fouuded solely upon inference or r cason? 01 
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In reply, Mr Walker, on his part asked, "Have we a 

"positive command for all the acknowledged institutions 

" of the church?'' This was a true Socratic refutation. 

It was so puzzling to my Opponent, that he chose not to 

record it in his report of the Debate; but, in its place, 

he recorded (according to a custom of his) another ques

tion which he manufactured for Mr. "\iValhr, and 

which he thought he could more easily answer. The 

question which he made, is this; " I ask him for a posi

" tive command for the institution of a church." One 

would suppose that, as he had the forming of the q nestion 

and the answer too, he would make the latter come up, 

at least, to the level of his own demands. But this he 

was very far from doing. You know that he will not 

allow any passage of scripture to be a divine command 

for infant baptism unless it has the word infant in it. It 

is also a sine qua non with him that it should have the 

word baptism in it. When Mr. Walker quoted authori

ties \vhich were destit11te of these words, my Antago

nist indignantly answered as fo])ows, viz. " Is' it possi · 

.; ble that my Opponent has no better support for his 

.;: systein? Is he obliged to prove a New Testament 

" positive institution from the 17th Chapter of Genesis? 

': from portions of scripture in which baptism is 11ever 

'" mentioned? In all the scriptures he has yet adduced, 

·• baptism is not so mnch as once mentioned."(d) 

Now let us see whether he has come np to his owu 

demands in answering his own question, which he intend

ed to make very easy. If a divine command for the 

(d) Spurious Debate with Mr. \Valk.er, p .• 23. 



haptism of infantc; require the cx/1ress mention of ba/1 .. 
tlsm and i11fimts, then an exjn·ess command for the in

stitution of a church must at ]east mention the words in
stitution and church. He sets about his answe1· with 

the bravery of Napoleon, when entering Moscow. He 

refers llS to the passage where 0111' s~viour commands 

his disci p1es to teach or disci/1le a11 nations, baptizing 

them, and teaching them to observe all things.(e) This 

is, like Mr. \Valker's authority for infant baptism, very 

good proof, out, like that, it is utter1y destitute of those 

words ~vhich his Opponent considered necessary to con

stitute it an express command. Mr. \Valker might, 

therefore, have ans\~ere<l, '' Is it possible that my Op

" ponent has no better support for his system? Is he 

" obliged to prove the institution of a church from the 

" 28th chapter of ~latthew? from portions of scripture 

" in which neither institution nor church is ever men

" tioned ?" 
But he quotes another passage which has the word 

elwrch, though it docs not spea_k of its original institu

tion, nor propo11nd a command, but states a historical 

fact, that " The Lord added to the church daily such 

" as should be save.d."(j) This he triumphantly closes 

with declaring, " Here there is a positive institution of 

" a church, \vi th the authority for it." \V c arc not so 

much disposed to quaneJ with this declaration as he is 

himse1f. Let us now compare his c111cstion with his an

swer, and with the ru]es which he has <lictated in rela

tion to such subjects. His question requires "a /1ositivr. 

(e) :Matt. XX\'iii. 19, 20. in the Spurion~ Debate with Mr. \V. p . .51. 
(/)Acts ii. 47. in the ~purious Debate with :\Ir. \V. p . .'il. 

G 
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" command for the institution of a church." His an~· 

swer states a historical fact, in which members were 
added to a church, without any express mention either 

of its charter or of its original institution. It seems pe
culiarly inconsistent for him to call this historical fact, 

(without a precept,) "a positive institution of a church," 
J 

in the close of a paragraph, which commences by defin-
ing a positive institution to be a par-ticular precept. His 
own words are these, viz. "In positive institutions, all 
., that we have to inquire after, is the meaning of the 

" words of one particular precept, which, to an iota, we 
" are bound to perform, in the manner in which it is 
"commanded." Now, I would ask, has Mr. \Valker~s 
Opponent ever yet given us his "one particular pre
cept, which, to an iota," expressly gives " a positive 
command for the institution of a church,'' in so many 
words, according to his own requisitions, and according 
to his own promise? If, then, he has not answered his 
own question, which he intended to make as easy as pos
sible, it is ' no wonder that he has never ans\vered Mr. 
'Valker's question, ''Have we a positive comman<l for 
all the acknowledged institutions of the church ?'' 

Let it be remembered that this question of Mr. 

'Valker's was connected with one or two of his Oppo
nent's. which asked, "\Vas there ever a positive ordi
'" nance or institution founded solely upon inference or 

''· reason? Or can there be a positive institution, with
., out a positive precept or precedent authorizing it."(g) 
These questions are framed with an unfaimess, which 

(g~ Spurious Debate with Mr. \V, p. ~8 . 
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says little in fiwour of their author's candour or of hi~ 
cause. Have we ever professed that infant-bapti sm was 

"foun<le<l so1ely upon inference or reason?" Have we 

not always appealed to pos1~tive prectpts and precedents 
of revelation for our authority? Neither do I sec the 

danger of admitting, in the established meaning of the 

words, hi" favourite principle that ''a limited commis

sion implies a prohibition of such things as are not con

tained in it." (h) \V c say that infant-baptism is contain

ed in the commission, and therefore not prohibited by it; 

and we prove this in the same reasonable and scriptural . 

way in which our Opponents prove the duty of fcmale

communion. They do not find a passage of scripture 

which says expressly, ''Females must commuuc ;"' yet 

they find evidence that Christ's believing dil'c11)les 

should commune ; they therefore admit to that privi lege 

such females as answer that description. This is a legi· 

tinrntc inference from authority which contains no ex-
press mention of females. Suppose a person inquiring 

whether the scriptures forbid him to demand from his 

brother a hundred per cent11m, per annum, interest on 

lent money. He is referred to Nehemiah v. 11, which 

forbids him to receive the centesima, which is one per 

cent. a month, or t\velve per cent. a year. This does 

not expressly mention the ratio in cp1estion: yet it as 

really forbids that exorbitant usury, as it coulcl do by 

mentioning the identical words. This is acco1·cling to 

my Opponent's declaration, "that a man is not to reason 

;; wh ether he is to be just or honest; but he may reason 

' h ) Spuriou5 Dt:batc with \Valkcr, p. 209. with M ·Calla, p. 11 4. 
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' : to know in what justice and honesty consist."(i) Thus 

he does not consider himself at liberty to reason whether 

believing disciples shou1<l commune or not, for this is 

settled by revelation; but he may r'eason to know in 

what faith and discipleship consist. This course my 
Opponent pursues, but he knows the consequences of 

it, as is evident from the declamatory vituperation with 

, which his argument is bloated. In his spurious debate 

with Mr. \Valker,(j) he uses the following words, viz. 

" As to his second query concerning female communion, 

f ' I have to observe that although sundry Pe<lohaptists 

' ' have made a salvo to soothe their minds, of this appa

" rent difficulty, it is a poor ancl a pitifnl come off; it is 

" the most puerile an<l childish retort that I ever heard 

" used by adults that had any knowledge of words and 

" things. Was the Lord's supper instituted to men or 

"women as such? ·"\tVas it not appointed to the disci

" pies of Christ? ' He gave it to his disciples, saying, 

" partake ye all of it.' Here then is an express war

" rant for all disciples to participate of the Lord's sup

" per. Now it puts Mr. Walker, and all Pe<lobaptists 

" that humble themselves to such means to support their 

~ ' cau~e, to prove or to ' how, that a woman is not a dis

' ' ciple of Christ. But should they atternpt this, I have 

" express authority < shew that they oppose the oracles 

~ ' of l)eaven, for a woman is expressly ca1led a disciple, 

s: Acts ix. 36. 'For there \Yas a certain disciple there 

?' irnm~d Tabitha ;' so that these obstacles thrown in my 

~ ' way, are hut mea to nfford a cJearer and fuller illusQ 

(i) Sptlrious lJ .... b •• ~e with Mr. V\7alker~ p. 50. • , Ci) p. 69. 
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·• tration and confirmation of the truth of my reasoning 

., on positi,·e institutions." 

" 111.IJ reasoning on /1ositive institutions" ! ! ! So it 

seems that Pedobaptists are not the only ones who reason 

on positive institutions. You have just now heud a 

specimen of' my Opponent's reasoning on these subjects. 

It would be well if all his reasonings were as correct as 

that which supports female communion, for which he is 

not able to find what he calls an express comma'nd. His 

pretending that Mr. "ralker is opposed to this argument 

is pretence only. He knO\vs that we admit his inference 

as legitimate ; but he knows also, that the same argu

ment about discipleship will establish infant-baptism. In 
our Saviour's commission, " teach all nations, baptizing 

them," critics generally interpret the word rendered 

teach, as meaning disciple, or mahe disctjJ!es of. .My 

Opponent says, "This is unquestionably the proper ren

dering of the term."(ll) Pcdobaptists have ofte11 proved, 

and, in due time, I hope to prove, in this debate, that 

the scriptures recognize the discipleship not only uf 

Tabitha, or of Lydia, but of their households, and ohhe 

infants of all believers. And here it will not do to ob

ject that if infants are disci ples, they must partake of 

the supper also, on account of a supposed universality 

in our Saviour's command to his disciples, "Partake ye 
all of it." So far is this command from requiring us 

to administer the supp"t' to d s' :iples of all ages, that it 

does not hind us to administer it to adult believing 

disciples universally, since the discipline of Chrisfs 

(k) Spuriou~ Debate with me, p. 113. 
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owu appointment sometimes cuts them off from this 
privilege. 

But while my Opponent may be marshalling objec

tions, I w.ould remind him that his own argument, which 

is admitted to be good, is liable to as serious objections 

as any which he urges against ours~ ·when we give di

vine authority for the administration of the seal of the 

righteousness of faith to infant disciples as well as adult 

beli evers, he objects that circumcision never was the 

seal of the righteousness of faith in any case except that 

of A braham only, because the only instance in which 

this expression is used is in connexion with his name. 

If this mode of expounding the scriptures be admitted, 

l1ow wi11 my Opponent's argument for female communion 

fare in the hands of a boid objector? Recollect that it 
rests tipon female discipleship, and female discipleship,, 

- according to my Opponent, rests upon the discipleship 

of Tabitha. The objector, therefore, would take my 

Opponent on his own ground, and say, As circumcision 

was a seal of the righteousness of faith to Abraham only, 

and to no other male, so discipleship was attached to 

Tabitha only, and to no other female ! ! 
Again; when we say, {/'disciples should be baptized, 

and if the infants of believers a1:e disciples, then these 

infants should be baptized, my logical Opponent laughs 

at our ·ifs; an<l wonl<l make you believe that sound logie 

does not recognize hypothetical syllogisms at aJI ! Yet, 

strange to tell ! his boasted argument for female com

mumon 1s virtually a hypothetical syllogism. It is as 

P.oJlows: 
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If disciples should commune; aml 

lf females be disciples, then 

Female~ should commune: hut 

Disciples should commune ; and 

Females are disci pies ; therefore 

Females should commune. 

Now in a11 this, where is my Opponent's exj1ress 
oommand for female communion? His vapouri11g argu

ment docs not even assert it: but only says that he has 

" an exjlress warrant for all discijlles to participate of 

" the Lord's supper;" after which he has to shew that 

females arc disciples. So we have an exj1ress warrant 

for baptizing disciples; and we prove from scripture 

that believers and their infants are subjects of this disci

pleing and baptizing. 'Vhen my Opponent pursues this 

method of reasoning to establish the duty and privilege 

t>f female communion, he would think it a breach of the 

ninth commandment, for any one to tell him that he held 

"a positive ordinance 01· institution, founded solely upon 

inference or reason," "without a positive precept.:: 

His argument proves that there is a divine precept~ 

though not \Vhat he calls an express command. He 

proves that the duty in question is not founded solely 

upon reason, but upon revelation. That there is the 

same authority for infant-baptism, must be fairly con

cluded from the establishment of· the following propo

sitions. 

1. Abraham a~1d his seed were divinc1y constituted a 

visible church of God. 

2. The Christian Church is a branch of the Abrahamic 

Chm·ch : or: in other wards~ the Jcwi~h Society befor(' 
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Christ, and the Christian Society after Christ, arc one 

and ~he f;ame Church, in different dispensations. 

3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and Christian 

Baptism, after Christ, are one and the same seal in 
substance, though in different forms. 

4. The administration of this seal to infants was once 
enjoined by divine authority; that is, God once com

manded it. 

5. The adniinistration of this seal to infants has never 

since been prohibited by divine authority; that is, this, 
command of God, originally given in the Old Testa

inent, is not repealed in the New Testament, but rather 

confirmed. 
Therefore, this command is still in force. And as it 

is a command to administer to infants the initiatory seal 
of the church, which, under the Christian dispensation, 

is baptism, there is now a divine command for baptizing 

the infants of believers. Admit the premises, and the 
conclusion is inevitable. ·whether these propositions 

be loved or feared, hated or revered, derided or res

pected, they necessarily involve the conclusion. Logic 

may exhibit . its sophistry, rhetoric its rage, satire its 

wit, and vulgarity its scurrility, but if these premises 

be tr1.:1e, infant-baptism is a duty. My Opponent knows 
that if he were to admit the truth of these propositions, 

he would lose his cause at once. He therefore disputes 

them ; and I therefore, with a good conscience, and 

depending on divine help, proceed to prove them . 
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PROPOSITION I. 

ABRAHAM AND BIS SEED WERE DIVINELY CONSTITUTED A 

VISIBLE CHURCH OF GoD. 

Many Baptists, such as Booth, Butterworth, and Jud
son, appear as if they could adopt this proposition just 
as it stands. The second of these writers, in his Con
cordance, gives, as the fourth meaning of the word 
Church, " The people of the JEws, 1who was the CHURCH 

and people of God.'' In proof or" this he refers to Acts 
vii. 38, which says, "This is he that was in the church 
in the wilderness." A person who is unacquainted with 
the ways of my Opponent, might suppose, from some of 
his declarations, that he also believed this doctrine. He 
has even accused Dr. Rallston of misrepresentation for 
denying it. In his Strictures at the end of his spurious 
Debate with Mr. \V nlker,(l) he speaks as follows, viz. 
" Mr. R. aflirms that I ~deny that there was a visible 
" church in the world until the day of Pentecost.' He 
" refers to no page in the Debate, nor could ile, for there 
"is not such a declaration in the whole book. Nay, so 
" far is the above from fact, that I again and again speak 
" of a visible church in the world from Moses' time to 
" the day of Pentecost. Page 26, I ca11ed the Jews 
" God's people, and spoke of their visible church state: 
"so also in pages 40, 41, 43, 44, 53, 98, I spoke of the 
" Jewish church, and of their visible church state; and 

(l) p. 223. 
H 
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" repeatedly contrasted the Jewish Church with the 
" Christian Church-Yet Mr R. affirms that I denied 

" there was a visible church on earth till the day of 
" Pentecost! !" From this, one would suppose that it 

-was a settled opinion w~th my Opponent th3=t the Jewish 
people were long the visible church of God, and that he 
was much in the habit of insisting upon this point; and 
that he had especially urged this doctrine in the many 

pages to which h~ refers. The last of these references 
must be a mi~take, as it does not contain a word upon the 
subject. If the first of them prove the ecclesiastical 
state of the Jews, it goes far to shew their identity with 

the Christian church. But this could not have been his 
meaning, since it is in direct opposition to the two suc
ceding references. His second and third are occupiell 
about Stephen's "church in the wilderness/' which 
Butterworth, an eminent Baptist preacher, agrees with 
Mr. 'Valker, in considering "the people of the Jews, 
who was the clzurclt and people of God." This my Op

ponent disputes in the places referred to, by trying to 
prove that the word translated church may mean a mob, 

like that of Demetrius, at Ephesus, instead of a church 

of God ! This is a curious way to prove the visible 
church state of the Jews. The only remaining refer
ence in the whole list is of a piece with these. Instead 
of saying, as he pretends, that the Jews were the visible 
church of God, he tries to prove that they \Vere not the 
Church of Christ, by an ai·g11ment which, if true, must 
go equally to prove that they could not be the church 
of God, unless he could shew that the latter was a dif
fe rent antl inferior being to the former. ·It is evident 



from his whole book, that he is far t)rom being fricndl} 

to the doctrine in cp1estion, so that instead of Dr. 

Hallston's misrepresenting him, he has really misrepre

sented himself. 

It is true that he has, in this debate, offered to concede 

the point, provided that I will pass on without taking 

up time in proving it. This, however, has turned out 

uothing more than a ruse de guerre, to induce me to 

Jcave an enemy's garrison in the rear. For when he was 

\:alled upon to fulfil a stipulation which was of hi~ own ask

ing, he refused, and offered to substitute somethi11g of a 

very different characte1~, viz. ''That the Jews, wlten call

" ed ont of Egypt, became a church, or a religious 

"assembly in some sense.:'(m) "a churc!t , or a 
" religious ass~mbly in some sense." In what sense, 
pray? His debate with Mr. \Valker tells us. It is in 

that sense in which the very religious assembly at 

Ephesus was a church; that assembly which was con

vened and opened with a Hymn hy the zealous Dem<.:trius, 

and, after much noise and hodily exercise, addressed and 

dismissed by his Hcvercnce the town ·clrrk. 

Hut this pretended concession denies that the Jews 

were a church or a religious assembly in any sense, till 

called out of Egypt. In accordance with this, he as~erts 

that '" they were never called a church until in the 

•• wilder11css. This,': says he, "may be dtnie<l, but there 

:' lives not the man that can ·ill'oduce an insta11ce to the 

"contrary." He farther assures us, that "the occur

:' rcnces .. at Sinai are ever afterwards rcfenc<l to hy 

(m) Spurious Dd.>:lle with me p. 386 .. 
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" J ewis~ and Christian Prophets as the commencement 

" of their ecclesiastic existence. The covenant at 

" Sinai, therefore, is the only national or ecclesiastic 

" covenant from Adam to- the Messiah, recorded in the 

" Bible.",n) That the Sinaitic covenant is the consti

tution of the Jewish Church, (if church he will permit 

it to be called,) my Opponent endeavours to prove by 

two positions. One is that "the occurrences at Sinai 

'' are ever afterwards referred to by Jewish and Christian 

" Prophets as the commencement of their ecclesiastic 

" existence." As this language plainly intimates that 

the Old and N cw Testaments are full of evidence to this 

effect, you might reasonably expect the author of so bold 

an assertion to specify a few instances : but he has not 

here given one; and (to use his own language) I can 

safely say, f ' there lives not the man that can produce 

" an instance." · His other argument pr assertion that 

" they were never called a church until in the wilder

" ness," "at Sinai," is as irrelevant as it is incorrect. 

It goes upon the assumption that churche~ are made by 

11ames and not by acts. It is only a few years since the 

name of Baptists wa.s given to any b_0dy of men on earth; 

for even the fo11owers of John were n()t ~a1Ied Baptists. 

Is my OJ>ppnent willing to admit that they are no older 

than their name? Again ; " the disci pies wer~ called 

Christians first in Antioch.'? )Vere there no Christians 
at a11, until this name was ·given to theJn ? Thi~ shews 

lhe utter irreL van y pf th~ argument that the Jews 

!' were never called a r;hurcli tmtiJ'' the Sinai ti c cov~ . 

(11) Spurious Dckte, p. 398. 
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nant, even if this statement were true, which it assuredly 

is not, although he has .aflirmed it so roundly. I will 
not say that our translation of the OJ~ Testament caJls 
them a church before their arri,·al at Sinai; but neithe1· 

does it calJ them a church subsequent to that period. 
It is remarkable that our translators generally make 
congregation in the OJd Testament correspond with 
clmrch in the New. This is very much condemned by 

Dr. George Campbe11, my Opponent's favourite critic, 
who says that "they ought constantly to have rendered 
" the original expression either c/mrc/i in the OJd 
"Testament or congregation in the New.'' "\Vhat I 

" blame, therefore," says he, "in our translators, is the 
"want of uniformity." In the same connexion, the Dr. 
repeatedly declares that " the Hebrew word S:ip 
[rendered congregation in the Ohl Testament] exactly 
corresponds to the Greek ux'-ric1ta." [rendered church 
in the N cw Testament. ](o) Although Dr. Campbell 

belonged to a Pedobaptist church, I adduce his authority 

without fear of opposition, because, in the passages 
quoted, he is, as usual, ana<lvocate for Baptist peculiari
ties, in o·pposition to the creed which he had solcmn)y 

~ -

adopted. A work, however, which my Opponent has 
quoted against us,(p) states, in the very passages which 
he has read with approbation, the same thing suhstm1-
tially which Dr. CampbeJI has declared, with this 
addition, that another Hebrew word il,l! is upon thC' 

same footing with S:ip, since both alike arc, iu our 

(o) Sec his Lectures on Ecclesiastical Historv. Lecture 10. l'a~t'" 
163. 164. Philadelphia Edition of 180i. • 

(/1) Dr. ~fa.,011 Oil the Church. 
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bib.le, i-endered eongregation, and both alike are used 
to signify the church. 

Now it is very easy for my Opponent to prove that 
they were cal1ed and considered a visible church after 
their arrival at Sinai, by such passages as Lev. iv. 14, 

21, where it is said that "Snp;, the church sha11 offer 
a young bullock for the sin, and bring him before the 

~abernacle of ,yio the church," as "a sin-offering for 

'i1Pi1 the church." It is certainly the true church of 
God that is here intended, and not a mob like that of 
Ephesus. But before this church had come to Sinai, 

or even left Egypt, it is said in Ex. xii. 6, concerning 

the sacrifice of the Passover, that "the whole 1'11.V S:-rp 
assembly of the church, or church of the congregation 
of Israel shall kill it in the evening." Concerning this 
·also it may be said that the true church of God is here 
intended, and not a mob like that at Ephesus. An ex
amination of Lev. viii. 3. xvi. 5, with the context, wiIJ 
shew plainly that, after their arrival at Sinai, the Israelites 

\Vere called :-T1.V the church in the ecclesiastical sense 
of the word; for they are represented as engaged in 
ecclesiastical business. But in Ex. xii. 3, 47, the same 
people are twice ca1Ied by the same name, and repre
sented as engaged in the same business, before they had 

set out on their journey to Mount Sinai. After that 
period,-their discipline ordained that" the man that shall 
" be unclean, and shall not purify himself, that soul 
"shall be cut off from among Snp;i the clwrch."(q) But 
before they left Egypt, it was similarly ordained con-

(g) Num. xix . .20. 
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cerning the Passover, that "whosoever eateth that 

" which is leavened, even that soul shall be cut off 

:' S~it!'' ~;iyr~ from tile church of Israel." (r) 
It will he recollected that my Opponent referred to 

an instance in which he "called the Jews God's people" 

as a proof that he believed in "their visible church 

state.''(s) According to this, "God's people" must 

mean the church of God. \Vhat is here plainly implied 

by my Opponent, is expressly declared by Dr. George 

Campbell, in a Lecture which is intended to build con

gregationalism (the Baptist form of Government) on the 

ruins of Presbyterianism. After pointing out several 

expressions as " confessedly equiva1cnt" to each other, 

he adds, "The same may be said of the phrases Silp 
:: 0'ils~ and O'ils~ oy, ~ EXXA.17cHa. 8EO'IJ and 0 ~.nos 8EO'lJ 

" the church of God and the people of God.':( t) This was 

evidently the understanding of Butterworth, the Baptist 

writer, when he called the Jews "the church and peo

ple of Go<l." This is in conformity with Lev. xvi. 33, 

which says "He shall make an atonement for the priests:

and for all the Si1pi1 OJ!, jJeOjJ!e of the churc1z.:: 

:Moses uses the word jH:op!e alone, in a sense \vhich can

not easily he misunderstood. "'Vhatsoever soul ~t be that 

" eateth any manner of blood, even that soul shall be 

" cut off from his peojJ!e."(a) The word /1eople here 

evidently means the same clzurch contemplated in Lev. 

xix. 20, and Ex. xii. 9, from which church it is ordained 

th.at a soul shall be cut off for eating leavened urcad, and 

s) ~purious Debate with Mr. \.Y alkcr, p. 223, quoted ahovc. ~
1·) Exodus xii. 19. 

t) See hi~.tenth Lecture on Ecclesiastical History, quoted above. 
a) Le\'. vn. 27. 
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fur neglecting to purify himself. And from premiseiS 
which we have already shewn are admitted by Baptists 
and Pedobaptists, we fairly conclude that this visible 
church of God is meant by the people from whom the 
uncircumcised man-child is said to be cut ofF in Gen. 
xvii. 14. "And the uncircumcised man-child, whose 
" flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that sou] shaH 
"be cut off from his people; [that is, from his c/iurcli ;] 

" he hath broken my covenant;" [that is my ecclesiastical 
covenant,] made four hundred and thirty years before 
my Opponent's ecclesiastical covenant, at Sinai. 

If I be not egregiously mistaken, my Opponent's own 
argument operates with irresistible force against himself. 
He reasons that the Jews were not a church until they 
came to Sinai, because they were not called a church 
until that period. Then if they had been called a church 
before, this would prove that t~ey were really a church 
before the Sinaitic covenant. But we have shewn 
several proofs that they were called a church, in the 
ecclesiastical sense of the word, before they left Egypt, 
and we have shewn that they were called by a name "con
fess~dly equivalent" in the covenant with Abraham, 
where the violation of that covena!1t is given as a reason 
for excommunication from -that church. This subject 
we hope, with divine permission, to pursue farther before 
we are done with the proposition that "Abraham and 
his seed were divinely constituted a visible church of 
God." 

\Vhen we speak of Abraham's SEED, take notice that 
this is the language which the scriptures use on this very 
subject.. God say~ to Abraham, "This is· my covenant 

' 
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J' which ye shall keep between me a11d you, a11J thy 

" SEED after thee; every man-child among you shall be 

·" circumcisecl."(u) This term is not used to em brace 

the children of Hagar ancl Keturah. " And God said, 

" Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son indeed ; and thou 

" shalt ca11 his name Isaac: and I will establish my co

" venant with hi~1 for an everlasting covenant, and with 

" ms SEED after him."(v) "And God said unto Abra

" ham, let it not be grievous in thy sight, because of the 

" lad, and because of thy bond-woman; in all that Sarah 

" hath said unto thee, hearken U;itO he~· vc.ice-: for in 

"Isaac shall thy SEED be called."(w) "Neither be-

" cause they are the seed of Abraham, are they nll chil

" dren: but in Isaac shall thy SEED be called. That is_, 

" they which are the children of the flesh, these arc not 

" the children of God : but the children of the promise 
"are counted for the seed."(x) . 

This ecclesiastical SEED docs not embrace the de

scendants of Isaac universally. Reprobate Esau, and, 

to a great degree, his progeny, were excluded, wit.Ii 

every uncircumcised male of Jacob's posterity, accord~ 

ing to Gen. xvii. 14. Moreover, the excommunication 

of even circumcised persons must have sometimes occur

red. Instauces are mentioned in the New Testament.(¥) 

At an earlier period, Ezra proclaimed a gtncraJ meet

ing, from which, if any man were absent, "all his sub

" stan?e should be forfeited, and himself separated from 

"the i,;ip rhurch of those that had been carried away .. , 

011 this passage, Dr. Gill, the greatest Baptist Cornmc11-

(u) Gen. ~vii. 10. 
(.r) Hom. IX. 7, 8. 

l 
("v) Gcn. x,·ii. 19. ("') G1.:n. xxi. I~. 
(y) John ix. 2'2. romv. Lu~l: \'i. 2~. 
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tator, says that the absentee from this meeting "should 

be excommunicated from them as a ckurch, and be no 

more reckoned of the body politic, or a freeman of 

Israel, and so deprived of all privileges, both in church 

and state."(z) That very excommunication which the 

Doctor says was here threatened, was afterward inflicted 

upon the great body of the J ewis~ people, the old 
branches of the ecclesiastical olive tree. Paul says, 

" because of unbelief they were broken off."(a) If, 
therefore, there had been no engrafting of foreign cions, 

the church would have been nearly or altogether e4-

tinct. 

We observe, therefore, that the ecclesiastical SEED 

did not embrace the descendants of Isaac exclusively. 
According to Moses, Edomites were permitted to "enter 
into the Silp church of the Lord in their third genera

tion."(b) In Isaiah,(c) God has promised great additions 

from Egypt and Assyria. And we are informed of the 

actual accession of Ebed-Melech,, the Ethiopian, Rahab 

of Jericho, and Ruth the Moabitess. (d) Besides this, 

there is an innumerable multitude whom Paul represents 

as saying " The branches \Vere broken off, that I might 

be grafted in."(e) Concerning these he says, " They 

which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham ;"(/) 

upon the ground, that " to Abmharn and his SEED were 

the promises made. "(g) 

These materials afford the foJJowing definition, viz. · 

The ~EED of Abraham arc his descendants in the line of 

(::)Gill's Commentary on Ezra x. 8. 
(b) Dent. x xiii. 7, 8. 
(d) Jer. XXX\·iii. 7-1~. l\ Iat t. i. 5. 
(/) GnL iii. 9. . 

(a) Rom. xi. 20. 
(c) xix . 23, 24. 
(f')H.om. xi. 19. 
( g ) Gal. ii i. 16. 
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Isaac, in good stan<liug as professors of the true religion, 

with others added to them. Substituting this periphrasis 

for the word SEED, in the proposition now under discus

sion, it will read as follows, viz. Abraham and his 

descendants, in the line of Isaac, in good standing as 

professors of the true religion, with others added to 

them, were divinely constituted a visible church of God. 

It will, of course, he understood that the phrase visible 
church means a society, distinct from the body of the 

elect, and distinct from that portion of the elect who 

are already in glory. These are called the invisible 

church, and the church triumphant; from which the 

visible church, whether under the old or the new dis

pensation, is quite distinct. It is a visible society, acting 
as the consecrated depository of the oracles and ordi
nances of revealed religion. 'Vith the substitution of 

this explanation, for the phrase which it is intended to 
define, the proposition under consideration will read as 

follows, viz. Abraham and his seed \Vere divinely con

stituted a visible society, acting as the consecrated 

depository of the oracles and ordinances of revealed 

religion. 
In oppugnation of this position, it will not avail to 

prove that the Jews were a body politic; for this is 

quite consistent with their being an ecclesiastical body 

also: and the fact of their being hoth a church and a 

state, is admitted in the extract just now given from the 

great Baptist commentator, Dr. Gill. It is equally 
futile to produce instances of a simultaneous tenure of 

ci vii and ecclesiastical offices ; for this is quite common 

amongst m, where church and state are certainly 



68 J 

distinct. Neither will it do to alle<lge the moral turpi "' 

tude of individual members against the existence of the 

Jewish, any. more than the Christian church; for spotless 

purity belongs to the church triumphant only, and even 
universal sincerity to the invisible church only. I would 

also wish you to remember that the question is not now 

concerning the sameness of the Jewish and Christian 

churches, but whether the Jews were a church at all. 

That they were, I shall endeavour to prove, by shewing 

that they had the qualifications and constituents of a 

church, in the following order: 

1. The oracles of a church. 

2. The ordinances. 

3. The members. 

4. The officers. 

5. The constitution. 

6. The inspired name of a church. 

If all these points can be proved from the word of' 

God, we shall have good reason for believing that 

Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a visible 

church of God; and we shall have advanced one step 

to the conclusion that a command given to him, for 
administering to infants the initiatory seal of the church, 
is still binding. 

POINT J,, 

The Jews liad the ORACLES of a visible Ckurclt of God. 

Paul says, " unto them were committed the Oracles ot 

" God."(h.) The character and design of these oracles 

(h) Rom. iii. Z. 
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were evillently not those of a mere political co<lc ; but 

to convey religious instruction, to testify of Christ, to 
give us hope, life, wisdom and salvation. Concerning 

them, Peter says, "'Ve have also a more sure word of 

" prophecy, wh~rennto ye do well that ye take heed, as 

" unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day 

" dawn, and the day-star arise in your hearts."( i) Paul 

says, "From a child thou hast known the holy scriptures 

'' [of the Old Testament] which are able to make thee 

" wise unto salvation, through faith which is in Christ 

"Jesus. All scripture is given by inspiration of God, 

" and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for corrcc

" tion, for instruction in righteousness ; that the man of 

H God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all 
" good works."(j) John says, "The testimony of Jesus 

" is the spirit of prophecy."(h) In addressing the Jews, 

our Saviour said, '' Search the scriptures; for in them 

" ye think ye' have eternal life; and they arc they 

" which testify of me." "For had ye believed Moses, 

"ye would have believed me, for he wrote of mc."(l) 
When the rich man in hell besought the patriarch in 
heaven, to send an extraordinary messenger to his fh·e 

brethren, "Abraham saith unto him, they have Moses 

" and the prophets; let them hear them.~' 'Yhen the 
rich man repeated his request that one might arise f1·om 
the dcall, Abraham replied, •:If they hear no t l\fose!1 
'"and the prophets, neither will they be persmukd, 
•• though one rose from the dcad .(m ) By th e mouth of 

(i) 2 Pct. i. 19. co111pa rt'. '"c:rsc:s 20. 21. (,j) 2 Tim. iii. 1.)-1 7. 
( k) Rev. xix. JO. (/) John v. 39. ·1-6. 
( m) Luke X\'i. 27- 31. 
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Ezekiel, one of those prophets, God says, "I gave them 

" my statutes, and shewed them my judgments, which, 

" if a man do, he shall even live in them. Moreover, 
"also, I gave them my sabbaths, to be a sign between 

" me and them, that they might know that I am the Lord 
" that sanctify them."(n) The Psalmist says, "For he 
" established a testimony in Jacob, and appointed a law 

" in Israel, which he commanded our fathers, that they 

" should make them known to their children, that the 

" generation to come might know them, even the chil

" dren which should be born, who should arise and 

" declare them to their children, that they might set 

" their hope in God, and not forget the works of God, 
" but keep his commandments."( o) On the declaration 

of the Psalmist, that "he established a testimony in 

"Jacob," the great Baptist commentator speaks as 
follows, viz. "This is established in the house of Jacob, 

" (as the Targum ;) in the church, which is the pillar 
" and ground of truth, among the saints and people of 
" God, to whom it is delivered, and by whom it will be 

'~ kept, and with whom it will remain throughout all 

" ages, for it is the everlasting gospel." It is pleasing 

to find such high Baptist authority as Dr. GilJ, admitting 
that the Old Testament oracles contained the gospel, 

and that this testimony was committed to Jacob as a 

church, -as the saints and j1eople of God. ·' 
I 

(n) Ez. xx. 11, 12. (o) Psalm lxxviii. 5-8 
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POINT II. 

Tl1 e Jews !lad tl1e ORDINANCES of a visible l'lturch of God. 

"Who are Israelites; to whom pertaineth the adop

" tion, and the glory, and the covenants, [among which 

"that with Abraham is prominent,] and the giving of 

" the law, and the service of God, and the promises; 
" whose are the fathers, [among whom Abraham holds a 
" conspicuous place,] and of whom, as concerning the 
"flesh, Christ [the substance of all the ordinances] came, 

" who is over all, God blessed forever. ''(p) Long be
fore the transactions at Sinai, the covenant with Abra

ham recognized the ordinance of circumcision. "And 
" God said unto Abraham, thou shalt keep my covenant, 
" therefore, thou and thy seed after thee, in their gene
" rations. This is my covenant which ye shall keep 
"between me and you, and thy seed after thee; every 

" man-child among you shall be circumciscd."(q) In 
the wilderness God gave them the manna which was a 

daily s1liritual feast. "For the bread of God is he 

" which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life untq 
" the world. Then said they unto him, Lord, evermore 
~ ' give us this bread. And Jesus said unto them, I am 

" the bread of life : he that cometh to me shall never. 

" hunger; and he that believeth on me shall nc\•cr 
" thirst."(1·) On the words " evermore give us this 
bread," Dr. Gill observes, " but to such who are true 
" belie,·ers in Christ, who have tasted that the Lord is, 

( fl) R om. ix. 4, -5. (q) c;en. xvii. 9, 10. (r) John Yi. 3'.l-35. 
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" gracious, Christ, the true manna and bread of God, is 
" all things to them ; nor <lo they desire any other: they 
': taste every thing that is delightful, and find every 

" thing that is nourishing in him." Paul connects this 
with the stream which quenched their thirst. ''And 
" did all eat the same spiritual meat; and did all drink 
" the same spiritual drink: for they drank of that spi
" ritual rock which followed them, and that Rock was 

" Christ."(s) On this passage, Dr. Gill remarks that 

" Christ may be compared to the rock,'' " in the sup
port of his church,'' "as he is the foundation of his 
church and every believer," "as the foundation of Ids 
church, abiding forever." Now compare the text and 
the Baptist commentary. The Apostle informs us that 
the Jews, long before the Christian dispensation, were 
supported by the spiritual Rock : the Commentator de

clares that those who were thus supported, stand in re
lation to Christ, as ms CHURCH; and the expression ms 
cuuncH is thrice repeated in a few lines. If there be 

meaning in language, this points out the Jews before the 
New Testament day, as the church of Christ. 

But my Opponent professes to produce New Testa

ment autho~ity, to shew that the ordinances of the Jews 
were not such as should belong to the spiritual and hea
venly religion of the true God, but that they were 
worldly and carnal ordinances. Paul says, "Then ve

" rily the first covenant had also ordinances of divine 

" service, and a worldly sanctuary." "'Vhich stood 
f ' only in meats and divers washings, and carnal ordi-

(,,) 1 Cor. x. :3, 4. 
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'' nanccs imposed on them, 1~ntil the time of reforma

" tion."(t) To support him here, he adduces the trans

lation and commentary of the learned Dr. Macknight, a 
celebrated Pedobaptist. It would be we11 for him to 

examine his notes, and see whether this is not a mistaken 

reference. Although the Dr. had a tender regard for 

almost all descriptions of error, he does not support my 

Opponent, on the point for which he is cited. The Dr. 

tells us that this worldly sanctuary was calJed so, " not 

" because it was a holy place on earth, and made of 

" materials furnished from the earth, but because it was 

" a representation of the world or universe." It may 

surely be aJI this, and yet a proper sanctuary for the 

worship of the true God by his visible church. As for 

these carnal ordinances, he calls them "ordinances con
" cerning tlze flesh,~, "respecting the purifying of the 
" bocJ.11," "literally, righteousnesses of the flesh, things 

" which make the flesh, not the spirit righteous." 

These are his own words, in his translation, commentary, 

and notes. These words are correct, even where they 

oppose Dr. Magee's opinion that, in some cases, the 

Jewish sacrifices make a real satisfaction to divine 

justice. On these an<l the various ordinances connected 

with them, I believe, with Dr. Gill, :'that they \Vere alJ 

" types and figures of Christ, and had their fulfilment in 

'' him."(u) He shews that Philo, the Jew, explained 

this worldly sanctuary as Macknight does ; yet surely 

,Philo believed the Jews to be a church. In opposition 

to them both, howc,·er, the Dr. snys,, "It was rather 

(t) Hebr. ix. l. 10. ( u) On Hebr. ix. 1. 

J{ 
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" either a type of the church, or of heaven, or of 
" Christ's human nature: the better reason of its being 
" so called is, because it consisted of earthly matter 
'·' and worldly things; it was in the world, and only had 
" its use in the world, and so is opposed to the heavenly 
" sanctuary."(u) None of these views have the least 
bearing against the doctrine that this worldly sanctuary 
is an ecclesiastical sanctuary, unless you will first prove 
that no church can exist in the world. But that we may 
not be at a loss concerning its ecclesiastical character, 
God said to Solomon, i' I have heard thy prayer, and 
" have chosen this place to myself, for an house of 
" sacrifice." "Now mine eyes shall be open, and mine 
" ears attent unto thy prayer, that is made in this place. 
" For now have I chosen and sanctified this house, that 
" my name may be there forever: and mine eyes and 
'' mine heart shall be there perpetua11y."(v) If a holy 
residence of God, consecrated to sacrifice and prayer, 
is not dignified enough to be called an ecclesiastical 
sanctuary, I should like to know where you would find a 
church in our day. This doctrine was held by the 
Jews, in opposition to the Samaritans, down t{} the time 
of our Saviour, to whom the Samaritan woman applied 
to decide the controversy. This gave him an oppor
tunity of instructing her in the new dispensation, which 
has laid the dispute asleep almost ever since, until, in 
late days, it has been revived by some Baptists, who 
have a zeal not according to knowledge. Among those 
I am happy to find that the pious and learned Dr. Gill is 

( u) On Hcbr. ix. 1. (v) 2 Chr. v-ii. 12, 15, 16. 
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not numbered. He comments upon the words of the 

Samaritan woman, as fo110\vs, viz. ".11.nd .1JI! say tlwt in 
" Jerusalem is the place where men ought to worship; 
" that is, in the temple there; who urged, and very 

" rightly, that Goel hacl chosen that place to put his 

" name, an<l fix his worship there; ancl had ordered 

" them to come thither, and bring their offerings and sacri

" fices, and to keep their Passover and other feasts."(w) 

POIN'r III. 

1'/tc Jcwis!t society had lite :\lE.:HnERs of a visible clturclt. 

The ordinances of which · we have been speaking, 

were emblematical of sanctification, ancl required 

evidence of sanctification in their adult communicants. 

It is true that this is a thing of which my Opponent has no 

very high opinion, as he scoffs at the very Baptists 

themselves, for requiring of candidates some account of 

their religious experience, preparatory to initiation. 

But with pious Baptists this is esteemed important. So 

do the scriptures esteem it important in the subjects 

of circumcision. " Circumcise, therefore, the foreskin 

" of your hearts, and be no more stiff-necked."(x) 

" The Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart, and 

" the heart of thy seed, to love the lord thy God, with 

" all thine heart, and with all thy soul, that thou mayest 

" live.': (Y) '" All these nations arc uncircumcised, 

" and all the house of Israel arc uncircumcised in the 

('!':•) (;ill on John h·. ~O. f'or proof he refers to Dent. xii. 5, ti. xri. 2. 
(.r) Dt•ut. x. Hi. (y) Dent. xxx. G. 
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" heart."(z) " Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in 
" heart and ears, ye tlo always resist the Holy Ghost; 
"as your fathers did, so do ye."(a) "And thou shalt 
" say to the rebellious, even to the house of Israel, thus 
" saith the Lord God, 0 ye house of Israel, let it suffice 
"you of all your abominations, in that ye have brought 
" into my sanctuary strangers, uncircumcised in heart, 
" and uncircumcised in flesh, to be in my sanctuary, to 
" pollute it, even my house, when ye offer my bread, 
" the fat and the blood, and they have broken my cove
" nant, because of all your abominations."(b) 

It is one glorious feature of the visible church, that 
it requires evidence of regeneration in those who are 
candidates for membership. The scriptures which 
have just now been read, plainly shew that the Jewish 
society had this feature of a church: for, according to 
these texts, they violated the constitution of the church, 
whenever they received proselytes without evidence of 
piety. This is so conspicuously the spirit of these 
passages, that I kno\v no way of escaping their force, 
hut by proving that they are not intended for the literal 
Israel, but that they are prophecies exclusively appli
cable to the Christian church. Dr. Gill says that the 
last authority which I have quoted (Ez. xliv. 6, 7.) 
f' well agrees with these declining churches in the latter 
H day, and even in our times:" yet, unhappily for my 
opponent, the Dr. says at the same time, that the picture 
there given "is a char-acter of literal Israel from the 

" beginning." The Dr~ te]ls us that they are con-

(z) Jer. ix. 26. 
(b) Ez. xliv. 6, 7. 

(q) Acts vii. 51. 
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demoed for introducing "strangers," because they are 

" unregenerate men, who arc in a state of alienation ancl 

" estrangement to divine and spiritual things." The 

" uncircumcised in heart," whom they were forbi<l<len 
to receive as members, Dr. Gill understands to be those 

" who never were pricked in the:heart for sin, or felt any 

" pain there on account of it; never ha<l the hardness 

"of their heart removed, or the impurity of it dis

" covere<l to them ; ·never were filled with shame and 

" loathing because of it ; or ever put off the body' of 

" sins in a course of conversation; or renounced their 

" own righteousness." This last text censures the 

church for polluting the sanctuary by the introduction 

of persons who were even. uncircumcise<l in flesh: 
These, the Dr. says, \Vere "carnal as they were born; 

" men in the flesh, in a state of nature, mind and savour 

" the things of the flesh, and do the works of it; lrnving 

" never been taught by the grace of God, to <leny un

" godliness and worldly lusts, and to abstain from fleshly 

" ones: or who 1rnt their trust in the flesh, in outwarcl 

" things, in carnal privileges, and external righteous· 

" ness. These the Lord complains were brought to be 

" in my sanctuary, to pollute it, even my house; either 

" to be members here, and partake of all the ordinances 

" and privileges of the Lord's house; or to ofiiciate 

" here as priests· and minist,ers of the Lord.'' Accord
ing to these words of Dr. GiII, he must have thought, 

that evidence of regeneration was as requisite to mem

bership in the Lord's house,· under the Ol<l Test'lment 

dispensation, as under the New. No wonder then, that 

he thought the Jews a church. This opinion js confirm-
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ed in the New Testament, by the a11usions which it 
makes to the Old; "and you being dead in your sins, 
" and in the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath he 
" quickened together with him, having forgiven you all 
" trespasses."(c) 

On this subject I would wish you attentively to read, 
and devoutly to consider Psalm 1. 7-23. On the first 
of these verses, which begins, "Hear 0 my people," 
Dr. Gill remarks, "This is an address to the people of 
" the Jews, whom God had chosen to be his j1eople above 
" all others, and who professed themselves to be his peo
" ple; but a lo-ammi was about to be written upon 
" them, being a people uncircumcised in heart an~ ears, 

'' refusing to hear the great prophet of the church, him 
" that spake from heaven." Here people and church 
are used synonymously, as they are by my Opponent; 
and the Jews are justly said to be, by their own profes
sion, and the choice of God, his peoj1le; and Christ is 
said to be the prophet of their church, as well as of the 
New Testament church. 

I have the same request to make concerning your 
perusal of Is. i. I 0-20. The ninth verse predicts the 
destruction of Jerusalem, which threatened an utter 
extinction of God's people, "except the Lord had left 
" unto us a very small remnant." "And this,'~ says 
Dr. Gill, "was done unto us, for the sake of his clzw·ch, 
" that that might continue, and he might have a seed to 
" serye him." Here tlw Dr. considers the Christian 
H dispensation a continuance of the us to whom lsniah 

(c') Coll. ii. 1:-;. 
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belonged; an<l this us he c31Js a church . The context 

to which I have referred you, shews that its members 

were called to the same holiness which is required in 

Christians. 1~lrns <loes Dr. Gill explain God's command 

by Moses, that the Jews should be "an holy nation."(d) 

He says that it means "being separated from all others, 

" and devoted to the worship and service of God, having 

" holy laws and holy ordinances, and a holy service, 
" and a holy place to perform it in, and' holy persons to 

" attend unto it, as they afterwards had." The same 

great Baptist writer decJares the '' holy seed" mentioned 

by Ezra,(e). to be "such as the Lord had separated 

" from other nations, chosen them to be an holy people 

'' above all others, and devoted them to his service and 

" worship." ·when the most excellent of the Baptist 
denomination speak thus of the Jews; but especially 

when the holy and infallible word of Cod speaks thus of 

the constitutional obligations of members of the Jewish 

society, can you wm~dcr at us for ca11ing them a visible 

church? 

POINT IV. 

T!tc Jewish society lwd lite OFFICERS of a visible clrnrch. 

The priesthood was an ofli.ce consecrated to ecclesiasti

cal purposes, and therefore was guarded from intrusion by 
severe penalties. After the earth had swallowed up 

Korah, Dathan and Abiram, '"There came out a fire 

'; from the Lord, and consumed the two hundred and 

(cl) Ex. xix. 6. (e ) ix. 7 
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" fifty men that offered incense."(/) "And the anger 

" of the Lord was kindled against U zza, and God smote 

" him there for his error, and there he died by the ark 

" of God."( g) "And they withstood Uzziah the king, , 

" and said unto him, it appertaineth not unto thee, 

" Uzziah, to burn incense unto the Lord, but to the 

" priests, the sons of Aaron, that are consecrated to 

" burn incense: go out of the sanctuary; for thou hast 

" trespassed ; neither shall it be for thine honour from 

" the Lord God."(h) 

There is a very great contrast between my Opponent 

and the old fashioned Baptists, about the officers of the 

church, and the manner in which they shall be support

ed. My Opponent is for putting down the clergy at 

a blow, as not only unworthy of being maintained by 
the church, but unworthy of any distinction by minis

terial ordination. H<:> is as complete a leveller as any 

infidel. This arises not from any love for liberty and 

e.qnality, but from a desire to monopolize in his own 

person, all that influence which is now divided among 

the clergy of his own denomination and others, and 

from a desire to pervert to the destruction of souls that 

influence which they should use for edification. His 

\vay to scatter the sheep is to smite the shepherd. Not 

so our good old Dr. Gill, who, in every thing except 

public disputation, is worth a thousand of him. In 
commenting upon one of Ezekiel's appropriations for 

the priests, he says, "This holy portion of ]and, ex

" cepting that which is for the sanctuary, is to be for the 

( f) Num. xvi. 35. 
(h) 2 Chr. xxvi. 18. 

(g) 2·s::im. vi. 7. 
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" use of the priests, to build houses to dwc11 in; signi

" fying that the ministers of the gospel arc to be taken 

" care of, and suflicient provision made for their main

" tainance."(i) In another place he speaks of "the 

" ministers of the gospel, who shall have a sufficient 

" maintenance from the churches of Christ, as the 

" priests had under the law." This last is on a verse 

in which the prophet mentions a spot which "shall be a 

" place for their houses,'' on which the Dr. observes, 

" In this large spot sha11 be many congregated c!turc!tes, 

" houses of the living God, where his priests and peo

" ple dwell, and will be serving and praising him."(j} 

On a similar subject, a little before this, he says, 

" These [ cham hers J were for holy persons to dwell in, 

" and for holy things to be done in, as the churches of 

" Christ are ; they consist of holy persons, men called 

" with a holy calling, and in them the holy word of 
'' God is preached, and holy or<linances administer.

'' ed."(k) Thus does the existence of ecclesiastical 

officers in the Jewish society, prove them to be a visible 

church ; and thus does the best Baptist authority admit 

that they were as real a church "as the churches of 
Christ are." 

POINT V. 

1'/te Jewish Society !tad tile CONSTITUTION of a visible churcl1. 

\Vhatsoever may have been said to A uraham and his 

seed concerning temporal and political hlcssing8, God's 

(i) Ez. xlviii . 10. 
(k ) K l . xiii. 13. 

L 

(j) Ez. xlr. 4. 
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covenant with them did, nevertheless, contemplate 
eternal, spiritual, and ecclesiastical favours. " And I 
"wi11 establish my covenant between me and thee, 
" and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for 
'' an everlasting covenant, to be a God unto thee, and 
" to thy seed after thee: and I will give unto thee and 
" to thy seed after thee, the land \vherein thou art a 
" stranger, all the land of Canaan for an everlasting pos
" session, and I will be their God."(l) "Now therefore, 
"if ye will obey my voice indeed, and keep my cove
" nant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure unto me, 
" above all people, for all the earth is mine; and ye 
" shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy 
" nation."(m) " The chariots of God are twenty 
" thousand, even thousands of angels, the Lord is among 
"them, as in Sinai, in the holy place; thou hast as
" cended on high, thou hast led captivity captive, thou 
" hast received gifts for men, yea, even for the rebel
" lious also, that the Lord might dwell among them. 
" Blessed be the Lord which daily loadeth us with 
"benefits, even the God of our salvation. Selah. He 
" that is our God is the God of salvation; and unto God 
" the Lord belong the issues from death."(n) " He 
'' sent redemption unto his people, he hath commanded 
" his covenant forever; Holy and reverend is his 
"name."(o) "For he remembered his holy promise, 
" an.d Abraham his servant, and he bmught forth his 
" people with joy, and his chosen with gladness."(p) 
" Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for he hath visited 

(l) Gen. xvii. 7. 8. 
(o) Ps. cxi. 9. 

(m) Ex. xix. 5. 6. (1•) i:s. lx,•iii. 17-20 
(/1) P s. C\' , 42. 4·3. 
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" and rctlccmcd his people ;" "to pc1form the mercy 

'" promised to our fathers, aml to remember his· holy 

" covenant, the oath which he swarc to our I;athcr 

" Abraham."( q) 
Among the authorities just now quoted, one of them 

mentions Sinai : but it will be observed that it docs not 

refer to the transactions at Sinai, for the origin of the 

church. Yet that very passage proves that the Jews 

were a church. It is in this capacity " that the Lord 

" God" promises to "dwell among them ;" "that is," 

says Dr. Gill, "that they by the gifts and graces of the 

" Spirit bestO\vcd on them, might become a fit habitation 

" for God; or that they, the rebellious, being u~w 

" partakers of the grace of God and his gifts, might 
" dwell with tlw Lord God IN ms CHURCHES ; enjoy 

" his divine presence, and have communion with him 

" in his word and ordinances." The salvation men

tioned in the very next verse, Dr. Gill does not fritter 

down to a mere temporal deliverance, but calls it "tem

" poral, spiritual, and eternal salvation."(r) It is true 

that Gill calls the redemption mentioned in one of the 

texts,(s) a " temporal redemption, as typical of the 

" spiritual and eternal one;" but in another of these 

texts, he believes the spiritual and eternal redemption 

to be meant, and the typical one oniy alluded to. The 

following are his words, viz. "For !lC hath visited and 
" redeemed his jJcoplc, as he did Israel of old, Ex. iii. 
" 16, Ii, when the Lord ]ooked upon them, and de

" livered them out of the bondage of Egypt, and which 

(9) Luke i. 68. 72. 73. (r) Gill on Ps. lx\'iii. 18. 19. (.7) Ps. cxi. 9. 
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u was a type and resemblance of redemption by Christ, 
" and to which reference here seems to be had." But 

. although the redemption here contemplated, refers to a 
temporal deliverance, the Dr. says that it "intends the 
" spiritual and eternal redemption of them by the price 
" of his blood, from the slavery of sin; the bondage of 
" the law, and curse of it, and the captivity of Satan, 
" and a deliverance out of the hands of every enemy; 
" a redemption which reaches both to soul and body, 
" and secures from all condemnation and wrath to come ; 
" and includes every blessing in it, as justification, 
" forgiveness of sins, adoption, sanctification, and 

, " eternal life, and is a plenteous, full, complete, and 
" everlasting one.''(t) 

It is plain, then, that the redemption here mentioned 
is not merely a temporal or political one, but a spiritual 
and eternal redemption. It is also plain that it is con
ferred upon God's "people," a word which my Oppo
nent considers equivalent to church. The text more
over informs us that this was done, '' to perform the 
mercy promised to our fathers," not at Mount Sinai, but 
"to remember his holy covenant, the oath which he 
" sware to our father Abraham;" many hundred years 
before the transactions at Sinai. 

It is in reference to this holy covenant, that Moses 
said to Israel, "thou art an holy people." "Not sane
" tified" says Dr. Gill, "in a spiritual sense, or having 
" principles of grace and holiness in them, from whence 
" holy actions sprang, at least, not all of them ; bu t 

(t) Gill on Luke i. 68. 
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" they were separated from all other people in the 
"world to the pure worship and service of God in an 
" external manner, and therefore were to avoid all 
" idolatry and every appearance of it." 'I'he remain
der of the verse which speaks of their being chosen to 
be a special peojJle; the Dr. understands to mean "for 
"special service and worship, and to enjoy special 
" privileges and benefits, civil and religious."(tt) 

Elsewhere, when Moses speaks of their being "an holy 

"peoj1le unto the Lord,'' Gill explains it, "set apart 
" by him from all other people, and devoted to his 
" worship and service, and many of them were sancti
" fied and made holy in a special and spiritual sense." 
The remainder· of the verse calls ~hem a peculiar pco

jJle. Gill explains this peculiarity as consisting "espe
" cial1y in things sacred."(v) My aim is to prove from 
scripture, t~at Abraham and his seed have the constitu
tion of a visible church; that is, that they were a conse
crated depository of the oracles and ordinances of revealed 
religion. Dr. Gill has proved from scripture, that they 
were "set apart" as a holy j1eople, a special jJeojJlc, a 
peculiar people, "especially in things 'sacred" and 
"religious:" all this, too, upon the constitution of " his 
holy rovenant, the oath which he swarc to our father 
Abraham." They were therefore a church. 

( u) Gill on Ex. vii. 6. (v) Gill on Ex. xiv. 2. 
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POINT VI. 

The Jewisli society had the express, inspired, and unequivocal 
KAME of a church. 

These points are professedly intended to support the 
proposition that " Abraham and his seed were divinely 
constituted a visible church of God." Soon after that 

proposition was announced, some remarks \Vere made, 
and more were promised, on the name of a church. My 

farther progress on this subject, my Opponent has 
endeavoured to obstruct by the authority of Dr. Mason, 
who has the appearance of being against me. He speaks 

as · follows, viz. " The word church, d~ri ved from the 

" Greek, xv~ia.xov, signifies the house of the Lord, 
" and marks the property which he has in it. But the 
" original words which it is employed to translate, sig

" nify a different thing. The Hebrew words Snp and 
" iJi.V in the Old Testament, and the corresponding one 

'' u"'-1l<1£a. in the New, all signify an assembly, espe

" cially one convened by invitation or appointment. 
" That this is their generic sense, no scholar wi11 deny ; 

'' nor that their particular applications are ultimately 
" resolvable into it. Hence it is evident that from the 
" terms themselves nothing can be concluded as to the 
" nature and extent of the assembly which they denote. 

" Whenever either of the two for1i1er occurs in the Old 
" Testament, or the other in the New, you are sure of 

" a.!,l assembly, b~ of nothing n~ore. 'Vhat that assem
" bly is, and whom it comprehenas, you must learn 
" from the connexion of the term, 7and t11c subject of 
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" the writer." (w) The Dr. then proceeds to give 
instances of the diversified application of .these several 

words. 
\Vhen ·this eminent scholar observes that we rnust 

learn the meaning of the word "from the connexion of 

the term, and the subject of the writer," he says what 
is true not only of the word ckurcli, but of those words 
which all will confess to have been reduce<l f1·om their 

generic signification to an ajJjJropriate meaning. Tf1is 
remark may be eluci<lated by the title of the 1nost dis
tinguished ofl1cer in the church. It is the word apostle. 
Concerning this, we may say as Dr. Mason has of c/iurcll, 

" \Vhat an .9.postle is, and whom it points out, whether 

'' an ordinary or extraordinary agent, whether Christ, 
" one of the hvclvc, or any other person, you must 
" learn frmn the connexion of the term, and the sub

" ject of the writer." The Greek word signifies a 
messenger.(x) "Th'at this is its generic sense, no 

scholar will deny, nor that its particular applications 

are ultimate1y resolvable into it. Hence it is e~i<lent 
that fr·om the term itself, nothing can be concluded as to 

the character of the messenger which it denotes. 
\Vhcnevcr it occurs in the Old or N cw Testament, you 

are sure of a messenger, but of nothing more." 

After thus applying al1 Dr. Mason's remarks to the 
wor<l apostle as well as c/iurclt, suppose a question to 

arise concerning the apostleship of Paul, as one has arisen 

concerning ~he ecclesiastical standing of the Jews. 'Vas 

(·w) ~tason on the Church. pp. 8-10. Christia.n's 1\fai;azinc, \'ol. 1. 
pp. 54-SG. 

(.r) S<·e Phil. ii. 25. anc\ l Kings xiY. 6, in th<.> Greek. 
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Paul an ordinary messenger of ordinary matters, from 
one ordinary man to another; or was he an extraordinary, 

spiritual, ecclesiastical .!lpostle of Jesus Christ? I say 
that he was the latter, and I very natura11y try to prove 
it, by shewing that the scriptures apply to him the 
express, inspired, and unequivocal name of an .!lpostle. 
This conclusion is so far from being forbidden by Dr. 

Mason's remarks, that it is attained in the very way 

which he points out, "from the connexion of the term, 

and the subject of the 'Yriter." From these we plainly 
see that the term is applied to Paul, not in its generic 
sense, but in its appropriate meaning. It points him 
out, not as an ordinary, secular messenger from man, 
but as an inspired ecclesiastical messenger from our 
divine Redeemer. Shall we say then, that his being so 
called, in such a connexion, is no evidence of his apos
tleship, in the highest sense in which the term is applied 
to men? Shall we say that thl mere fact that a word 
originally has a generic sense, shall forever disqualify 

it from pointing out a particular object? Shall we say, 

that because it has a variety of meanings., it can have no 

definite meaning at all? If so, then let us be consistent, 
and openly relinquish the common and well established 
proof of Christ's divinity, from the fact that the express, 

inspired, and unequivocal name of God is applied to him 
in the scriptures. But if we admit, as all real Christians 
do, that the application of this name to Christ, proves 
him to be the true God; and that the application of 
another name to Paul, proves him to be an apostle of 
God; then the application of a third name to the Jew$ 
will prove them to have. been the church· of God. 
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\Vhcn speaki11g on this subject before, I q uotcd some 

texts which contained both in the Hebrew and in the 

Septuagint, two words, both of which signify church, 

as Dr. Mason has correctly informed you. Other pas

sages in which the same thing occurs, I sha11 have to 

quote now. That these two synonimous nouns are 

connected by a simple conjunction, is accounted for, 

upon a principle, which is remarkable in the Hebrew, 

though not peculiar to that language. It is, that nouns 

are often attached to other nouns, to answer the purpose 

of adjectives and participles.(y) \Vhen. therefore, S:ip 
tile church, and i11lJ tlte church, are put together, they 

appear to signify the meeting met, or t!te congregation 

congregated, or the church assembled. Thus docs Dr. 

Gill understand it in Prov. v. 14, where the Septuagint 

translates these words by Enhr.ow. and ovi·aywy71. "I was al

most in all evil in the midst of the church assembled." 

The Dr. understands this to mean, "in the house of 

God, attending pub1ic worship,'' "even in the presence 

and before the people of God." This great Baptist 

Commentator evidently considered this text a proof that 

the 01d Testament worshippers were the visible church 

of God : for what else can he mean by ca11ing them the 

peojJ/e of God, attendiug public worshij1, in the house 

of God? 

In the Septuagint of Levit. iv. 13_, both these wor<ls 

(y) "\\'hen one substanti\·e is joined to another by a copulati\·e, the 
011e must be tr:111sbted as gm·eming the other." Mack ni ght's fourth Prc
limi11ary Essay, Section 19. "As the Jews had but few adjectin~s in their 
lan:;ua!!;C, they had recourse to substantives, in order to ~mpph• thei1· 
P.lace.'' Horne's seventh rule on the Hebraisms of the New 'I c~tamt'nt, 
f hc same examples, in part, nre adduced by both. 

M 
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are rendered a1.1110.1~,,17 • "And if the whole ,i1.V 

church of Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing 

be hid from the eyes of Snpn the church." On this 
text Dr. Gi11 quotes, with approbation_, the fo1Jowing 

words of Ainsworth; "that the church may err, and 

" the thing be hid from the eyes of the assembly, con

gregation, or church, so that they don't know that it is 

a sin which they have committed." 

In Prov. xxi. 16, where the LXX has the same render

ing, "the connexion of the term" shews that the word 

Snp does not mean the church of God, but "an assem

'' bly" of Unitarians or Papists, Polytheists or Atheists. 
" The man that' wandereth out of the way of under~ 

"standing, shaJI remain in the congregation of the 

" dead." 
In Prov. xix. 20, where the same words occur for 

phurch, in the Hebre\v and LXX, " the connexion of 

" the term" shews that it means the church of God, ex
communication from which, GiIJ thinks may be intend
ed.(z) 

The fol1owing five texts have i11.V in the Hebrew, 
and av110.11eur17 in the LXX. "Whosoever eateth that 
which is leavened, even that soul shaJI be cut off 

from the chw·ch of Israel."( a) To be cut off "from 

'' the Israelitish chiwch-state, and have no communion 

" in it, · or partake of the ordinances of it," is one of 
several alternatives, which Gill thinks may be here in

tended. On this and the last text, the existence of the 

(z) Compare his note on verse 13, to which he refers. 
(a) Ex. xii, 19. Comp. 15, and Gill on the latter, to which he refers 

from th~ former. · • 
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Israclitish clturch is taken for granted by this preemi

nent scholar of the Baptist Society. 

God directed Moses to have two silver trumpets mack, 

" for the calling of the church, and for the journeying 

" of the camps.:'(b) On this Gill says, " Saints are 

" pilgrims and travellers here; they arc passing through 

" a wilderness, their way is attended with many diffi

" cul ties ; Canaan is the place they arc tra veiling to.~, 
'Vhen two and a half of the tribes of Israel built an 

altar before they crossed the Jordan, the rest of the 

church thought them apostates from the true religion, 

and sent a deputation to them on this subject. Gill 

copies our translation of the introduction of their messages, 

and comments upon it as follows, viz. "'Thus saith the 

" whole congregation of the Lord,'-By whom they 

"' were sent, and whom they represented ; and they 

" don't call them the congregation of Israel, but of the 

" Lord, because it was not on a civil but religious 

"account they were come, and not to plead their own 

" cause, but the cause of God ; and not so much to 

" shew a concern for their own honour and interest, as 

" for the glory of God.:' If they were a religious, and 

not a civil assembly ; if they were a congregation of the 

Lord, and not of man ; an<l if, (as the text proves, and 

Gill admits,) they acted in these respects, as a visible 

corporation, then they were just what you and I wouJd 

caJl the visible clwrclt of God. 
In the same sense ought the foJlowing instance to be 

understood. "Praise ye the Lord, I will praise the 

(b) Kum. x. ~. 
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" Lord with my whole heart, in the assemb1y of the 

" upright, and in the chw·ch."( c) 

The fol1owing authority seems to unite civil and 

ecclesiastical privileges, and to refer them a1l, not to the 

Sinaitic covenant made with their fathers, whose car~ 

cases fe1l in the wilderness, but to the older covenant 

made with their father Abraham, and confirmed to Isaac 

and Jacob. "And because he loved thy fathers, there

fore he chose their seed after them."(d) GiH confirms 

my interpretation as follows, viz. " 'And because he 

" loved thy fathers,'-N ot their immediate fathers, 

'' whose carcases fell in the wilderness, and entered not 

" into the good land because of their unbelief, but their 

" more remote fathers or ancestors, Abraham, Isaac, and 

" Jacob, who had some singular testimonies of the love 

'' of God to them. Abraham is called the friend of 

" God, and Isaac was the son of promise in whom the 

" seed was called; and Jacob is particularly said to be 

"loved by God, when Esau was hated: 'therefore he 

" chose their seed after them;' not to eterna] life and 

" salvation, but to the enjoyment of external blessings 

" and privileges, to be called by his name, and to set up 

" his name and worship among them, and to be a special 
"peoj1le to him above all people on the earth, as to out

" ward favours, both civil and ecclesiastical." By 

denying that they were chosen, in a body, to eternal 

hfe, the Dr. shews that he distinguishes them from the 

invisible church ; but by saying that God had chosen 

them to be a special peoplr, to have his worshij1 among 

them, and to enjoy great outzmrd jal'ours, both civil 

(c) Ps. cxi. l. (d) Deut. iY. 37. 
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and E.cc 1.1~s1AsncAL, he shews that they are the visible 

church. 

I proceed to give some instances in which the words 

S;ip and !""'-7J<Ha. are found in the Hebrew and the LXX, 

to point out the church. On the account which Joshua 

gives of his reading the law of Moses to the church, 
Dr. Gill comments as follows, viz. "There was not a 
" word of all that Moses commanded which Joshua read 

''not before all the congregation of Israel, [lvho were 

" on this occasion called together, and not before the 

" men only, but] with the women and the little ones," 

[who all had a concern in the things that were read to 

them. ](e) A church of men, women, and little ones, sounds 

very much like Pedobaptism. In anothe1· instance, he 

speaks still stronger in a similar strain.(/) 

In David's address to Goliah, he says, " And all this 

"assembly shal1 know that the Lord saveth not with the 

'' sword and spear." Dr. Gill says that the word assem
bly means, " The congregation of Israel, and church of 

" the living God, great part of which was now gathered 

': together, and were spectators of this wonderful 

" cvcnt."(g) 

David says, " I will give thee thanks in the great 

church; I will praise thee amo11g much people." Dr. 

Gill explains this to mean, " the church and people of 
i' God," "the people of God meeting together for 

" solemn \Vorship."(h) 

Da,·id again says, '"let them exalt him also in the 

church of the people." Gill says,-" Of the people of 

(e) J05h, viii. 3.J 
(g) l Sam. x,·ii. 1. 7. 

(f) (;in on Joel ii. 16. 
(11 ) Ps. XXX\". 18. 
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" God, who are gathered out of the world, into a chw·ch

" state, and who gather themselves together to attend the 

" worship and service of God in some one place.''(i) 
It is not my intention to tax your patience so far as to 

quote one fourth of the instances in which the Hebrew 

and the Septuagint apply SiTp and Exx7'.11 cHa, to the Jews, 
· as the visible church of God. Out of the comparatively 
smaH number of examples which were selected for this 

point, from the Old Testament, I shall, at present, pass 
over twenty-two which are now before me.(j) 

MR. CAMPBELL'S 

NEW TRANSLATION OF 'l'HE NE\Y TESTAMENT, 

REVIElVED, 

IN CONNEXION WITH THE POINT NOW IN HAND. 

In the New Testament, ecclesia occurs one hundred and four

teen times; in more than one hunched of which it confessedly 

means the visible church. I <lo not know that my Opponent will 

confess this, but every other sort of Baptist will. My reason 

for excepting him is, that he has such an aversion to the word 

churc!t, (a word inestimably }Jrecious to the Christian,) that he 

appears determined to banish it from his vocabulary. He has 

published an English translation of the New Testament, in 

which, (strange to tell!) neither the word church nor the word 

baptisrn is foun<l once. By its title page, it professes to be 

''The New Testament, translated from the original Greek, by 

" GEoRGB CAMPBELL, JAMES :MACKNIGHT, an<l PHILIP Don

" DHIDGE, Doctors of the Church of Scotland." In the Preface 

and the list of errata, he speaks of a ''London edition of this 

translation," which "<leparte<l in some instances from the origi-

(i) Ps. cvii. 32. 
(J) 1 Kgs. viii. 14. 2 Chr. i. 3. 5. vi. 3. (comp. 2.) vi. 12. 13. xxix. 23. 

28. 31. 32. xxx. 2. 13. 17. 23. 24. Ezr. x. 8. Neh. viii. 2. (comp. 3-8.) 
P~. xxii. 22. xl. 9. lxxxix. 5. c:xlix. 1. Lam. i. 10. 
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nal works," of Campbell, Macknight, an<l Doddri<lgc. Such of 

these alterations as affoctcd "the style" only, he professes to 

have •'retained:~' but u some of these alterations affected the 

sense;" these he professes to have "brought back to the original 

works" of Campbell, :Macknight, an<l Dodtlri<lge. In this trans

lation, then, we arc to look for the meaning of a certain set of 

men, clothe<l in another man's st)'le. "'hen the Ettric Shepherd 

first saw Duncan Campbell, the little stranger; though only seven 

years old, wore a coat originally ma<le for a man. If this new 

style should give George Campbell an<l his companions as 

grotesque an appearance, my Opponent can account for it, upon 

the ground that they arc just escaped from prison, through his 

benevolent interposition. Herc a writer in the 'Vestern Lumi

nary speaks as follows ; viz. '' l\1r. Campbell, on this part of his 

'' subject, says something about the works of Campbell, Dod

" dri<l;;e, and Macknight having been 'imprisoned;' and seems 

., to take credit to himself for having brought them out tu pub

" lie gaze; and considers his own precious existence necessary 

" to prevent them from being again locked up."(k) How emi

able is the lot of my Opponent! in being the honoured instru

ment of preserving these eminent scholars from rotting in a 

dungeon. His agency in this business proves the rapid advance 

of the 'Vestern Country in the march of mind. Let posterity 

know, that, but fur the labours of a certain inhal>itant of Buffaloe 

Creek, the works of three of the most celebrated Doctors of 

Europe would soon have sunk into oblivion . 

.As his alterations of his originals arc far more numerous than 

one would expect from the title page, he tells us, in the close of 

his Appendix, that these emendations "arc prcfcrr('d mcrel_y 

" because of their l>cing more intclligiulc to common readers, 

"whose edification we have supremely in view." For these 

alterations he has made ample amends to the aclmirers of his 

three worthies, by stuning their jugulated wonls into an Appcn

tlix, with such novel and conYcnicnt references, that they arc 

(k) \\'cstcrn Lum. for Jan. 3, 18'.:7. 
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almost as easily found as a needle in a hay-stack. Speaking of 

this in his preface, he says, "All that we can be praised or 

" blamed for is this one circumstance, that we have given the 

" most conspicuous place, to that version which appeared to 

" deserve it." That is, when the words of Campbell, Mac

knight, and Doddridge appear to my Opponent the most deserv

ing, he gives them in the text, and places others in the Appendix: 

but when the words of these three men appear to my Opponent 

less deserving, he packs them otf to the Appendix, and substi

tutes others in the translation, whose names are not nfontioned 

in the title page. Thus every word of this version may be con

sidered as having passed through the crucible of my Opponent's 

judgment. And who so well calculated to judge among the 

jarring uanslations of jarring sects, as that man who possesses 

the greatest liter~ry and theological attainments, and is, at the 

same time, perfectly divested of all sectarian feelings or preju

dices, as is evident from the whole career of my Opponent, from 

Mount Pleasant to 'Vashington. Hear the words of his Preface 

on this subject. "If the mere publication of a version of the 

" inspired writings requires, as we believe it does, the publisher 

" to have no sectarian object in view, we are happy in being 

" able to appeal to our whole course of puulic addresses, and to 

"all that we have written on religious suujects, to shew that we 

" have no such object in view!!!" Perhaps so great a portion 

of charity, anti-sectarian liberality, and the milk of human kind

nes~, can hardly be found in the island of Great Britain, as my 

Opponent knows to exist in one little privileged spot on the 

banks of Buffaloe. It is reasonable, therefore, that he should 

claim to _his work superior praise, over the London copy, whose 

Editors probably spent much of their strength in sectarian <le

bates against infant-sprinkling, and the thirty-nine articles, aml 

the thirty-three Chapters, and male and female Missionaries, 

and Bible and Ilenevolent Societies, and the observance of 

family prayer, and the sabbath day. As my Opponent never 

was known to whisper sectarian charges against other denomina

tions, for hol<ling doctrines or ordinances '' injuri~us to the well-
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being of society, religious or political," ht' must be inJulge<l in 

a. little commendable boasting, such as the following, viz. 

'' Taking every thing into view, we have no hesitation in saying, 

'' that, in the present improved state of the English language, 

" the ideas communicated by the Apostles and Evangelists of 

"Jesus Christ, are INCOMPARADLY better expressed in this, than 

"in any volume ever presented in our mother tongue."(!) 

'Vhene,·er, therefore, my Opponent's Translation .._ of the New 

Testament is mentioned in this discussion, remember, that, 

" taking every thing into view," particularly his own rare quali

fications for such a work, it is "INCOMPAnAnLY" the best in the 

language. 
To set forth his unparallelled qualifications still more fully, 

he says, in his Preface, "The whole scope, design, and drift of 

" our labours is to see Christians intelligent, united and happy." 

'Vith regard to uniting Christians, his labours, in one way or 

another, appear to su~ceed in a small degree. The 'V estern 

Luminary,(m) inform~ us that my Opponent has made an inge
nious effort to prove that his two bosom_friencls, a Unitarian,,. 

and Dr. James Fishback, are united in sentiment, in relation to 

our Saviour's person, although the former openly rejects the 

doctrine of his supreme and eternal Deity, and the latter would 

be thought to receive this doctrine. Moreover, they arc now 

very cordially united in their opposition to creeds and confes

sions, those stubborn things which have been so much in the way 

of Unitarians, from the Council of Nice to the present day. If 
Mr. Grcatrake 1ncl the Orthodox Pastors and Editors, Associa

tions and Conventions of the Baptist denomination lta,·e not 

followed the amiable example of unity which these brethren have 

set them, it is their own fault. Mr. Greatrake will not admit 

that my Opponent is for peace abroad or unity at home. Writing 

to the 'Vcstern Baptist Churches concerning my Opponrnt, he 

says, " Having had you for two or three year8 spectators of hi s 

(L) Introduction to Appendix. ( nz) For Jan. 3, 1827. 
~ ·r1' c writer , thr0t:gh mistak e, g:ixc a wron~ name to tl: c l Tui t:iri.111

1 
;u; he :-ifte rwan h informed m e. 

N 
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" own personal combats, or familiarized your minds to a view 

''of his own fightings, you will find, perhaps too late, that the 
"object contemplated by Mr. C. was to prepare you for clissen-
•' tions and fightings among yourselves ; to the end that he 

" might share the spoils by making you a clivided people."(n) 

As my Opponent refers to his life for his antisectarian charac· 

ter, so Mr. Greatrake says to the churches, "Yes, brethren, 

search, search his whole life, as far as possible." He then tells 

them that this scrutiny will irrefragably prove "that you [Bap-

" tis ts,] as a denomination, have been made the citadel of his safe-

" ty, while throwing the shafts of his hostility at other denomiua-

" tions; particularly at that one with which you most assuredly 

" stand in the greatest degree of fellowship. The question 

f' then is, whether Mr. C. represents your feelings towards 

'' the Presbyterian and other Pedobaptist churches, against 

" whom he 'breathes out threatenings and slaughter?' If he 

" does, let us know what cause they have given for this inter-

" minable rage. But I need not put this sort of qt1estion to you, 

" being fully persuaded that your greatest partiality is towards 

" that very church \Yhich Mr. C. appr,ars to hate with the mo$t 

~' deadly hatred."( o) This is a righteous sentence pronounced 

in the name of the "'Western Baptist Churches, by one Qf their 

most respectable and worthy minister"s, in exculpation of the 

much injured, and grossly insulted Pedobaptists of this country. 

It correctly represents my would-be antisectarian Opponent, as 

breathing threatenings and $laughte1·, and throwing the shafts of . 
his hostility with interminable rage, and the most deadly hatred, 
at other denominations, particularly our own; and as doing this, 

not to oppose error, (for he is rotten to the core,) but all this 

zeal against others is, that he may prepare the Baptists for dis· 
sentions andfightings among the111selves, that he may share the 

spoils of their divisions. He must surely be rarely qualified for 

writing an incompamble translation of the New Ttstament! 

One prominent feature of this anomalous production is, that 

(11) Unitarian Baptist of the Robinson School Exposed, p. 88. 
(o) Do. p. 87. 
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it professes to reject every adopted or nnglicised word. JJr. 

George Campbell's labours in favour of immersion give him some 

aid in this particular. Complaining of our Translators, the Dr. 

says, '·some words they have transferred from the original into 

their language, others they have translated." He wishes that 

they had not transcribccl the word baptism, but given it a dipping 

translation. He consi<lcrs baptism, even now, "a foreign name. 

" For this reason," says he, '·I should think the word im1ncr
'" sion (which, though of Latin origin, is an English noun, regu

" larly form eel from the verb to immerse,) a better English name 

~' than baptism, were we now at liberty to make a choice. "(p) 
\Vhen great men sicken into a prurient longing to carry some 

wrong point, what weak arguments they will sometimes use! 

Now I would in<]uirc of the literary world, if it be not as true, 

that DAPT1s:.1, though of Greek origin, is an English noun, 

regularly formed from the verb To BAPTIZE, as that immersion, 
., though of Latin origin, is an English noun, regularly formed 

from the verb to immerse?" Both these words were originally 

foreign, and both arc now naturalized; and if there be any dif

ference, it is in favour of baptism, because this, being more 

generally known and understood, is more completely domesti

cated. Besides, the connexion of the term, in the scriptures, 

shews that immersion would be a. perversion, instead of a trans

lation, of the Original. It was evic.Jently this consideration which 

sometimes made Dr. l\lncknight follow our Bible in transcribing. 

He does not say ~'All were immersed into l\loses in the cloud 

and in the sea," as my Opponent's incomparable has said for 

him; but he says "all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and 

in the sea." 'Vhcn a man's zeal against the alloption of Greek 

words, leads him not only to publish Dr. Campbell's weak argu

ment, but to invent a fact for Paul, and forge a translation for 

Macknight, I am reacly to say in reference to a reproof once 

gi\'en to an incompetent imita~or of Pindar, "Dr. Campbell 

was bold, but thou art impudent." 

(/z) See Appendix to the incomparable. No. 4. 
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Sc.ores of alterations, where this word is concerned, are con

fessed in the Appendix; and after he was taxed with the fault 
he shews that they were promised in the Prospectus, which, 

however, is not published with the work, and is in direct oppo
sition to the promise contained in the title-page. His prospectus 
reads as follows, viz. "There is also one improvement of con
" siderable importance which ought to be ma.de in this work, 
" and to which we shall attend. Sundry terms are not trans
" lated into English, but adopted into those translations from 

" fong usage. Those terms are occasionally translated into 
"English by_ Campbell and Macknight; but not always. We 
" shall uniformly give them the meaning which they have affixed 
" to them, wherever they occur, and thus make this a pure 
"English New Testament, not mingled with Greek words, 
"either adopted or anglicised."(q) Here is a promise that he 
will make his translation such pure English, that it shall not 
contain any adopted words, such as jlfartyr, .!lrc/iangel, .]Jfyriad, 
JYfystery, Schism, Blasphemy, Denarhts, Euroclydon, Tartarus, 
.IJ.byss, Hades. Some of these words, such as myriad, denarius, 
tartarus, abyss, and hades, are translated and not adopted in our 
bible: but his translation is greatly to excel ours in this respect, 
and be much purer English. He promises to adopt none, but trans
late all. After this, would you expect to. hear me say that he liacl 

actually adopted the whole of them, even those which our bible 
translates? Yet such is the fact! 

In one case, he copies Doddridge, concerning "the martyrs of 
Jesus,"(r) though in another he alters Do<l<lridge's martyr into 
witne.~s. ( s) .!lngel is a Greek wonl anglicised; he therefore re
jects it utterly, and always uses the word .llfcssenger for it . 
.llrchangel also is a Greek word transcribed, an<l might just as 
properly be rendered Prime-messenger : yet this word he uni
formly adopts. (t) JJfyriad is a Greek word anglicised, and 

{g) See it quoted in vVest. Luminary for Jan. 3, 1827. 
(r) Rev. xvii. 6. (s) Rev. ii. 13. 
( t) In 1 Thess. iv. 16. Juclc ix. the 011ly places in which it occurs in the 

N. T. • 
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when used rn connexion with angels, is rendered by Macknight 

''ten thousands of angels."(u) My Opponent's incomparable 
alters this into "myriads of messengers." How wonderfully 

this elucidates the subject! But in the Appendix he tells us 

that such improvements are made, that the scriptures may be 

u more intelligible to common readers, whose edification," says 

he, "we have supremely in view." So~e common readers, 

however, arc so stupid that they would. think this improvement 

worth very little more than a }lair of leather spectacles. Besides 

copying Doddridge in transferring the word mystery,(v) and 

1\Iacknight in transferring the wonl schism,(w) he holds fast to 

this adopted word twice, even where Macknight translates it;(x) 

in one of which instances he justifies himself by the authority of 

Dr. George Campbell, who first taught him to condemn such 

transcriptions. (y) The Dr. and his incomparable disciple some

times translate blasphemy and blaspheme, though poorly enough; 

yet at other times both the noun and the verb are adopted by 

them.(z) As for denarius, I believe they uniformly transfer 

it;( a) although our American dime is a coin of the same value, 

and would, (in our country at least,) afford a good translation. 

He has adopted Euroclydon,(b) although he knows that Levanter 
is a translation familiar to the commercial world. To be morn 

intelligi!Jle to common readers, he has adopted tartarus,(c) in

stead of translating it hell as our bible does. In one instance 

no~v before me, (d) he follows Dr. Campbell in transferring the 

word abyss, where our bible translates it the deep, notwithstand

ing their censures against it for transferring instead of trans

lating. In other cases he copies Dodd ridge's abyss;(e) besides 

which he translates it tlte deep with Macknight,(/) anll the bot
tomless pit, with Dod<lridge.(g) In relation to another word of 

similar import, my Opponent says, "There being no one wonl 

(u) Hcbr. xii. 22. (v) Rev. xvii. 5. (o:v) 1 Cor. xii. 25. 
(x) 1 Cor. xi, 18 .. i. 10. (y) 1 Cor. i. 10. and Appcllllix, No. 6i. (=i Jn l\fatt. XX\'l, 65, both OCCUl'. 

(a I h:wc ex.~mincd them in ~'lat~ .. xviii. 28. xx. ~- 9. l.~· ~:l. xxii. I f>. 
(b Acts xxrn. H. (r) I I ct. 11. 4. (d) Luke rn1. c, 1. 
(e) Rev. xi. 7. xx. 3. (./)Hom. x. 7. (g) He\'. ix. 11. XY ii. 18. xx. I. 
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i11 our language which corresponds to the term hades, he [Di·. 
George Ca1i1pbell] is obliged to retain and explain it." He at 

the same time says, •' V\Te [Mr. Alexander Campbell] have uni· 
formly followed his method in the books which he did not trans
late."(!t) That is, the word hades is never translate<l, but always 
ret~ined in his New Testament. This he does in despite of Mac

k night's grave, (i) and Dodd ridge's he!l,(j) and his unseen 
world(k) yet in this last translation my Opponent actually copies 
Doddridge in three places,(!) notwithstanding his promise uni· 
formly to retain hades after Dr. Campbell's example. From these 
instances we may conclude that when he promises to adopt, he 
will be sure to translate, and when he abuses our Translators 
for adopting, he means to adopt twice as much as they have 

done. 
As my Opponent promised always to translate, so his incom

parable makes extraorJinary pretensions to uniformity in its 
transb.tions. His three guides have rendered the same word 

sometimes one way and sometimes another. This he seems 
determined to avoid as an error. He says "Wherever the 
" word church is found in the common version, congregation 
" will be found in this. 'Ve shall let Drs. Campbell and 
" Doddridge <lefentl the preference. For although they have 
'" not alway:; so rendered it, they give the best of reasons why it 
•' should be rtlways so translate<l. "(m) Here the arguments 
of Doddridge and Campbell are given for a uniformity which 
they dit! not approve nor practise. But on this subject my Op
ponent is a professe<l disciple of Hurne Tooke, who was a great 
enemy tu allo\\'ing a diversity of significations to the same word. 
After informing you tltat Dr. J ohnsou assigned forty-six mean

ings to an_ Engli:sh monosyllable, he says, 4
• But the celebrated 

,; Hurne Tooke demonstrates that it has but one meaning, an<l 

•• that all the pretended meanings of Dr. S. Johnson are resolvable 

•• into it."(n) He then goes on to apply the remark to the 

(h) Appendix No 21. (i) 1 Cor. xv. 55. (j) Rev. vi. 8. 
(k) H.eL xx. 13. 14. (l) .:\ct~ ii. 27. 31. Re\'. i. 18. 
(m) Appe11dix No. 10. 
(11) Spurious Debate with\\', L ; i\1. p. 313. Nole. 
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Greek prepositions in opposition to Parkhurst, who allowc1l 

sixteen meanings to one. and eighteen to another. Let it he 

remembered that Ho'rnc Tooke, in ascertaining his one meaning 

of a. word, is governe<l by its etymology. Herc also my Oppo

nent follows him; anll he gives this as a reason for banishing 

the wor<l church from his New Testament. He says, "The 

" term cliurcli or kiri~, is an abbreviation of the wor<l n·~tov 

" o"'o~ the house of the Lord, and <loes not translate the term 

"Exx?..ri~u1," [a calling out.](o) Here the mere fact of two words 

being differently <lerive<l, is given as a reason why they cannot 

have the same signification, and why one of them cannot pro

perly translate the other. If church cannot renclcr ecclesiu, 
merely because it is etymologically the howJc of the Lord, and 

not a calling out, then surely his favourite congregation cannot 

render it, for this is, by <lerivation, a gathering together, antl 

not a calling out. This places ecclesia in the same predicament 

in which he says that hades is, without a correspon<ling wonl in 

our language. To be consistent, then, he shoul<l either tran

scribe it, or form some new wor<l, like evocation, of a similar 

<lerivation. So completely has my Opponent entangle<l himself 

by this position, that if it c:an be maintained, then he has de

stroyed his whole new version. If the mere want of coincidence 

in etymology is sufficient to disqualify church from renuering 

ecclesia, then his incomparable has not translated one verse of the 

New Testament correctly. If he were tried by his own test, he 

woul<l fall infinitely below our own translators. This he knows 

very well, an<l, therefore, in direct defiance of his own princi

ples, he condemns them for paying too much attention to the 

literal and etymological meaning of wor<ls. Ile says, "The 

" kings translators have frequently erred in attempting to be, 

" what some wouhl call literally correct. They have not given 

'' the meaning in some passages where they have gh·en n literal 

"translation." More directly still to the point, he says," that 

~~ what a classical scholar, or a critical Cf!Jmologist [such ~5 

(o) Appendix N"o. 10. 
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" Horne Tooke or his disciple J might approve, as a literal 
" version of some passages, is by no means the meaning of the 
"writer." These sentiments, he informs us, are the fruit of 

his" better acquaintance w!th the idiomatic style of the Apostolic 
" writings, and of the Septuagint Greek;" while he stigmatizes 
as "smatterers in the original Greek,"(p) those who lean to the 
closer and stricter rendering of ou1· Translators. He would 

have come nearer the truth if he had told you that instead of 
obtaining these sentiments from his own better acquaintance 
with the Greek Scriptures, he took them, second-handed, from 

Dr. George Campbell, who published them, as an apology for his 
extremely loose version of the four Gospels, which might more 
correctly be called a paraphrase than a translation. In avoiding 
the literal extreme of Arias Montanus, he went so com
pletely into the liberal extreme, that he saw himself in danger 
of being accused of licentiowmess. In relation to my Opponent's 
views of the words ecclesia and church, on account of their want 
of etymological coincidence, permit me to give you a little more 
from Dr. Campbell. In shewing how unsafe it sometimes is to 

trust to the etymology of a word for its meaning, he says, 
·" There are many cases wherein, though its descent may be 
" clearly traced, we should err egregiously, if we were to fix 
" its meaning from that of the primitive or root." "Thus the 
" three words xwµixo) in Greek, paganus in L atin, and villain 

" in English, though evidently so conformable in etymology, that 
" they ought all to denote the same thing, namely villager; have, 
" for many ages, both lost that signification, and acquired others 
" in which they do not in the least resemble one another. If 
" the use in these languages shoul<l ever come to be very little 
" known,-and the history of the nations nearly lost, we may 
" form a guess at the absurdities in explaining those terms, into 

"which men would be misled by etymology."(q) Doubtless my 
Opponent will agree to a11 this when Dr. Campbell says it, just 
Jl.S he agrees to the very opposite when Horne Tooke says it. , 

(Ii) Preface, p. 7. • 
(q) Dr. Camphell's fourth P relirninary Disser tation. Sections 16. 17. 
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When he sells himself to two masters, he is for yielding implicit 

obedience to both, even when they are diametrically opposed to 
each other, a.n<l lead him into palpable contradictions and ab

surdities. 
The absurdity of hi~ preferring congregation to clturclt, as a 

rendering of ecclesia, and then uniformly adhering to that render
ing, will soon be evident. The word ccclesia is used to denoto 
the place of worship as well as the worshipping assembly. The 
word clturclt has the same latitude of signification: but congre
gation has not. Paul says, '' \Vhen ye come together in the 
ecclesia, I hear that there be divisions among you."(r) Our 
Bible says, "when ye come together in the clturch." Of this 
Dr. Gill approves, and says that the word means "the place 
where the church met together to perform di':'.ine service," which 
exposition he proves by the context. Accordingly Dr. Mac
knight says, " when ye come together in the church." As usual, 
my Opponent alters the word church, and says, "'Vhen ye 
come together in the congregation." 

In another instance, according to Doddridge, "The Sad du· 
cees say, there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit."(s) 
l\Iy Opponent's incomparable reads, ''There is no resurrection, 
neither [good nor evil] messenger," &c. What Doddridge calls 
angel in the next verse, my Opponent calls "heavenly messen
ger," without enclosing the word heavenly in brackets, as he 
did the words "good and evil" in the former verse. This way 
of translating leaves the common reader, (whose benefit my 
Opponent had supremely in view,) perfectly at a loss to know 
what is in Doddridge, what is in the Original, and what the 
new translator would be at. 

Another instance of the astonishing uniformity of my Oppo
nent's New Testament. There are four texts in which Dod
dridge, with some claims to uniformity, transfers the word 
mystery. (t) In the first of these my Opponent agrees with him 

(r) 1 Cor. xi. 18. (s) Acts xxiii. 8. 
(t) Rev. xvii. 5. r. (com. 22) x. 7: i. ~O. 

0 
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in transferring. In the secon<l an<l third, he translates it secret. 
In the fourth he renders it hidden-meaning. 

Again; there are six texts in which Doddridge uniformly 

transcribes the words blaspheme, blasphemer, blasphemy, blas
phemously. (u) Only four of these are in those books of which 

he professes to give Doddridge's translation. In the first of 

these, my Opponent transcribes blasphemers as Doddridge does. 

In the second he translates detractions, in the third, abusive 
things, in the fourth reviled, in the fifth slander, and in the sixth 

defamation. All this is for the sake' of an extraordinary and 
scrupulous uniformity! 

Once more. The word ana~ta!lis occurs four times in the 

compass of eight verses.(v) In the first of these instances, my 

Opponent's incomparable uniformity renders itfuture life, in the . 

second resurrection, in the third that state, and in the fourth 

revival, where Dr. Campbell has it quickening. Now in all these 

places, our translation, which is so much censured for its. want of 
uniformity, uses the word resurrection, as Doddridge does . . 

With this uniform rendering agree the Latin translations of 
Jerome, Castalio, Beza, and that of Junius and Tremellius: as 

do also the German, Italian, and French, of Luther, Diodati, 

ancl De Sacy, with a variety of others in <li~erent languages. 

Even the Unitarian Improved Version, and the Universalist 

clouble-<listilled version by Mr. Kneeland, renders the word 

uniformly resurrection as our hible does. My Opponent's su

perfine is the only one which professes an unparallell;d consis

tency, and he and his pattern, whom he has altered, are the 

only ones who have given four renderings to this word, in a 
passage of eight verses. 

Let it be remembered that my Opponent does not openly offer 

to the public a new version of his own, but he proposes to give 

us the works of Drs. Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. In 
his Appendix he says, ''we were scrupulously intent on givigg 

(u) Acts xix: 37. Mk. iii. 28. Luke xxii. 65. Acts xyiii. 6. Rev. ii. 9. 
xiii. 6. ('v) Matt. xxii. 23. 28. 30. 31. 
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" every word of tho works proposed. "(w) It is tru'! that in 
making this declaration, he may have had his eye upon the notes, 
in which, however, he has not given every word of the works 
proposed, as may be seen in the alteration last mentioned, and 
others without number. But if he had scrupulously given every 
word of theirs in the notes, would that justify him in imposing 
the work upon the community, as the "New Testament trans 

" lated from the original Greek, by George Campbell, James 
" Macknight, and Philip Doddridge, Doctors of the Church of 
" Scotland?" He ought rather to have called it, the translation 
of one man, accompanied with the various readings of thr·ec 
others: or, at least, he should have given it such an honest title 
as that of the Unitarian transl:ition; "The New Testament, in 
"an Improved Version, upon the basis of Archbishop New
" come's new translation, with a corrected text, and notes critical 
" and explanatory." The authors of this work did not dare to 
offer it to the British public, as'" the New Testament translated 
''by Newcome, a Primate of the Church of England," but only 
a new version "upon the basis of Archbishop Ncwcome's." 
'Vhat then would they think of a. Unitarian Baptist, who would 
publish a translation, purporting to be the work of three "Doc
tors of the Church of Scotland," and yet containing more varia
tions from these Doctors, by three or four, if not ten times, than 
the Improved Version has alterations of Newcome's translation? 
Mr. Kneeland's New Testament is as good a copy of either Scar
lett or the Improved Version, as my Opponent's is of the three 
Doctors: yet he had not the audacity to palm it upon the public as 
either of these works, but was satisfied with the puerile vanit/ 
of being the author of a new version, between which an<l its 
models there was no important difference. 

In some important instances, my Opponent agrees with these 
corrupt versions, in opposition to those which he promised to 
copy. It is well known that the Unitarians cn<lcavour to fritter 
down the interview between Paul and the jailer to little inorr. 

('1v ) p. 38. 



108 

than a consultation about temporal safety from civil punishment 
by the Roman govern.ment. This has been attempted I am told, by 
Dr. Holley in Lexington. With a view to this, the Unitarian 

Improved Version makes the jailer say, "Sirs, what must I do 
to be safe?" And it makes Paul and Silas answer, "Believe in 

'' the I~ord Jes us Christ, and thou shalt be scife and thine house
" hold."( x) To the word scife, they append a note informing 
us that Newcome has the word saved in accordance with our 
translation: after which the note says "Mr. Wakefield explains 
it, to avoid punishment for what has befallen the prisoners and 

the prison. " This," he adds, "is beyond all doubt, the sense 
"of the passage; though Paul, in his reply, uses the words in a 
" more extensive signification: a practice common in these 
" writings." Kneeland copies the translation and the note 
without giving credit for either. .MY Opponent translates,'' 0 
" Sirs, what must I do that I may be scife? And they said, Be
" lieve in the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be safe, and 
'' thine house." As there is nothing about this passage in the 
margin, and as there is no note referring from this or any other 
part of the chapter to the Appendix, any reader, who has not 
been accustomed to catching eels, would take it for granted that 
Doddridge had given the above translation in accordance with 
the Unitarian and Universalist versions. But on examining the 

Appendix, half of Do<ldridge's translation is found wedged in 
between notes to which reference is made from the preceding and 
succeeding chapters. In connexion with this half-reading, he gives 

• the reason why he had thus hidden Doddridge, and .''given the most 
conspicuous place to that [Unitarian] version, which appeared 
to deserve it." This reason is given in the words of 'Vakefield 
the Unitarian, as follows, viz. "The jailer meant no more than, 
'' what shall I do to be safe from punishment? for what had be
'' fallen the prisoners and the prison ? This is, beyond doubt 
" the sense of the passage; though Paul, in his reply, uses the 
" words in a more extensive signification; a prac_tice common in 

·." ..... · 

(x ) Acts x vi. 30. 31. 
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" these writings." These wort.ls in the Appendix arc preceded 
and followed by the name of 'Vakefield, as the author of the 
translation and nt>te. Thus, while there is a. happy agreement 
between Doddridge and our translation, there is also a sweet 
harmony between the Socinian version of London, the Univer
salist of Philadelphia, and the Arian Baptist of Buffaloe Creek. 

It is well known that the exhortation of Paul "to feed the 
church ·of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood,"(y) 
is shocking to the feelings of those who do not believe' in the 
supreme deity and true humanity of him whose blood has satis
fied divine justice for the sins of his people. It even wounds 
weak Christians, on account of its appearing to attribute blood 
and suffering to God who is impassible. For this reason various 
transcribers and translators, ancient and modern, have softened 
down' the .Apostle's expression, by substituting, some, one word, 
and, some ·another, which may not be so shocking to their feel
ings. . Some of these transcribers and translators arc adduced 

by the Unitarian Improved Version, to prove that the word 
Lord is a bctt~r reading than that of the received text. Mr. 
Kneeland's Uni-versa.list Version also prefers the word Lord; 
and so does my Opponent's edition of Dr. Doddridge's transla
tion, without one marginal note or reference to the Appendix 
from any part of the Chapter to shew that he was not reporting 
the Dr. correctly. On this account, "A Friend to Truth" in 
"The 'Vestern Luminary,"(z) in noticing this alteration, says 
that my Opponent "passes over it silently." This mistake was 
owing to the violation of a promise made by my Opponent in his 
Preface. _ His words are these, viz. ''instead of crowding the 
" margin with different translations and critical notes, we have 
" placed them in an Appendix and made references to them at 
" .. the bottom of the page."(a) After having generally dis
regarded this engagement until he gets to the 2~4th page 
of his translation, he then refers to a note in the Appendix:, 
which gives notice that he will violate this promise on n greater 

(y) Acts xx. 28, (z) For Jan. iii. 1827. (a) p. 10. 
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scale "in the subsequent books of the New Testament, than in 

the preceding," and assigns as a reason for this course, that so 
many references ''at the bottom of the page" ''would rather 

have disfigured the page." I confess that if his work were 
bespangled with asterisks and other marks as numerous as the 
instances in which he has altered his three great men, it would 
give his page some resemblance to whortle berries and milk: 
but the right way to remedy this evil, is not to conceal the 
alterations, but to remove them, by giving a fair copy of his 
Doctors. At present, however, he saves his page at the expense 
of his veracity and honesty. Instead of making his notes plain 
for common readers, and opening them by distinct references, 

he makes them short, contracted, and to most men, unintelligi
ble; and then wraps up a great number of them in a bundle, 
not with the order of a pedlar's pack, but with the confusion of 
a rag-man's sack. With the exception of one little note of less 
than a line, all my Opponent's notes on eight chap~ers now 
before me, are squeezed into one of these bales, to which there 
is only one reference in the whole translation. Snugly enclosed 
in the centre of this astonishing hurra's nest, you find the fol

lowing note, viz. "v. 29. 'Church of God;' Dod. 'Of the Lord;' 
Griesbach." This I perceive to be a note on the 29th verse of 
something~ Going very little farther back, I find ''Chap. xx." 
This therefore must be the 29th verse of the 20th Chapter of 
some book. Anxious to find the name of the book, I in vain 

explore this branch of notes to its source. Being disappointed 
here, I examine the batch of notes preceding it, and the one 

preceding that, until I have tried as many as you have fingers 
and toes, without being able to discover the name of the book to 
which one note belongs. Here he will say that this defect in 
the notes is supplied by the "references to them at the bottom 
of the page," where the text is found in the ti'anslation. This 
would have been the case in some measure, if he had performed 
his promise in making those references at the bottom of the page. · 

But the text to which this note belongs, is on ~age 266. Here 

there is no reference, nor 011 any preceding page nearer than 
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259, where aaother verse of another chapter gives occasion to 

refer to this mass of notes, seven pages before tho text in ques· 

tion, and thirteen pages before the last text contained in the 

mass. After a tedious search you can discover that his '' v. £9," 
means not the 29th, but the 28th verse of the 20th Chapter of 

the Acts of the Apostles; and that his '''Church of God;' Dod. 

'Of the Lord;' Griesbach," means that Doddridge agrees with 

our bible in giving the name of God to him who purchased the 

church with his blood, whereas my Opponent had rejected Dod· 

dridge, and followed Griesbach, in substituting the word Lord. 
In answer to his detector in the 'Vestern Luminary (b) he de

fends this substitution by observing, "I said in the preface I 
''gave the most conspicuous place to that reading or rendering 

" which I thought deserved it-and so it happens here." Yes, 

let it be remembered that he puts into the text of this new 

translation, whatever he thinks deserves it, and then publishes 

this compilation of a Unitarian Baptist, as the work of three 

Presbyterian Pedobaptist Doctors!!! 

As my Opponent in connexion with the above remark, gave 

his reason at large, for supplanting Doddridge with another read

ing, indulge me with the liberty of paying a moment's attention 

to them. They are three. One is that Griesbach "decirles in 

favour of the latter." Another is that Ireneus "quotes it as in 

the new translation." A third is that "The Syriac translation, 

the oldest in the world, has it Lord." 

The two last reasons arc alledged facts which he observes, 

''I [Mr. Campbell] added in my own mind to the authority of 

Griesbach." Thus my Opponent, with all his professed oppo

sition to creeds and confessions of human composition, is not yet 
escaped from human authority. In favour of a Unitarian trans

lation of Acts xvi. SO, he gives no other authority than that of 

'Vakefield, a Unitarian writer: and in favour of a. Unitarian 

reading of Acts xx. 28, he gives "the authority of Griesbach," 

whom the Unitarians claim. Real Christians call no man 

(6) For Jan. 3, 1827. 
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Father; and they adopt a human creed, as they would preach or 

hear a human sermon; because they believe it to be founded 

upon the scriptures. But many unregenerate persons receive 

this creed, as my Opponent once did the ·w estminster Confes· 

sion, upon no other ground than human authority; and they 

afterwards reject it, as my Opponent hns done, because they 
prefer a Unitarian Master to any other. Here also it may not 

be improper to observe, as the writer in the Western Luminary 

has done, that the celebrated Nolan has proved that the crite1·ia 
by which Griesbach has made his decision, are fundamentally 

erroneous, and "':-akefield himself has decided against him in 
this instance. 

In answer to my Opponent's second reason, drawn from the 

testimony of one of the Fathers, in favour of his reading, I 
would observe that Middleton, who is not decided in favour of 

our reading of the passage, still says that "it is quoted or re

ferred to by a great many of the Fathers." 

My Opponent's third reason exhibits, if I mistake not, a 
greater degree of moderation than he is accustomed to. He 

only says that "The Syriac translation, the oldest in the world, 

has it Lord." Considering the liberties which he usually takes, 

we should expect him to claim the Latin Vulgate, which is the 

next oldest in the 'vorl<l; and the Arabic and Ethiopic which 

are high.ly esteemed by some. G~iesbach, my Opponent's Mas· 
ter, actually did claim the Ethiopic; in consequence of which 

his professed brother Wakefield declared his testimony on this 

point, "infamously false."(c) Yet it is not more false than the 
testimony of a certain translator, in claiming the Syriac Ver· 
sion. in favour of his reading. The Syriac Version has neither 

his read-ing nor ours,(d) but a reading which is found in no 

Manuscript, and which both parties consider unsupported by 

evidence. But my Opponent, no doubt, thinks that he has as 

good a right to alter ancient translations as modern ones; and 
in this I agree with him. 

( c) Micldkton on the text. (d) But Messiah or Christ. 
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Before l di smiss this incomparnble of my Opponent, permit 

me to notice his la.st refuge from that infamy to which the voice 

of an insulted nnd defrauded people will consign him. 'Vhcn 

his Prospectus says that he will translate such words as the 

three Doctors had adopted, he adc.ls, "But in doing this [that is, 

" in translating,] we shall not clepart in any instance from the 
" meaning which they have declared those words to convey." In 
answering his newspaper antagonist, the "Friend. of Truth," 

he refers to this as a ''promise of great importance," anc.l adds, 

''Now it can be proven in any court of law or equity where the 

'' English language is 5:poken, that I have not, in one instance, 

'' departed from this promise. I challenge all the colleges and 

'' divines on this continent, to shew that I have not, in every 

'' instance, so done. Let this Doctor of divinity, this 'Friend 

" to Truth' make an attempt." 

This pompous challenge would make some take it for granted 

that my Opponent never alters the meaning of either of his 

Doctors, although he may alter his words. But if this be the 

case, why tlocs he, according to his Prefacc,(c) substitute the 

words of Dr. Campbell for thorn of Doddri<lge or ~lacknight, 

in every passage whicl,1 he has translated ? and why docs he 

give as a reason for this, the superior '' correctness and elegance" 

of his translations? Is there no difference of meaning between 

Dr. Campbell's correct and elegant translations, and those for 

which they arc substituted? But correct and elegant as Dr. 

Campbell is, he is not to compare with my Opponent. to whose 

translations, those of Dr. Campbell as well as .Macknight and 

Doddridge must give way, in order to form a book concerning 

which it may be said, that "the ideas communicated by the 

Apostle8 anc.l Evangelists of Jesus Christ, are incomparably 

better expressed in thi~ than in any volume ever presented in 

our mother tongue." Can this much altered translation be 

incomparably better than its models, as published by themselves, 

or in the London Edition, without any change in the meaning of 

(e) p. 10. 
p 



one wore\? If there be no difference in meaning, how comes it 
to pass that when he substitutes hades for Doddridge's· hell, he 

gives as a reason that the word "is very improperly translated 

hell ?"(f) Is there no difference between the original and a 

very improper translation? Taking the Epistle to the Hebrews 

as a specimen of the whole work, he says, in his answer to the 

'' Friend of Truth," ''About fifty times you will find Mac
knight in the Appendix in this one Epistle," and then offers a 

guess that there are as many as three thousand such alterations 

in the whole work, instead of the reduced calculation of fifteen 

hundred whieh his Antagonist had made. Are we to understand 

that he has altered the words of his authors fifty times in one 

Epistle, and three thousand times in all, without once changing 

their meaning? 

.Hut the letter of his challenge calls for an instance in whieh 

his New Testament gives a meaning different from his Doctors, 

by translating a word which they hall adopted. The w~rd heresy 

is translated by my Opponent, and adopted by his author. 

Doddridge says, ''After the way which they call heresy, so do 

I worship the God of my Fathers." My Opponent says, 

"After the way which they call a sect, 80 wor!:!hip I the Goel of 

my fathers." Now if it can be shewn that my Opponent under

stands the word sect in an indifferent sense, and that Doddridge 

understands the word heresy in an evil :;cnse, then my Opponent 

has altered his author's meaning by translating a word which 

his author had adopted. In a note to which my Opponent refers 

from this text, his meaning is conveyed to us in the language of 

Dr. Campbell. After explaining the original by class, party, 
sect, he observes, " The word was not, in its earliest accepta

" fion, conceived to convey any reproach in it, since it was 

'' indifferently used, either of a party approved, or of one dis

" approved by the writer." Thus my Opponent's word sect is 

understood indifferently. Now although Doddridge gives the 

wonl sect in his paraphrase, he gives a reason for preferring the 

( f) Rev. vi. 8. Compare Appendix No. ~ J. 
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\YorJ heresy in the text. lie atlmits that on account of the cir

cum!tances of the primitive Christians, "they might properly 

be called a sect or party of men," but he says, "I cannot but think 

" this a place, where the word Q.,el(,,~, which I own to be often 

" indifferent, is used in a bad sense; for Paul plainly intimates, 

" that Christianity did not deserve the name they gave it." 

Thus my Opponent's translation gives a wor<l in an indifferent 

sense, which Doddridge thinks migh.t }Jroperly be applied to 

Christians instead of his author's adoption of a word in an evil 

unse, which Doddridge thinks the Christians did not deserve. 

Yet my Opponent'~ promise says, "'Ve shall not depart in any 

" instance from the meaning which they have declared those 

" words to convey." 

Paul once preached Christ to the Jews. 1\ly Opponent says, 

" But when they set. themselves in opposition, and reviled, he 

shook his garments."(g) 'Youl<l not any common reader un-: 

derstand from this, that the Jews reviled Paul? arnl was not this 

what my Opponent meant that they shoulcl understand ? Yet 

Doddridge says, "they set themselYes in opposition, and nLAs

PHEMEn" that glorious name on which he was pressing them to 

fix their dependence. To the same amount, in other places,(h) 

Doddridge adopts blasphemy, and my Opponent translates 

slander, defamation. It is well known that in common language, 

reviling, slander, and defamation, <lenote an offence against our 

fellow men; whereas Dr. Allison, a Baptist Preacher, in his 

English Dictionary, says that "blasphemy is an offering of some 

" indignity unto God himself." In accordance with this, Dod

dridge in describing the Roman lleast, says that it was ''full of 

blasphemous names."(i) which his paraphrase explains by it8 
"ascribing to itself, and the harlot upon it, properties and 

glories which belong to Goel alone." l\ly Opponent, in!itea<l of 

''blasphemous names," translates ''slanderous names ." 

l\ly Opponent might here urge in extenuation, that he was 

following his perfectly correct an<l elegant pattern, Dr. George 

(.._(() Acts xvi.ii. G. (Ii) Hcv. ii. 9. 13. 1. (i) Re\'. X\'ii. 3. 
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Campbell, as he promised in his preface. If this were true, it 
would only shew that he made two promists which were incon
sistent with each other: one is that he woul<l always substitute 
Campbell's words for those of the other two Doctors; an<l the 
other is that he would never depart from their meaning. But if 
I mistake not, whil~ Campbell justifies him in one departure 
from Do<l<lridge(j) his principles and practice condemn .. him in 
all the rest. He admits that the word blaspheme should be 
retained when Goel is the object of this offence. In the last 
text the Beast is sai<l to be full of blasphemous names, because 
he claims divine attributes and honors. For this very thing the 
Jews repeate<lly accused our Saviour of the same,..offence; and 
in no such case does either Dr. Campbell or my Opponent ren
der it reviling, slander, or defamation, but they both retain the 
word blasphemy. '' \ ·\/ho is this that speaketh blasphemies? 
Can any one forgive sins beside Go<l ?'' "For a good work we 
do not stone thee, but for blasphemy, because thou, being [a] 
man, makest thyself God."(k) In these texts my Opponent has 
exactly followe<l his mo<lel, except in the insertion of our in
definite article before the wor<l man, which, among three thou
sand alterations, can hardly be noticed. 

According to my Opponent's translation, Paul's reason for 

delivering Hymeneus an<l Alexander to Satan, was "that they 
might be taught by chastisement, not to defame." Although 
l\facknight, whom he here professes to copy, uses the wor<l re~iie 
in his commentary, yet as he expressly declares H Christ or his 
doctrine" to be the object of this reviling, he retains blaspheme in 
the text, according to the principles of my Opponent's favourite, 
Dr. Camp_bell: ''that they might be taught uy chastiseme11t not 
to blaspheme.''(!) In another iustance (m) he retains blasphemers, 
where my Opponent substitutes defamers. although Macknight's 
commentary explains it "blaspheniers of Go<l, by the injurious 
'~representations which they give of him." I cannot tell how 

(j) Acts xviii. 6. See his Prelim. D:ssert. 9. Part 2. Sect. 12. 
~k) Luke v. 21. John x. 33. (/) l Tim. i . 20. (111) 2 Tim. iii. 2. 
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many cases of this sort his book contains; but I have very little 
doubt that one whose time an<l patience would permit him to 
wade through this mass of perversion, would discover many 
other instances, in addition to the seven which I have pointed 
out, in which my Opponent's authors ·adopt a word with 
one meaning, and my Opponent translates it with another mean
ing: yet the promise of his Prospectus is, "Ilut in doing tliis, 
" we shall not depart in any instance, from the meaning which 
" they have cleclare<l those wor<ls to convey.'' An<l after the 
work was published, he challenges "all the colleges and divines 
'' on this continent to shew" that he has "in one instance, de
'' parted from this promise." 

l\Iy Opponent may be called a challenge-monget. The Re
formers used to challenge that they might debate: my Opponent 
<lebates that he may challenge. A Reformer once contct)ded 
ten days upon the ground of one challenge: my Opponent 
clues not stop at ten challenges in one <lay, and sometimes 
in one speech. 'Vhen used as a manccuvrc, it sometimes 
appears ingenious, although it may be disingenuous. If a 
man accuse him of Unitarianism, he challenges him to prove 
him a Socinian, as if Unitarianism <lid not emurace his darling 
Arianism, as well as his brother Holley's Socinianism. A. accuses 
n. of stealing one of his cattle. B. challenges A. an<l all the 
colleges an<l lawyers on the continent to prove that he has stolen 
n cow; thinking thereby to conceal the fact that he ha<l stolen a 
cal/ llut in the present case his right han<l appears to have lost its 
cunning: for he challenges the continent to shew one instance 
in which he has departed from a promise, which he has directly 
violated in the senu specified cases, an<l we know not how 
many more. 

There was a time when I thought the Unitarian Improved 
Version n non-pareil in theological atrocity: but, in respect of 
fraud n11d fal~chood, this Arian Baptist's New Translation is 
incomparably beyond it. I am not sorry: therefore, that the 
word Cliw·ch, which introduced it to our notice, is not onco 
found in tl1i8 master-piece of llcceptio11. 



( 118 ) 

THE POINT 

WHICH WAS, IN PART, INTERRUPTED BY THE REVIEW, 

RESUMED. 

It has already been shewn that the application of this 
word to the Jews in the Old Testament proves that they 
were once the visible church of God. You have heard, 
moreover, that it is confessedly used more than a hun
dred times in the New Testament, to signify the visible 
chur~h. Now if we or our Baptist friends who agree 
in this matter, were asked for our proof, how could we 
answer more properly than by quoting such passages of 
the New Testament as shew, by their connexion, that 
the people ca1led the church, were a visible society, 
acting as the consecrated depository of the oracles and 
ordinances of revealed religion? There are now before 
me nine authorities( n) which give the name of ecclesia 

to those who had the worship, discipline, character and 
condition of such a society. Perhaps, there is not a 
regular Baptist on earth who will deny the conclusion, 
or deny that it is authorized by these passages of the 
New Testament. But a good rule will work both ways. 
If these premises prove the existence of a New Testa
ment church, they will also, if they can be found, prove 
the existence of an Old Testament church. 'Ve are 
then to look for the worship, discipline, character, and 
,condition of a visible church among the Jews. , 

(n) Acts :i::!: 26. xx . .17· xiii. l. xii. 5. xiv. 23. ( comp.,22.) X\'. 41. xn. 
(). Mt\tt. XVlll. 17. X VI. 18. . 
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I. 'VoRSllIP. "And all the churcli worshipped." 
" And the whole church took counsel to keep other 
"seven days:" 'in religious exercises,' as Gill says.{o) 
The religious exercises of the Old Testament were 
such as the following. 

1. Sacrifices. "For Hezekiah, king 'of Judah, did 
" give to the church a thousand bullocks, and seven 
': thousand sheep: and the princes gave to the church 
" a thousand bullocks and ten thousand sheep: and a 
" great number of priests sanctified themselves." 
" And they brought forth the he··goats for the sin-offer
'' ing before the king and the church j and they laid 
" their hands upon them." "Then Hezekiah answer
" ed and said, Now ye have consecrated yourselves 
" unto the Lord, come near, and bring sacrifices, and 
" thank-offerings ipto the house of the Lord. And the 
" church brought in sacrifices and thank-offerings; and 
"as many as were of a free heart, burnt offerings. And 
" the number of the burnt-offerings which the church 

" brought, was," &c.(p) 
2. Festivals. "For the king had taken counsel, a.nd 

" his princes, and all the church in Jerusalem, to keep 
" the passover in the second month." "And there as
" sembled at Jerusalem much people, to keep the feast 
" of unleavened bread in the second month, a very great 
" church." "For there were many in the church, that 
"were not consecrated: therefore the Levites had the 
'' ch:irge or the ki11ing of the passovers, for every one 

( o) 2 Chr. xx ix. 28. xxx. :23. 
(lz ) '.:! Chr. xxx. ~4. x..xix. ~j. 31. 32. xxx. 2. 
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" that was not clean, to consecrate them unto the 

" Lo rel. ( q) 
3. Praye1·. "And he stood before the altar of the 

"Lord in the presence of all the church of Israel, and 
"spread forth his han_ds. For Solomon had made a 
"brazen scaffold," "and upon it he stood, and kneeled 
" down upon his knees before all the church of Israel, 
"and spread forth his hands to\vard heaven."(r) Com
pare this with certain passages of the New Testament, 
in which Baptists themselves see evidence that the visi
ble church of God is meant. "Peter, therefore, was 
"kept in prison ; but prayer was made without ceasing, 
"of the church, unto God for him." "Now there 
" were, in the church that was at Antioch, certain pro" 
" phets and teachers." "And when they had ordained 
" them elders in every church, and had prayed with 
"fasting, they commended them to the Lord on whom 
" they believed."(s) 

4. Praise. "I will give thee thanks in the great 

'' church, I will praise thee among much people." The 
"great congregation," as our bible has it in the first 
clause of this verse, Dr. GiH explains, "the church and 
"people of God." The expression in the last clause, he 
explains, " the people of God meeting together for so
" lemn worship." The Psalmist says again, "The 
" heavens shaJJ praise thy wonders, 0 Lord! thy faith- · 

· " fulness also, in the church of the saints." Here Gi11 
says "holy men are meant, such as are called to be 
"saints, and are gathered together in a gospel church-

( q) 2 Chr. xxx. 2. 13. 17. (r ) ~ Chr. vi. 12. 10. 
(s) Acts xii. 5. xiii. 1. xiv. ~3. (comp. ~2. ) • 
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state." The same explanation lie gives of the following: 

"Praise ye the Lord. Sing unto the Lord a new song, 

''and his praise in the church of saints." It is plain that 

this is directly applicable to the Israelitish church, as 

well as prophetical of the Christian church. The same 

may be said of the following: "I will declare thy name 

"unto my brethren; in the midst of the church will I 
" praise thee."(!) Several of these texts mention sing
ing, one important 'means of ecclesiastical praise. (u) 

5. Reading, exj;ounding, ;rnd preaching. "There 

"was not a word of all that Moses commanded, which 

"Joshua 1·ead not before all the clmrch of Israel, with 

" the women and the little ones, and the strangers that 

"were conversant among them.'' "And Ezra the 

"priest, brought the law before the church." '"So 

'"they read in the book, in the law of God distinctly, 

''and gave the sense, and caused them to understand 
" tile reading." "I have j1rcached ·righteousness in 

"the great church."(v) Compare this with the decla

ration that God anointed Isaiah ''to preach good ti

" <lings unto the meek;" that he anointed our Sa viour;o 

the Antitype of Isaiah, "to j1reach the gospel to the 

"poor;~' that he actually "J;reaclzed in the :;;ynagogucs of 

"Galilee:" and compare the whole with what is said of 

Paul and Barnabas, "that a whole year they assembled 

"themselves with the clmrcli, and taught much people. 

"And the disciples were called Christians first in An

" tioch.': (w ) Thus does the connexion of the word 

(t) Ps. xxxv. 18. lxxxix. 5 . cxlix. 1. x xii. 22. 
( u) 2 Chr. xxix. 28. Ps. cx lix. l. 
(1•) Josh. viii. 35. N ch. viii. 2- 8. Ps. xi. 9. 
('w) Isa. lxi. 1. Luk. i\". 18. 4·1. Acts xi. 26, 

Q 
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shew that it denotes a society consecrated to religious 
purposes, both in the Old and New Testaments. 

1 
6. Implements and jJlaces for worship. "The brazen 

"altar that Bezaliel the son of Uri, the son of Hur, had 

" made, he put before the tabernacle of the Lord: and 
" Solomon and the church sought unto it." "So Solo-
" mon and all the church with him, went to the high 
" place that was at Gibeon ; for there was the tabernacle 
"of the church of God, which Moses the servant of the 
"Lord had made in the wilderness." "The heathen 
'' entered into her sanctuary, whom thou didst com-
" mand that they should not enter into thy church." 
'' And Ezra the priest brought the law before the 
"church." "And he read therein." "And Ezra the 
"scribe stood upon a j;ulpit of wood which they had 
''made for the purpose." "And the king turned his 
"face, and blessed the whole church of Israel, and all 
"the church of Israel stood." "Even them will I 
"bring to my holy mountain, and make them joyful in 
"my house of prayer: their burnt offerings and their 
"sacrifices shall be accepted upon mine altar; for mine • 
,, house shall be called an house of prayer for all peo-

" ple." "It is written, My house shall be called a 
"house of prayer; but ye have made it a den of 
"th1eves."(x) Can any one suppose that when t!1e word 
church occurs in the above passages, it means any thing 
short of a visible society, acting as the consecrated de
pository of ~he oracles and ordinances of revealed re
ligion? 

(x) 2 Chr. i. 5. 3. Lam. i. 10. Neh. viii. 2. 3. 4. 2 Chr. vi. 3. Isa. 
lvi. 7. Mat, xxi. 1 ~ . 
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II. D1sc1PLINE. The rules by which a society re
fuses candidates, or expels members, will easily deter
mine whether it is an ecclesiastical body or not. 

1. Preclusion. Moses points out some characters who 
"shall not enter into the church of the Lord," until the . 

third generation, others until the tenth, and others 
never.(y) If this Jaw goes no farther than to forbid 
their being invested with ecclesiastical oflices, this, ne
vertheless proves the existence of a church to which 
those oflices are attached. This will appear in the 
following words of Dr. Gill upon one of these statutes, 

which, he says, " is to be understood, not of the sanctu
'' ary of the Lord, or of being refused admittance into 
"the church of God, and to join in religious rites, and 
"partake of sacred ordinances, which all Israelites, and 
"strangers that were proselytes, had a right unto; such 
" might bring their offerings, keep the passover, &c. (z) 

2. Exclusion. "But the man that shall be unclean, 

"and shall not purify himself, that soul shall be cut off 
"from among the church, because he hath dcfile,d tlze 
"sanctuary of the Lord: the water of se/mration hath 
"not been sprinkled on him."(a) 'Vhat it is to be 
thus "cut off," Gill professes not certainly to know, but 
among th~·ee conjectures, to "be excommunicated from 

" the church," is one. To be cut off "from the Is
" raelitish church-state,., is one of three alternatives 

which he gives us on another simiJar statute ;(b and to 

(y) Deut. xxiii. 1-8. 
(=) For this, Gill on Deut. xxiii. 1, quotes Ex. xii. 48. 49. Lev. xxii. 

18. Num. ix. 14. xv. 14-. 15. 
(a) Num. xix. 20. (comp. 13, to which Gill refers from the '.20th.) 
(b) Ex. xii. 19. (comp. 15, to which Gill referl> for a fuller explana

tion. 
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" be excommunicated from them as a clzurch," is only a 
part of the punishment which Dr. Gill believes to be 
contemplated in one of Ezra's decrees.(c) 

III. CHARACTER. They were no synagogue of Satan, 
or "congregation of the dead," as such are cailed by 
Solomon. (d) They were not a confused and unlawful 
.assembly, like Demetrius and his Ephesians.Ce) Neither 
were they a civil society, although they were connected 
with such a body. "\Vhen, in a certain case, they were 
called "the whole church of the Lord,''(j) Dr. Gill 
says, "they don't call them the congregation of Israel, 

" but of the Lord, because it was not on a civil, but 
" religious account they were come." As they were 
not a civil, so they were not a military body, although 

they were the militant church, and when providentialJy 
called, entered the military establishment of their coun
try : as in the case of David and the .11.ssembly who 
were with him, which Dr. Gill says, was a "great part 
of,~ "the congregation of Israel, and church of the 

living God.''(g) Its members were consecrated to 

religious privileges and enjoyments. It was given in 
charge to the Levites "to sanctify them unto the 
Lord."(/i) This was to prepare them to "worship at 

his holy hill," which "holy hill of Zion," Dr. Gill tells 
us.1 means "the church."(i) To the same amount does 
he explain Joel's proclamation for a religious fast, al
though it speaks of children as belonging to the congre
gation, and partaking of their consecration and their 

(c) Ezr. x. 8. (d) Prov. xxi. 16. 
(./)Josh. xxii. 16. (g) 1 Sam. xvii. 47. 
(i) l's. xcix. 9. 

( e) Acts xix. 32. 39. 
(11) 2 Chr. xxx. 17. 
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humiliatiou. " Gather the people, sanctify the church, 

assemble the elders, gather the children, and those that 

snck the breast."(j) In accordance \vith this, Gill says 

that Joshua's reading to the congregation was " not 

before the men only, but 'with the women and the little 

ones,' who a1l had a concern in the things that were 

read to them."(ll) From this consecration, the oflicers 

of the church were, of course, not excluded. "A 

great nnm ber of priests conscc1·ated themselves."(!) 

This ecclesiastical consecration, as \vell as spiritual 

sanctification, appears to be contemplated in calling 

the Jews and the Christians, "the church of saints."(m) 

Their imperfection in spiritual sanctification is confessed 

by all parties, and taught in the scri pturcs. Sacrifices 

are appointed for a case in which " the whole church of 
Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing be hid from 

the eyes of the clwrclt.':( n) This is the text by which 

Gill and Ainsworth prove "that the church may err." 

But on account of their perfect Head, and that degree 

of sanctification which they enjoy, the scriptures call 

them "the church of the upright,"(o) and recognize an 

evident incongruity between church-membership and a 

life of ini<1uity. "I was almost in all cYil in the midst 

of the church assembled."( jJ) These things evidently 

shew that they are a visible society, acting as the con

secrated depository of the oracles and ordinances of 

revealed religion. 

IV. Coxu IT ION. On that text which speaks of the 

(j) Joel ii . 16. (comp. 15. 17.) (k) Josh. viii. 35. 
(l) 2 Chr. x xx. 24. (m) J's. lxxxix. 5. cxlix. I. 
(n) Le\·. h·. 13. (r:i) Ps. c:>.. i. l. ( /1) P rm·. ' . 11. 
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trumpets which were made "for the calling of the 
church, and for the journeying of the camps,(q) Dr. 
Gill takes occasion to remark that the Christian church 
is in the same condition: "Saints are pilgrims and tra-· 
" vellers; they are passing through a wilderness, their 
" way is attended with many difficulties ; Canaan is the 
" place they are travelling ·to, and the gospel [like 

" the trumpets J is of singular use to them by the way 
" both to refresh them with its joyful sound, and to 
" direct them in the path in which they should go." 
But an inspired writer has said concerning Christ's pre
sence with the Israelites, "This is he that was in the 

'' church in the wilderness, with the angel, which spake 
" to him in the Mount Sina, and with our fathers, who 
"received the lively oracles to give unto us.''(r) The 
context shews that this person who was with them, was 
the Divine prophet, priest and king of the visible 
church, and it connects him and them with the taber
nacle and temple which were ecclesiastical buildings; 
and thus shews that '~ the church in the wilderness" was 
really, and not nominally only, the visible church of 
God. Dr. Gill says that this "must be understood of 
" the children of Israel, who were the then church of 
" God, whom he had chosen and separated from the rest 
" of the world, to be a peculiar people to himself, to 
" whom were given the word and ordinances, the service 
" of God, and the promises; and God always had, and 
" will have a clmrch; though that is sometimes in the 
" wilderness; which has been the case under the gospel 

(q) 'Num. x. '.:', (r) .\cts Yii. 38. (comp . . 37. 44. 47.) 



"<lispensation, as well as before; See Rev. xxii. fi. 14, 
" an<l it was a peculiar honour to Moses, that he was in 

" this church, thougl1 it was in the wil<lerness; even a 

" greater honour than to be in Pharaoh's court." In 
accor<lance with this, Paul quotes Davi<l, as saying for 

himself and for his Antitype, concerning Jews and 

Christians, "I will <leclare thy name unto my brethren; 

" in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto 

" thec."(s) 

You were told some time ago, of my Opponent's 

statement, that "the term church or kirk, is an abbre

'' viation of the word xv<:,ov o'xos-, the house of tlze Lord, 
and does not translate the term EXX?.:11ata." But if ux'-71ata. 

church, has a different meaning from xv~tov otxos, the house 
of the Lord, .then it must certainly have a <lifferent 

meaning from . . otxof, tlte house of God. Y ct let us 

hear Paul's account of this matter, accor<ling to Mac

knight's version, from which my Opponent, contrary to 

promise, has grievously departe<l, in his New Transla

tion. The Apostle gives certain instructions to Timo

thy, ''that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to 

'' behave thyself Ev otxw BEov, in the house of God, which 
" is ux:>.71ato. (/Eov ~WVi'OS' the church of the living God."(t) 
Herc is an inspired declaration that the church means 

the same as tlte house of God, ancl of course, that it 

means the same as the house of the Lord, my Opponent's 

declaration to the contrary notwithstanding. 'Vhen 

(-') Hebr. ii. 12. (comp. context.) (t) 1 Tim. iii. 15. 
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Peter tells the churches that "the time is come that 

judgment must begin at the house of God ;"(u) Dr. Gill 

says, "By the house of God is either meant the temple 

of Jerusalem," ''or else the church of God, which is 

frequently called the house of God." When Paul says 

that we have "an high priest over the house of God,"(v) 
Gill says that it means ''the chw·ch of God, o\·er which 

Christ is as prophet, priest, and king, and as the son 

and owner of it.'• 'Vhen Paul says " every house is 

builded by some man," Gill understands it of "the 

whole church in general, of particular congregations, 

and of individual believers." When Paul says "he 

that built all things is God," Gill explains it "of Christ, 

and of his building the c!mrch."(w) This explanation 

he still continues, when it is intimated that Moses be

longed to that house, as it is repeatedly, in the Epistle to 

the Hebrews.(x) 'Vhen it is said that "Moses verily 

was faithful in all his house, as a servant,''(y) Gill says, 

'' a servant in holy things;" He says, " he was not 

a servant in the world, and \Vith respect to civil 

things, and the affairs of Providence, but in the church 
of God, and in divine things." And as the scriptures 

never once intimate that this church began with Moses, 

so neither does our great Baptist Commentator; but in 

the very same passage in which he says that "it was a 

peculiar honour to Moses that he was in this church," 

he also says that "God always had, and will have a 

church."(z) 

(u) 1 Pet. iv. 17. ('v) Hehr. x. 21. (comp. v. 6.) (-:u) Hebr. iii. 4, 
(x) Hebr. iii. 2. 3. (y) H cbr. iii. 5. 
(::)Gill on Acts vii. 38, quoted above. 



To me it seems that a small part of the cvi<lcncc which 

has been adduced, ought to convince any one of the 

truth of the llroposition, that Abraham and his seed were 

divinely constituted a visible church of God. They 

have been shewn to have the oracles ancl ordinances of a 

visible church, the members and ofliccrs of a visible 

church, with the constitution and the express, inspired, 

ancl unequivocal name of a church. Under this last 

point, they have been shewn to have the worship of an 

ecclesiastical body, such as sacrifices and festivals, pray

er ancl praise, reading, expounding and preaching, to

gether with ecclesiastical implc111c11ts and places for 

worship, such as the altar and pulpit, the tabernacle and 

temple, which latter is called, in the Old and N cw Tes

tament, the house of jwaycr. Under this point, it \Vas 

proved, moreover, that they had the discipline of a 

church, in respect of preclusion and exclusion, and that 

the scriptures attributed to them the character and con

dition of a visible church. The existence, therefore, of 

the Patriarchal or Olcl Testament church, is as certain 

as the existence of the Christian or N cw Testament 

church. And some of yon arc ready to say that if my 

remaining propositions a1·c as irrefragahly proved as this 

fast one, then the cu11clusion iu favour of infant-baptism 

is iucvitablc. \V c pructcu Hien to 
R 
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PROPOSITION II. 

'fnE CHRISTIAN CHURCH 1s A DRANCH OF THE AnRAHA.lllIC 

CHURCH: on, IN OTH"ER WORDS, THE JEWISH SocIETY BE

FORE CnRrsT, AND THE CnRISTIAN SocrnTY AFTER CnRIST, 

ARE ONE AND 'l'liE SAME CHUllCH IN DIFFERENT AD:\IINIS

TRATIONS. 

You will be at no loss to account for my calling the 
Christian church a branch of the Abrahamic,-when you 

remember that this is the figure used by Paul on the 
same subject. The Jews he considers the natural branch
es which are now cut ofP, and the Gen tiles he treats as 
foreign branches engraftcd in their place.(a) As our 
proposition is scriptural, both in phraseology and doc
trine, my Opponent, for the want of argument, falls into 
a rhetorical ecstacy, about the inferiority of a branch 
to the stock, and the consequent inferiority of the Chris
tian to the Jewish church, if my language be correct. 

On this ground he says that I can " be put to silence by 
''every stripling who could ask the following question; 

"Is not a branch inferior to the stem or trunk from 
"which it grows ?"(b) I suppose my Opponent's strip
pling would hardly deny that the superiority of a branch 
to the trunk into which it is inserted, is the very reason 
why engrafting is generally practised. But the scrip
tures say, "behold the man whose name is The 
'' BiiANCH." "Behold I will raise unto David a right
" eous BRANCH." "And there shall come forth n rod 
"'out of the stem of Jesse, and u IlRANCH shall grow out 

(u) Hom. xi. 16-24. 
(h) :\fr. Campbell's Spuiious Debate with me, p. 13--h 
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''of his root'.~'(c) These passages e,·id cn tly represent 

Imn:mnncl as a branch of the stock of David, and David 

as a branch of the stem of J cssc. Now I will let my 

Opponent or his stripling say, whether Messiah the 

Branch \Vas not greater than the stocll of Davi<l, an<l 

whether David the branch was not greater than the 

stem of J csse. 

The proposition in hand is sufliciently guarded in 

respect of the sameness of the Jewish and Christian so

cieties. It says nothing more than that they nrc the 
same church; and nothing more than ecclesiastical iden

tity is intended. You know that that lofty tree has not 

changed its identity since it was a plant of a foot high. 

Each of my hearers believes that he has, at this moment, 

the same body with which he was born. The constant 

mutation of its constituent particles never makes you 

doubt your jJcrsonal identity. The adjacent town of 

\V nshington(d) is governed by the same boa rel of Trus

tees from its foundation to the present day, a1thongh, 

i1erhaps, not one individual remains of those who origi

ginally composed it. 'Vhen the Baptist church claims 

the Petrohrussian church, and the \Valdcnsian church, 

an<l the Primitive church as belonging to their church, 

they must mean nothing more than that ecclesiastical 

identity which we say snhsists between the Jewish ancl 
Chrjstian societies. The change of administration can 

hardly make a greater difference between these, than 

the change of condition makes l~etwcc11 the churl'h mili

tant an<l the church triumphnnt, which are nc,·crthe1ess 

(c) Zech. Yi. 12. Jcr. :xxiii. 5. Js. xi. 1. 
(d) The fir-.t two d.1ys of the ckh:i.tr were in a forc!>t near tlil' t11\\ n. 
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the same church in different states ; my Opponent to the 
contrary notwithstanding. ( c) 

This view of ecclesiastical sameness, my Opponent 
considers "as absurd as to say, that the human body and 
the soul are one and the same thing," as if there were 
no difference between "flesh and spirit."(/) As the 
human soul and body, though distinct beings, do really 
form one person, they would afford a good i11ustration, if 
they did not exist simultaneously, but in succession, as 
do the Jewish and Christian churches. My Opponent's 
sophism concerning the supposed identity of a horse and 
an elephant, because they are both creatures ;(g) or, (if 
he would prefer it,) the identity of a quibbler, and a 
monkey, because they are both empty chatterers, would 

answer very well, provided he will first establish the 
doctrine of metempsychosis, a doctrine fully as correct 
as some which he holds at present. 

On this subject the Appendix to my Opponent's spu
rious Debate with Mr. 'Valker(h) has several questions 
which it is convenient to answer. 

" 1. Are not a constitution, laws, ordinances, sub
" jects, and privileges, the chief constituents of a 

" church state?" 
The visible church is a visible society, ncting as the 

consecrated depository of the oracles and ordinances of 
revealed- religion. 

" 2. Was the constitution that erected the Jewish 
" nation into a national church, the same as the New 
~ ' Testament, or constitution of the Ch1·istian Church?" 

(e) S pur. Deb. with mC'. p. 1 9~. (.{) Spul'. D1·b, wi.th mc. p. 155. 
(g) Spur, D eb. with ml'. p. 83. (h) p. 195. 
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The Abrahamic co\'cnant is the constitution of the 

visible church under the Jewish and Christian adminis

trations. 
" 3. \Vere the laws that regulated the \vorship, 

" discipline, political economy, judicial proceedings, 
"and common intercourse of the Jews, the same as 

" those under which the disciples of Christ act?" 
It has been ably proved by Pedobaptists, and is main

tained by Dr. Gill, the greatest Baptist that ever lived, 
that the political economy of the Jews was distinct from 

their ecclesiastical economy. But, in the present case, 

the one serves as a very convenient illustration of the 

other. As the national identity of Israel was not de

stroyed by the change of their government from judges 

to kings, so the ecclesiastical identity of God's people is 
not destroyed by the transfer of their privileges from Jews 

to Gentiles. After this transfer, the 13aptists themselves 
must confess that the government of the church-general 

underwent many alterations, while the body remained tilC 

same. If I mistake not, the Baptists generally believe 

in opposition to us, that the government of the A postoli
cal churches was an Independent Congregationalism. 

This they probably admit gave place to a confederated 

parochial Episcopacy, or what is now called Presbyte

rianism, as early as the days of Ignatius an<l Polycarp. 
And they cannot deny that Dioscesan Episcopacy, or 

full-blooded Prelacy, was the government 01' the same 

church, in the days of Cyprian nn<l Augustine. Neither 

can they deny, that, at present, there is a great variety 

of' laws and modes of discipline, in the various branches 

of the llapti~t clmrch, which in their view, <lo not 
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destroy their identity with the chi1rch of John the 
Baptist, or with one anothcr.(i) 

" 4. Were the ordinances of the Jewish state, the 
"same, with regard to their import, times of obser
" vance, number, the character and quality of the obn 
''servers or participants of them?" 

There \Vas a difference in form, yet a substantial same
ness in the passover, and the eucharist, and in circum
cision and baptism, as we hope to shew fully in its place. 
Circumstantial differences effect not the substance. 

" 5. Are the subjects of the Christian church to be 
" such in birth, education, temper, and character, as 
"the subjects of the commonwealth of Israel?" 

They are the same thus far, that they should be 
believers and their seed. 

"6. Are the privileges enjoyed by Christians in the 
'' church of Christ, just the same as those enjoyed by 
"the Jews?" 

Privileges, whether in church or state, may be en
larged or restricted, created or suppressed, without 
affecting the identity of the body. The repeal of the 
edict of Nantz did not annihilate the French nation, 
neither did the toleration act under 'William the Thircl, 
create a new nation in England: neither did these 
~ecrecs affect the identity of churches, Popish or Pro· 
testant, Conformist or Non-conformist, in France or 
England. Virginia would still be Virginia, if she were 

(i) If, by common intercourse, in this third question, is meant domestic 
intercourse, such as is contemplated in Lev. xx. 18. Ez. xviii. 6, I say 
that those particular laws arc still binding. If he hn.ve rq~ard to social 
intercourse, I say that \vc ~re now permitted to cat witM unbclieYcrs. 
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to extend the right of suffrngc to her poorest citizen, 

and Pennsylvania \Vouhl still be Pennsylvania, if si1c 

were to compel Preachers and Quakers to perform 

military duty. These United States woulrl still be the 

same, (though somewhat disgraced,) if they were to give 

constitutional permission to the society of Cinci11nati, 

to wear an empty honorary title of nobility. And the 

Presbyterian church would be the same, (though some

what enhanced in value,) if, while they advocate a 

parity of clergy, they would, like Martin Luther, leave 

their Doctomtes in Egypt, where those vain and i11vi

dious distinctions were born. If a change in respect of 

privilege must destroy identity, then Joseph was not the 

same person in prison and in the office of prime-minister 

to Pharaoh. 

"7. 'Vhen he(j) has answered the first question in 

" the aflirrnative, and the next five in the negative, 

" (whicl1, if he consults the holy oracles, he must,) then 

" how are two things the same, which d~lfer in every 

" essential particular?" 

The author of the above questions does not know what 

is essential, and what is not essential to a church. He 

considers not only ordinanc~s, but "times of obser

vance," essential. The excommunication of the Asiatic 

clrnrch, by the Homan Bishop, because they· differed 

from him in their time of observing Easter, must please 

my Opponent much: for they ought to be out of the 

church, when they lack that which is essential to the 

church. If uuiformity in "times of oliscrvo.ncc'' be 

()) TJu:::;c ciucstiom; were addrc::;::;cu to Dr. E.ly. 
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essential to ecclesiastical identity, then those whose 

sabbath begins at sunset, and those whose sabbath begins 

at midnight, cannot both belong to the Christian church; 

because they lack that which is essential to being in the 

same church. He might as well say that two persons 

cannot be members of the same family, or citizens of the 
same state, unless they observe precisely the same time 

in eating and sleeping. There are four things essential 

to the visible church: visibilit,y, association, consecra
tion, aml investiture; by which last I mean, being in

trusted with the oracles and ordinances of revealed reli

gion. Now the Jewish and Christian societies were thus 

invested, nnd were consecrated to this trust, for which 

they were visibly associated. As both, therefore, were 

visible associations, and both were consecrated deposito

ries, they both had all the essentials of God's church on 

earth; and no possible difference could hinder their amal

gamation, any more than the difference between olive 

trees would make cngrafting impossible, or the differ-. 

cnce between different countries would prove an insur

mountable obstacle to making a British subject an 

.American citizen by naturalization. 

My Opponent's eleven objections to the sameness of 

the Jewish and Christian societies, I shall have to notice 

concisely in an order of my own. 

1. My Opponent's sixth argument is founded upon 

our Saviour's consolatory address to his small family; 

" F car not, little flock, for it is your Father's good 

H pleasure to give you the kingdom."(=) It was pru-

(:-) Luke xx. 32. Spur. Deb. with me. p. 228. 

• 
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dent for my Opponent to spend but little of his breath in 
showing that this text excludes the Old Testament so
ciety from God's ecclesiastical kingdom, because if it 
docs prove that, it must also prove that the Christian 
church must always be a little flock, even in the millen

nium, and in the kingdom of glory. 
2. My Opponent's seventh argument is founded upon 

Matt. xix. 28. "And Jesus said unto them, verily I say 
" unto you, that ye which have foJlowed me in the rege
" neration, when the Son of man shall sit on the throne 
"of his glory, ye also shaJI sit upon twelve thrones, 
"judging the twelve tribes of Israel."(a) He gives it 

to us in Campbell's translation, which uses the word re
novation instead of regeneration, intimating that this 
renovation means the institution of the Christian church. 
l\fy Opponent then says, "Observe here the erection of 
" this new kingdom is calJed emphaticalJy Till:~ HENO

" VATION; in the common translation THE REGEXERA

" TION, not the continuation of the Jewish church." 
My Opponent has considerable versatility of ge

nius. \Vhen he is at a loss for proof, he can turn any 
thing into evidence by merely making it cmphatical. 
By this means he can even impress opposite arguments 

into his service. All that they need is a due degree of 
emphasis. 'Vhen our Saviour promised to build his 
church, my Opponent discovered that to build a church 
was very different from rebuilding or repairing a 
church; for rebuilding and rejmiring supposed a pre
vious existence of a church which had f~Jlcn into decay. 

(a) Matt. xix. 28. in Spur. Dt.:b. against me, p. 228. 
s 
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But now he Jays an emphasis upon regeneration and re~ 
~ novation, words equivalent to rebuilding and repairing, 

and makes out that they do not presuppose existence, 
but the very contrary. 

3. His tenth argument is founded upon a passage 
which, (strange as it may seem,) is a direct proof of the 
identity of the Jewish and Christian societies, according 
to my proposition. "For he is our peace, who hath 
" made both one, and hath broken down the middle wall 
"of partition between us; having. abolished in his flesh 
"the enmity, even the law of commandments contained 
" in ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one new 
"man, so making peace."(b) According to him, this 
proves that Jews and Gentiles are emphatically made 
BOTH ONE, ONE NEW MAN, that is, ONE NEW CHURCH. 

Very well. So says Dr. Gill also. And so be it. My 
Opponent, however, believes it to be a new church, as 
to its essence, and I believe it to be a new church, as 
to its administration. The second temple was, in one 
sense a new temple, but in another, it was only a reno
vation of the old temple. So the higher gate of the 
temple, which J otham repaired, is twice called by Jere
miah "the new gate,''(c) in consequence of its repairs, 
although it was as old as the temple. This same prophet 
says concerning the Lord's mercies "'they are new every 
" morning ;"(d) which Gill justly explains, by saying that 
they are " daily renewed in the manifestations thereof." 
John says, "I write no new commandment unto you, 
" but an old commandment, which ye had from the be-

(b) Eph. ii. 14-. 15. Spur. Deb. ag. me, p. 235. 
(c) Jer. xxvi. 10. xxxvi. 10. (comp. 2 Kgs. xv. 35.) 
(cl) Lam. iii. 23. • 
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"ginning." This, Dr. qm thinks, is the Jaw of love. 
Ancl the same Jaw of Jove, he thinks, is meant in the 

next verse, which says, " A new commandment I write 
"unto you."(e) This he says, "is the same with the 

"former, considered in different respects. The com
" mancl of brotherly Jove is a new one; that is, it is an 
"excellent one, as a new name is an excellent name, 
"and a new song is an exceBent one." So the Jews 
and Gentiles are now united in one new man, or new 
church, because there is now a new administration, and 
one which far excels the old. 

4. My Opponent's eleventh argument is based upon 

Paul's declaration that we have received "a kingdom 
which cannot be moved."if) He thinks the word hing
dom here means the N cw Testament church, and that 
these words, with the context, amount to a proof that 
there is an essential difference between the Jewish and 
Christian societies, as the one can be moved and the 
other cannot. 

If this argument prove that these two bodies cannot 
be one church, then it will also prove that a human soul 
and body cannot form one person; for the one can be re

moved by death, and the other cannot. But, if Provi
dence permit, I hope, in due time, to lay before you 
plain scriptural evidence that the ecclesiastical ldngdom 
of God embraces both the Jewish and Christian adminis

trations. 'Vhen, however, the word ldngdom is used to 
denote the latter administration to the exclusion of the 
former, it has, of course, the prcccdency in point of <lig-

(r) 1 John , ii. 7. 8. 
(j) Hehr. ~ii. 28. Spur. Deb. with me. p. 236. 
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nity and stability, as the soul excels the body with which 
it is united. That this word does sometimes signify ad
ministration, both in church and state, will not· be diffi

cult to prove by my Opponent himself. Where our 
translation says, "the kingdom of heaven is likened un
" to a certain king," my Opponent's New Testament 
reads, "the administration of heaven resembleth that 
"of a king."(h) This is a copy of Dr. George Camp
bell, and accords with his Preliminary Dissertation on 
this word, in which he says that "in some of the para
" bles, it evidently means administration, or 'lnetlwd of 
"governing."(i) Now that the Jewish administration 
is removed, and that the Christian administration of the 
church never will be removed, I have never denied. 

But in the same part of Dr. Campbell's dissertation, he 
mentions a parable, in which " the word denotes royalty 
"or royal authority;" and it so happens that the phra
seology of that parable is exactly parallel to that of the 
text on which this argument of my Opponent rests. 
This text speaks of our "receiving a kingdom which 

''cannot be moved." The parable uses such an ex
pression twice. "A certain nobleman went into a far 
country, to receive for himself a kingdom, and to re
turn," "having received the k.ingdom."U) 

Instead of "to receive for himself a kingdom," Dr. 
Campbell's translation has it, "to procure for himself 

'royal~lJ,'' and instead of "having received the king
dom," the Dr. renders it "1-'ested with ro.11al power." 
My Opponent promised that his trans]ation should be a 

(h) Matt. xviii. 23. 
(j) Luke xix. 12. i~. 

(i) Dis~ert. 5. Part. 1. S~ct. 7. 
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copy of Dr. Campbell's; antl, for a remarkable thjng, 
he l1as made no other alteration than to insert our defi

nite article before ro.11alty. Hemember that my Oppo
nent has pronounced Dr. Campbell "the first translator 

" in point of correctness and elegance that ever gave a 

" version of any part of the scriptures." And for this 

reason he has altered the versions of Macknight· and 

Doddr·idge, to make them conformable to him. 'Vhy, 

therefore, did he not read his favourite text, " being 
vested with a royalty which cannot be moved?" He 
cannot plead a scrupulous regard to his promise that he 

would copy Macknight: for that very verse which he 

has given us as Macknight's translation, is a heteroge

neous mixture of Macknight, Thomson, and a certain 

gentleman who boasts much of his critical acumen. 

Neither can he plead that the proposed rendering would 
materially differ from Macknight, in sentiment: for 
Macknight, in his commentary, expressly declares that 

the word ldngdom in that text, means "that excellent 

dispensation of religion,'' which I have called the 

Christian administration. Another hint of his, which 

may tend to the farther elucidation of this text, is, that 

this kingdom which we receive, was "foretold by Daniel 

to be given to the saints." Daniel says, "The saints of 

the Most High shall take the kingdom."(/t) Gill says, 

" or ncefre it, as a free gift from God:" which latter 
translation he informs us is agreeable to Munster, Pis

cator, and the 'f'igurine version. He claims the Chal<laic 

Original also : Lut this may be rendered either tahe or 

(.{-) u~n. \'ii. 18. 
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receive, as may also the Septuagint, although it has the 
identical verb which is correctly rendered receive, in 
Paul's text, quoted as the basis of my Opponent's argu
ment. Now let us compare the Prophet and Apostle. 
Tht: latter ·says, "We having received a kingdom, [or 
royalty J which cannot be moved." The former says, 
" The saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom 
[or royalty J and possess the kingdom: [or royal power J 
for ever, even for ever and ever." It is remarkable 
that this view is as unequivoca11y approved by Dr. Gill's 
Commentary as by Dr. Campbell's Dissertation. Daniel's 
promise that the saints "shall receive the kingdom,'' 
Dr. Gill explains by saying "they shall have the rule 
and government in the world.'' This interpretation is 
corroborated by many passages in the Septuagint, 
which I need not take time to repeat.(!) ·Permit me, 
however, to add one more instance from my Opponent's 
translation to the same amount. John speaks of a woman, 
who (literally) " hath a kingdom over the kings of 
the earth."(m) Instead of ''hath a kingdom," our 
Translation says, reigneth, and my Opponent says 
ruleth. This supports Dr. Gill's interpretation that to 
receive the kingdom, is to have the rule and govern
ment; or to obtain royalty, according to Dr. Campbell. 
Peter tells believers that they are "a royal priesthood." 
But the Septuagint applies this very same title to 
pious Jews, and it is translated, "a royal priesthood," 
by Thomson.(n) Their ecclesiastical administration, 

(l) See particularly Dan. v. 31. 2 Sam. v. 12. Also 1 Sam. xxiv. 20. 
:xxviii. 17. 2 Sam. iii. 10. I Kgs. ii. 22, and a number of other places. 

(m) Rev. xvii. 18. (n) Ex. xix. 6. I Pct. ii~ 9. 
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however, was moveable; whereas the present adminis

tration is "a royalty which cannot be moved: ' ' but is 

like the believer's '' crown of glory that fade th not 

away.'' 
5. Several of my Opponent's eleven reasons for 

denying the ecclesiastical identity of the Jewish and 

Christian societies have now been answered. His first, 
second, third, fifth and cighth,(o) which have not yet 
been noticed, all relate to this kingdom or ecclesiastical 
house, of which we have already been speaking, and may 
be more conveniently answered in that part of my 
defence, in which I hope to prove more fully, that the 
house, or the kingdom of God, embraces the Jewish and 
Christian administrations. His fourth and ninth rea
sons(j;) relate to the terms of admission, circumcision 
and baptism. These will be effectually answered by 
proving, as I hope to do, under my third proposition, 
that circumcision and Baptism arc one and the same seal 
in substance, though in different forms. 

After the attention which has now been given to my 
Opponent's objections to the proposition in hand, the 

evidence u11on which I rest my belief that the Jewish 
and Christian societi~s arc the S2\me church, may rea

sonably be expected. This shall be given under three 
heads; the sameness of their religion, of their names, 

and of their covenant. The first amounts to a strong 
probability, the two last to an absolute certainty. 

(o) Spur. Del>. pp. 195. 197. 209. '.l29. (ft) Spur. Deb. pp. 197. 23-'~ 
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POINT I. 

God gave lo the Jewish society before Ch·rist, and the Chris
tian society after Christ, essentially the same RELIGION. 

An eminent writer,(q) in explaining the word reli
gion, says that ''in a practical sense, it is generally 

considered as the same with godliness.~' It is godliness, 

or piety, or experimental religion that is meant, when 

some entreat their friends to get religion, or express a 

hope that they have got heart-religion; expressions 

which my Opponent considers "very vague,'' and 
" very much at random."(r) Perhaps he knows more 
of what the Apostle Jam es calls a vain religion. 

" The religions which exist in the world have been 
gcneralJy divided into four, the Pagan, the Jewish, the 
Mahometan, and the Christian."(s) Paul says, "After 
the most straitest sect of our religion, I Jived a Phari

see."(t) The same Apostle tells the Galatians that he 

had his . "conversation in time past in Judaism," and 

that he "profited in Judaism," in both of which instances, 
our translators render it "the Jews' religion."(u) In 
one of the few times in which the \vord for religion 
occurs in the Greek Testament, it is rendered worship
ping: " Let no man beguile you of your reward in a 
" voluntary humility, and worsltijJping of angels."(v) 
This angel-religion is very general, and embraces all 

the four sorts which have been mentioned. It is au 

(q) Buck, in his Theological Dictionary. 
(r) Spur. Deb. pp. 150. 151. (s) Buck's Theol. Diet. 
(t) Acts xxvi. 5. (u) Gal. i. 13. 14. (v) Col .. ii. 18. 
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important aml conspicuous feature m the religion 
of the Pagans, Jews, l\1ahometans, and Chris
tians. llut this religion was not known to the Jews, 
until their subjection to the Babylonians, and it was not 

called Christianity, until the Anti-christian apostaey. 

\Ve sec, therefore, that there arc two sorts of Judaism, 

as Paul informs us, (w) and two sorts of Christiani_. 

ty, ns James assures us.(x) Now I will very readily 

admit, with my Opponent, that degenerate Judaism is 
essentially different from Primitive Christianity: but it 

was also essentially different from Primitive Judaism, as 
found in their inspired standards; just as Popish 

Christianity is essentially different from Primitive 
Christianity, as found in our infallible standards. 

When I say that God gave the same religion to Jews 

and Christians, I mean that the religion of the Old 

Testament and that of the N cw are essentially the same, 
notwithstanding the great difference in the two adminis

trations. My Opponent says, Nay. \Vhile I undertake 

to prove this 1)oint, it gives me pleasure to remember 
that all real christians arc in my favour ; not even the 

Baptists excepted. In speaking of the two silver 

trumpets used by the Jewish Church, Dr. Gill says, 

" The number two may be applicable to the two dispcn

" sations, under which the gospel has been ministered, 

" directing to the same Saviour, antl to the same way of 

" salvation, by his grace., his blood, righteous11ess, and 

"sacrifice; and to the two Testaments, which agree in 
" the same truths respecting his person, olliccs, obe-

(w ) }{om. 1i. ;:;s. ~9. (x) Jame:; 1. :?6. ~7. 

T 
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" dicnce, sufferings, and death ; and to the prophet~ 
" and apostles of both dispensations and testaments, who 
" have united in laying Christ as the foundation."(y) 

The Dictionary of Dr. Allison, the Baptist preacher, 
says that the word 'religion means "a system of divine 
faith and worship, as opposite to others." If the Old 
and New Testaments contain not only the same system 
of faith, but of practice, not only the same worship 
substantially, but the same system of government and 
discipline, then they must contain the same religion. 
As this is a subject, which alone might occupy more 
than a week, I can do little more than point out the 
general features of the Jewish and Christian systems, 
and refer you to a few obvious scripture proofs. This 
shall be done under the following particulars. 

I. THEOLOGY. The scriptures of both Testaments 
contain the doctrine of the unity of essence, and Trinity 
of persons, in the true God; of the person, offices, and 
work of. Christ; of original sin, regeneration, justifica
tion, &c. Paul says, "We declare unto you glad tidings, 
"how that the promise which was made unto the Fathers, 
" [the Jews,] God hath fulfilled the same unto us, their 
" children, [the Christians,] in that he hath raised up 
" J csus again." "Seeing it is one God which shall 
"justify the circumcision by faith, and uncircumcision 
" through faith."(z) Peter says, "·we believe that 
" through the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, we, 
" [the Christians, J shall be saved, even as they, [the 
"Jews.]"(a) Understanding him here to mean "the 

(y) Gili on Num. x. 2. (.:)Acts xiii. 32, Rum. iii. 30. • (a) .Acts xv. 11. 
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Jewish ft\thers," Gi11 says, "For they were justified, 

" pardoned, accepted, and saved, in the same way, as 

" the saints under the N cw Testament are: They could 

" not keep the law perfectly, nor was there then, nor 

" even now, salvation by it, only by the grace of Christ; 

" and in that way, and that only, Old and New Testa

" ment believers, Jews and Gentiles, whether circum

" cised or uncircumcised, are saved. The Gentiles 

" were not saved by the light of nature, nor the Jews 

'' by the law of Moses; the one were' not lost for 

" want of circumcision, nor the other saved by it; the 

'' only way of salvation to both, and under all dispen

" sations, is the Lord Jesus Christ." Paul says, "They 

" which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham." 

" 'Vhich shews," says Dr. Gill, "that the faith of Old 

" and New Testament saints, J cws a!ld Gentiles, is the 

" same; their blessings the same, and so Lheir eternal 

" happiness; they have the same God and Father, the 

" same Mediator and Redeemer, are actuated and influ-
• " enced by the same Spirit, partake of the same grace, 

" and shall share the same glory."( b) 
II. MoRALITY. Moses and the Prophets contain a 

perfectly pure moral law, of which the Decalogue may 

be considered an inspired compend. Concerning this 

our Saviour says, "Think not that I am come to 

" destroy the law, or the prophets; I am not come to 

" destroy, but to fulfil."(c) Moses says, " Thou shalt 

" love the Lord thy God, with all thine heart~ and with 

" all thy soul, an<l with all thy might.'' Christ says: 

.. (b) (;aJ. iii. 9, i:s th11!! expounded by Gill in his c:on1mcntnry on :\1att. 
mt. 11. (r) Ex. xx. 3-17. i\fatt. ' '· 17. 
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" Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, 

" and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and 
"with all thy mind; and thy neighbour as thyself."(d) 

Moses says, '' Speak unto all the congregation of the 
" children of Israel, and say unto them, Ye shall be 

" holy, for I the Lord your God am holy." Peter says, 

" As he which hath called you is holy, so be ye holy in 
"all manner of conversation: because it is written, Be 

" ye holy, for I am holy ."(e) 
III. WoRSHIP. Here I need not dwell on the sub

stantial evidence of the most important ordinances, the 

Passover and the Eucharist, or of circumcision and 
baptism, which may be fully considered hereafter, but 

I would merely refer you to what has been already 

proved concerning the worship of the Jewish church; 
such as reading and preaching, praying and praising, &c. 

IV. GoVERNl\IENT. This was by Presb,ljters or 
Elders. ::Moses says, "And the Elders of the congre

gation shall lay their hands,'' &c. The Psalmist says, 
" Let them exalt him a]so in the congregation of the 

people, and vraise him in the assembly of the Elders." 
Luke says '' And when they had ordained them Elders 
in every church."(/) 

V. D1scl'f'LINE. This concerns disciples, in respect 

of their initiation and their regulation. 

1. Initiation. That faith is necessary in an adult 

1woselyte, under the New Testament, is urged by both 
parties, from the words, "He that believeth and is bap
tized, shall be saved." · But one of the most remark-

(cl) Deut. vi. 5. Luke x. 27. (r ) Lev. xix. ~· 1 Pct. i. 1.S. Hi. en L~v. iv. 15. 1 •s. C \'il. '.j~, Acts xiv. ? '3. 



able proofs of this is found in the words of Paul, where 

he shews that God demanded the same J>rerequisitc to 

legitimate membership in the Jewish church. "\V ell; 

" hecause of unbelief, they [the Jews J were broken off, 
" and thou [the Christian ohurch] standest by 

" faith.''(g) And let it be marked, that in both churches, 
believers and their households are initiated. 

2. Regulation. 'Vithout taking time to quote the 

authorities at large, I will just tell you, in a few words, 

what you know can be easily proved on this subject. In 
both the Old and New Testament churches, an offender 

must be told of his fault ;(Ii) in both, a penitent must he 

forgiven ;(i) and jn both, the impenitent must be cut 
off.(j) 

POINT II. 

The Scriptures gil;e to the Jewish and Christian societies 
th~ same NA:UEs, in such a 1nanncr as plainly to prove 
that they arc the same church. 

This has the appearance, and only the appearance, of 

contradicting the following prophecies. "The Gei:itilcs 

"shall sec thy righteousness, and all kings thy glory: and 
"thou [the Jewish church] shalt be ca1Jed by a new name, 
" which the mouth of the Lord shall name." "And 

" ye shall leave your name for a curse unto my chosen; 

" for the Lord Goel shall slay thee, and ca11 his servants 

" by another name."(!;,) A diversity of names, in one 

(g) 1\Ik. xYi. 16. Hom. xi. 20. 
( t) Lev. ~Y· 20. Luke XYii. :>. 
(.{) h. lx11. ~. IX\', 15. 

(/~)Lev. xix ... 17. l\tat. xvii~:.15. 
(J) Dcut. X\'Jt, 12. M.1t. X\'111. 17. 
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respect, is consistent with an identity of names in another 
respect. But even this prophecy concerning the change 
of name, proves the sameness of the churches. It is 
not said that the Jews had been called by one name, 
and another people should be called by another name ; 
but it is, in a certain sense, the same peopJe, whose 
name is to be altered. "And thou shalt be called by a 
new name." While the name was to be altered, the 
people were to continue the same. Yet how the same? 
Not nationally ; for those who bore the old name were 
Jews, and those who were to bear the new name were 
Gentiles: they were the same people, therefore, con
sidered as the church, the professed servants of 
God; for he says that he will "call his servants by ano
ther name." This change of name only points out the 
change of administration, while an inter-community of 
names shews the sameness of the church. 

This inter-community of names is visible throughout 
the scriptures. Moses· calls the Jews~ God's peculiar 
treasure, a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation. 
Peter calls the Christians "a chosen generation, a royal 
priesthood, an holy na~ion, a pecu]iar people."(!) There 
are also many other figurative appellations which, in 
their connexion, shew clearly that these two adminis
trations are called by the same name, because they are, 
ecclesiastica11y, the same thing. It is in this sense, that 
they are called a tree and vineyard; a foundation, floor, 
and house ; a kingdom and commonwealth ; man and 
pody ; brethren, bride, and children. 

(I) E ::r.:. x ix. 5. 6. I P ct. i i. 9. 
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I. TnEE. Of this the Apostle Paul speaks largely in 
his Epistle to the Romans.(m) My Opponent, in his 
Spurious Debate with Mr. ·walkcr,(11) speaks of it as 

follows, viz. "Distinguished commentators have found 
"it extremely diflicult to comprehend every thing the 

"Apostle says in this eleventh chapter. Therefore, we 
" find the ablest of them diffe1·ing among themselves. 
"One cause of this difiiculty, I presume, is the Apos

" tie's so frequently referring from one part of the sub
" jcct to another--so often stating and applying his 
"remarks in sudden transitions from Jews to Gentiles. 

"Another difficulty in expounding the metaphors is, 

"that the engrafting spoken of, appears to be predica

" ted upon a mistaken view of grafting. A wild olive 
"into a good olive, does not improve the wild olive; the 
"fruit being similar to the cion engrafted, and not simi

" Jar to the stalk. But the Apostle's design was to shew 
"that the Gentiles partook equally with the Jew, as the 

"engrafted cion equally partakes \Vith the natural 

" branch, in the sap and vigour of the root." 
If I am not egregiously mistaken, my Opponent has, 

in this extract, displayed a modesty to which he is usu

ally a stranger. He generally speaks as if those subjects 
which puzzled anil divided the ablest commentators 
were perfectly translucent to his penetrating eye. He 

not unfrcquently spurns the opinion of the most distin
guished expositors, Baptist as well as Pcclobaptist; and 
advances his own dogmas with the lofty confidence, of 
one who had a grain of intelligence diluted with an 

( m) Rom. xi. 16- '.:!·1. (1z ) p. 28. Note. 
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ounce of self-conceit. But when he comes to the Abra: .. 
hamic Olive-tree, with its Jewish and Gentile branches, 
his confidence for a while forsakes him; it is all involved 
in obscurity, to himself and to the ablest commentators, 
if not to Paul also. He even sees something in the sa
cred text, very much resembling those "far-fetched 
analogies and inaccurate reasonings" which Unitarians 
often discover In the Apostle's writings. He telJs us that 
"the ~ngrafting spoken of appears to be predicated 
upon a mistaken view of grafting." If the Apostle was 
not mistaken, my Opponent certainly is, for they differ 
very much from each other. But there is no reason to 
believe that the Apostle?s view~ of grafting were differ
ent from those of every practical man among you. You 
practice engrafting, that you may improve the fruit, by 
a change of the branches, while there is no change in 
the root, the trunk, or the sap. So Paul, with the eccle
siastical Olive-tree. Its root, trunk, and fatness remain
ed; its branches only were changed: and whether it was 
not an improvement, to exchange infidel for believing 
branches, to exchange the Jewish for the Christian ad
ministration, judge ye. This opinion docs not suffer by 
a closer examination. 

1. The root. It is equally consistent with the Pedo
haptist system, to consider this as referring to Christ or 
to Abraham, the original or derived root. '\Vhen the 
·figure of a building instead of a tree is used, the pro
])hets and apostles are spoken of as a foundation, but 
Christ is the foundation of foundations. \Vhcn Christ is 
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said to he " the ront ancl the offspring of David,"( n) the 

sense is, that he is the li'athcr ns well as the son of David. 

But Abraham is said to be "the Father of circumcision 

" [that is, of ecclesiastical initiation J to them who arc 

"not of the circumcision only, but who also walk in tho 

"steps of that faith of our father Abraham, which he 
"had, being yet uncircumciscd."(/J) His very name 

.llbraham, signifies a high father, and it was given to 

him, because he wns to be a father not to the Jews onJy, 

out to many nations: that is, he was the root of that ec

clesiastical tree, which bore both J cwish and Christian 

branches. 

If, instead of to Abraham, you should apply this figure 

to the seed of the woman, revealed to Adam, and wor

shipped by Abel, Seth, Enoch, and Noah, I sec no 

ground of objection; since Christ is rj:!ally the Head of 

the church ":isiblc, as wc11 as invisible. This is evident 

from his representing himself as a vine, from which 

fruitless branches are cut off. The invisible church has 

no,,,fruitlcss branches, and from it none can be cut off. My 

Opponent says, "Pardon, justification, sanctification, 

"and salvation, arc inseparably connected;" and gives 

Paul on perseverance, to prove it. Dr. Gill says, 

"There are two sorts of branches in Christ the vine ; 

" the one sort are such who have only an historical 

" faith in him, believe hut for a time, and arc removed; 

"they are such who on]y profess to believe in him, n~ 
" Simon Magus did ; arc in him hy profe~~ion only . •:o 

"These arc the other sol't of' hrandu.·s, who m <: 

(u) Ht'\' . xx ii l<i (/1) H11m ,,. J '2 

IJ 
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"truly and saving1y in Christ; such as are rooted in 

'' him."(q) 
2. The fatness. The engrafted branches are said to 

partake "of the root and fatness of the olive-tree." 
This means ecclesiastical ordinances; as when David 
says, "They shall be abundantly satisfied with the fat
" ness of thy house."(r) Dr. Gill says, "By his house 
" is meant th~ church of God, of his building, and where 
"he dwells; by the fatness of it, the provisions there, 

" the word and ordinances, and the blessings of grace 
'' which they hold forth." 

3. The trunk. This must mean the visible church of 
God, or the invisible church, or no church at all. If no 
church at all, then the Roman converts must be here ad
dressed, as having the privilege of being engrafted into 
some worldly kingdom, contrary to the authority of our 
Lord, who said, "My kingdom is not of this world." 
The Jews also are to be ·considered as broken ofP from 
a worldly kingdom by unbelief! whereas their unbelief, 
instead of breaking them off from a temporal dominion, 
riveted the Roman yoke more closely upon them, and 
made it at last the means of their destruction. 

Neither can the· trunh of this tree mean the invisible 
church, for from it no branches are ever broken off. 
This is an argumenturn ad hominem, for I have the 
pleasure of quoting my Opponent's approbation of this 
principle. After citing Paul on the perseverance of 
the saints, he says, "There is one proposition which I 
~ 'shall here submit ; it 1s an universal negative, viz. 

(9) Gill on John xv. 2. (r) Ps .• xxxvi. 8. 
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" there nc,·e1· was, there never will Le, a chilcl of Adam 
" lost, that had but one sin of all his sins forgiven him. 
"The converse of which is, that there never was a child 
';of Adam that had one sin forgiven him that had not 

"all his sins forgiven. The reason is, the Almighty 

"docs not his work by halves; where he begins to work 
"he finishes. He does not resemble a foolish artificer or 

" mechanic, who begins a piece of workmanship, and 
"after he has blocked it out, or begun to work upon it, 
"throws it away, either from versatility or incapacity to 
"execute and perfect it."(s) It seems therefore, from my 

Opponent's own shewing, that when a. pe~son is once at
tached to the invisible church, he is always attached to 

it, and can never be broken ofP. 
As this trunk, then, cannot mean no church at all, 

and as it cannot mean the church invisible, it must, ac
cording to the dilemma stated a. little while ago, mean 
the visible church. Herc another inquiry arises. Docs 
it mean the Jewish administration. as distinct from the 
Christian? or the Christian administration ns distinct 

from the Jewish? or docs it mean the visible church 
general of God and of his Christ, which embraces both 

these administrations, which began with Abraham, or 
with Adam, and which will continue to the end of the 

world? This stem cannot mean the Jewish administra
tion, because it is in this very trun/;. that the cngraftcd 

Gentiles flourish, long after the Jewish administration is . 
at an end. Neither can it mean the Christian adminis

tration distinctly, because the trzmla. existed long before 

(s) Appendix to Spuriou5 D"cbatc with l\Ir. \Valker. p. 176. 



( 156 ) 

that administration commenced. But my Opponent says 
that " in a still more enlarged and exalted sense, the 
''Christian Church is the good olive tree."(t) If by 
this still more enlarged and exalted sense, he means the 
visible church of Christ, as constituted with Adam or 
Abraham, and ns embracing the Jewish and Christian 
administrations!' he means what the premises compel us 
to believe. Dr~ Gill says, "particular believers and 
" the whole church of God are sometimes compared to 
" it;" as when Hosea says, "His branches shall spread,
and his beauty shall be as the olive-tree, and his smell as 
Lebanon.''(u) Jeremiah says, "The Lord called thy 
" name a green olive-tree, fair and o.f goodly fruit: 
" with the noise of a great tumult he hath kindled fire 
"upon it, and the branches of it a1·e broken."(v) 

4. The branches. As the stocll of this tree has been 
proved to mean the whole visible church of Goel these 
branches must be visible constituents, either individual 
or corporate. Of these there are two kinds. Concern
ing one of them Jeremiah says " The branches of it are 
"broken." This Dr. Gill interprets of "the high and 
" principal ones" of " the Je,vish church and people.>' 
Concerning the other kind of branches, Hosea says, ''His 
" branches shall spread.'' Dr. Gill says, "This respects 
" the propagati~n of the church of God, and the in
" terest -of Christ in the world, as in the first times of 
" the gospel, and will be in the latter day." Paul 

(t) Spur. Deb. with Mr. vV. p. 28. 
(u) Hos. xiv. 6. comp. Ps. Iii. 8. cxxviii. 3. · 
(v) Jer. xi. 16. Althoui;h Gill believes that Paul alludes to this in 

Hom. xi. 17. he does not explain the olive-tree in either place with en
tire accuracy, nor in perfect consblt'ncy with what he says on Hosea xiv .. 
S. as quoted above. 
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speaks of both kinds of branches, as b12longing to the 

same tree, though not at the same time. The first he 

tells us were " broken off." The second he says were 
" grafted in among them,'~ or "in their place," as Gill 

tells us the Syriac and Ethiopic versions have it. Paul 

expressly gives the name of Israel and Jacob to the re

jected branches, and of Gentiles to those which were 

cngrafted.(w) He docs not limit these branches, (as Dr. 

Gill sometimes docs,) to the "principal n.1cmbers" of 
churches or nations: hut he uses these general terms, 
with o. general (though not a universal) application. 

Neither docs my Opponent understand Paul as speaking 

of the high and princij1al ones, but of Jews and Gentiles, 

without regard to their dignity or power. This is cvi·· 
dent from his remark concerning Paul's "sudden tran

" sitions from Jews to Gentiles," and from his decla
ration that ''the Apostle's design was to shew that the 

" Gentiles partook equally with the Jew, as the engraft

" cd cion equally partakes with the natural branch, in 

" the sap and vigour of the root."(x) This root, my 
Opponent declares, " was Jesus Christ." Dr. Gill 
says, " This is not to be understood of an ingrafture into 

" C?hrist, unless by a visible profession." This visible 
profession must be in the true church of God, and, of 
course, the breaking off of the old Jewish branches, 

must be an excommunication from the visible church of 

God. Both, then, must be branches of the visible church 

of God, though at different times ; and if Abraham be 
their <!cclcsiastical father or root, then the C.luistian 

('<u) Hom. x i. 17. 25. 26. 
(x·) Spur. Deb. with ;.\1r. \V. l'· ::?8. Noll:, this was quotc<l a little 

~lJovc. 

• 
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church must be a branch of the Abrahamic church : 

and if the Seed of the woman be their root, then the 

Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society 
after Christ, are only different branches of the same 

ecclesiastical tree; or, in othe1· words, they are one 

and the same church in different administrations. 
This conclusion is not at all affected by what Dr. Gill 

says about the "Gentiles being grafted into a gospel 
" church-state with the believing Jews ;" unless it can 

be shewn that one truth must contradict another. Re

member that the old branches were not believing Jews; 
for they were broken off on account of unbelief, from 

that very stock, into which believing Gentiles were en

grafted. It is true, therefore, that there is a simulta
neous union of believing Jews and Gentiles, both before 
and after Christ: but it has been proved to be equally 

true, that there is an asynchronous identity between the 
Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society 
after Christ. 

II. VINEYARD. Our blessed Lord, in <?ne of his 
parables, informs us of a man who planted a vineyard, 

and let it out to husbandmen, and then went into a far 
- country, whence he sent several inferior messengers 

successively for the fruits which were due. Failing in 
these, he sent his own Son, whom the husbandmen 

kllled. He then asks the question, "vVhat shall there
" fore the Lord of the vineym·d do?" Mark well his 
answer: " He will come and destroy the husbandmen, 
"and will give the vineyard [the same vineyardj unto 
"others." As the context says that the Jews ''knew 
•• that ht:! had spoken thf parable against tlrcm," they 
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arc therefore the husban<lmcn. Dr. Gill says, that 
when the Master went into a far country, he "left the 
" people of the Jews to these husbandmen or rulers, 
"whether civil or ecclesiastical, hut chiefly the lattc1·, 
" to be instructed and directed by them, according to 
"the laws and rules given them hy the Lord."(y) But 

after these Jewish husbandmen abused their trust it is 

said that the Lord "will miserably destroy those wick

" ed men, and will let out his vineyard unto other hus

" bandmen." On this Dr. Gill remarks that ''it was 
'' a righteous thing with God, to remove the cliurch
" state, gospel and 01·dinances, from the Jews, and de
" liver them to the Gentiles, which shall render him the 
"fruits in their seasons."(=) Herc the Baptist Com
mentator agrees with his Divine Master, in considering 
the vineyard as the cllurc!t with its oracles and ordinan
ces; and in considering the Jews as the first tenants, 
and the Christians as the last occupants of the same 
ecclesiastical vineyard. 

III. FouNDA TION. " Now therefore ye are no more 
~'strangers and foreigners, but fellow-citizens with the 

" saints, and of the household of God; and are built 

''upon the foundation of the Apostles and prophets, 
"Jesus Christ himself being the chief c01-rie1· stone."(a) 
Herc the Prophets and Apostles arc one common fouu

dation, for the Jewish and Christian societies, who arc 
supported and connected by Jesus Christ, who is the 
chief corner stone, or connecting foundation stoi1c of 
Apostles, prophets, and churches. 

(!I) \.ill on !\lk. xii. 1. 
· (u) Eph. ii. 19. ~o. 

(=) Gill on Matt. xxi. 4 J, 
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I~. FLoon . "Whose fan is in his hand_, and he will 
"thoroughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into 

" the garner; but he will burn up the chaff with un

" quenchable :fire."(b) '' 0 my threshing, and the corn 

" of my floor!"(c) On this last text, which was spo

ken by Isaiah, Dr. Gill says, "it is the Lord that speaks 

"by him, calling the church of the Jews his floor, and 

" the people his corn." If he does not intend to restrict 

'' the church of the Jews," to the Jewish administration, 

he is perfectly correct : for the floor does mean the vi

sible church, and the corn means the Jewish people who 

were then its members. But in the fulness of time, this 

ecclesiastical floor was found so full of Jewish chaff, as 

to require a thorough cleansing. This cleansing was an 

excomm~nication of the unbelieving Jews. This was 

not laying a new floor, but only purging the old one; 

and who oecupied John the Baptist's ecclesiastical plat~ 

form after its judicial ventilation, let Baptists say. 

V . . HousE. "·And thou shalt say to the rebellious, 

" even to the house of Israel, Thus saith the Lord God, 

'' 0 ye house of Israel, let it suffice you of all your 

"abominations, in that ye have brought into my sanctu

" ary strangers, uncircumcised in heart, and uncircmn° 

"cised in flesh, to be in my sanctuary, to pollute it, 

"even my house." "They shall be abundantly satis·· 

' ' fied with the fatness of thy house." ''I am like a 
"green olive tree in the house of Goel. ''(d) This, ac

c ording to Dr. Gill, is to " be i 11 a very fl ourishing con

r.t tlition, in the church rj God: w!1ich is hen: mcaI1t by 

(b) Mat. i ii. 1:2. 
(cl ) l:;l :...Ii\'. t1, 7, l'~ . XXX \ i ~'. )ji 8 

(c) ls: .. ~ xxi. 10. 
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"the house of Gori." The same cxp1a11ation he gives 

of the wor<l llouse in all the cases which liave just been 

fluotc<l. It is, then, an un<louhte<l truth, that long be

ihre the New Testament a<l ministration, the Jewish so

ciety were the visible church of Go<l. They were not 

only the genealogical, but the ecclesiastical house of 

Jacob. Now the question is,, whether their ecclesiasti

cal house was utterly annihilatc<l, an<l a new one erected 

at the coming of Christ; or whcthet' the cl!clesiastical 

house of Jacob continue<l, hut with a change of adminis

tration. That it <locs continue, is evident from the an

gel's words to :Mary, when he sai<l concerning the Mes

siah, "He shall reign over the house of Jacob, for 
"cver."(e) This house of Jacob is meant, when Paul 

says, "Moses verily was faithful in all his house as a 

"servant;" u but Christ as a Son over his own 

"llouse." (j) N O\V take uotice that Moses an<l Christ 

are here spoken of as belonging to the Ol<l an<l New 

Testament administrations; yet the one serves in, and 

the other rules over the same house, even tl1c house of 

Jacob, over which Christ shall reign for ever, although 

Jacob's natural dcscen<lants have long been ejected. 

My Opponent's fifth reason for denying this doctrine, 

is founded 11pon our Saviour's declaration to Peter, 

"Upon this rock I will build my church.':(!) "This 

"church, then," says he, "was not the Jewish, for that 

"was built long ago-the building of Christ's chur·ch

'' MY church, said he, is yctfuturc-I will build it, 

"the foun<latiun will Le laid in this truth concerning 

(e) Luke i. 33. 
x 

(f) Ilcu. iii. ~-6. (l) Malt. xvi: 18. 
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" J~e.-·This truth was fully established in his death and 
"resurrection ; and then the building commenced. To 

" build a church and to repair one, are actions so dif

" ferent, that babes and sucklings can distinguish them. 

"Mr. M 'Calla's theory is subverted upon this evidence 

"alone, if there were no other proof of its falsity .-Re

" member, my friends, that the Messiah came to build a 

" new church, and not to repair an old one." At ano~ 

tlter time he represents this fifth argument ns drawn 

"from the fact, that J csus taught that he was, in the fu
" ture time, to build his church upon a foundation dif

" ferent from that on which the Jewish commonwealth , 
"was built."(m) 

I take it for grnnte<l, that by Jewish commonwealth 
in this last declaration, he means the Jewish church of 

which he spoke in the former passage; and the amount 

of this argument is, that when Christ says, "1 will 
" build," he means not that he will repair an old ruin, 

such as the Jewish church, but that immediately after 

his death nnd resurrection, he will commence a building 

which shall be entirely new, and entirely different from 

the Jewish church, both as to its foundation and its su

perstructure. And these things he thinks so evidently 

taught by this one single Greek word, rendered "I will 

" build," that they must be obvious to "babes and suck

lings," and that this one word is sufficient to subvert my 
propo:,ition conccming the sameness of the Jewish and 

Christian societies, " if there were no otlier proof" at 

all. 

( 111 ) Spur. D eb. with me, pp. 'Z09. :..!:.! 8~ • 
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It sometimes happc11s that babes and sucklings 11ndcr
!>taml a word in one way, and men of lcarui11g understand 

it in another way. My Opponent thinks it perfectly 
plain that to build never means to rebuild or rejmir, but 

Dr. Gill, who was no babe, but the greatest giant, in the 

Janguages, that the Baptist church ever boasted, thought 

otherwise, and supported his opinion by infallible evi

dence. The Scriptures say that the sons of Elpaal 
" built Ono and Lod, with the towns thereof."(n) Dr. 

Gill agrees with the Talmudists in saying that "Elpaal 

"came and rebuilt them." The Scriptures say that 

Jotham " built the higher gate of the house of the 
"Lorcl."(o) Dr. Gill believes that this, like the rest of 

the gates, was originally "built by Solomon ;" but that 

Jotham "repaired and beautified, or added something 

"to it." Yes, the Dr. actually makes out that Jotham's 
building the gate, was only repairing it. After the de .. 

struction of the first temple, it is written, '' Thus saith 
Cyrus, King of Persia, The Lord God of heaven hath 

H given me all the kingdoms of the earth ; and he hath 

"charged me to build him an house at Jerusalem, which 

"is in Judah."(p) Dr. Gill says that Isaiah's prophecy, 
Cyrus "had seen and read, and believed it to be a 

"charge upon him, and a command unto him to rebuild 
"the temple at Jerusalem." Thus, to build was, in his 

opinion, to ·rebuild. Concerning a greater than Cyrus, 

Isaiah says, "He shall build my City."(q) Dr. Gill ap 

})lics this to "Christ, the builder of the church, often 

cvmparcd to a city;'• a11<l then r efers to my Opponent's 

(11 ) I Chron. ,·iii. I:?. 
(/1) E•r. i. 2. 

(o) ~ Kg~. X\", :;s 
(q) Isa. xh·. J:i, 
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text, "upon this rock I wi11 build my church." "By the 

" church is meant," says Gi11, on this text, "the elect of 

"God, the general assembly and church of the First-born, 

"whose names are written in heaven." When the Psalm

ist says, "The Lord shall build up Zion,"(r) it does not 

throw Dr. Gill into a rhapsody about future tenses, and 

the folly of identifying Zion with the true church, and 

of confounding the building of a new house with the re
building of one that is fallen down. He tells us plainly 

that, in this text, Zion is "the church of God, fallen 

" down, and in a ruinous condition;" and that this pro

mise to " build up Zion" is fulfilled ~'in rebuilding his 

"church." The same explanation he makes of that. pas

sage which says, "The Lord doth build up Jerusalem : 

" he gathereth together the outcasts of Israel."(s) Al

though there is a certain sort of "babes and sucklings" 

who cannot abi<le the thought of building decayed 

places, yet those who arc acquainted with the poetical 

parallelisms of the prophets, will admit that raising up 
decayed /Jlaces, is sometimes exegetical of building; as 

when God says ''to the cities of Judah, Y c shall be built~ 

~'and I will raise up the decayed places thereof. " (t) 

Dr. Gill believes that Judah an<l all the adjacent country 

were to be ''in a ruinous condition/' and that then they 

" should be rebuilt, and restored to a fl ourishing state 

" again.'' To the same amount he explains the fol10\v

ing text; "And they shall build the old wastes, they 

" shall raise up the former desolations, and they shall 

~' repair the waste cities, th e desolations of man y gene~ 

(r) Ps:tlm ci i . Hi. (.~) p,_; tlm O.l\'ii ~. ( !) l s:i. xli''· ~(;, 
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"rntions.''(u) In the prospect of the Christian rera, 
when the Gentiles \Vere to he cngrafted on the J\hraha

mic stock, Isaiah says to the Je\vs, "The sons of stran

'' gcrs shall build up thy walls."(v) But in the follow

ing passage a person who builds is again expressly called 

a rcjmircr in our translation, and in this it most exactly 
agrees with the translations of Castallio, 'I'remellins, arnl 

Diodat, and with the commentary of Dr. Gill. "And 

" they that shall be of thee shall build the old waste 

''places: thou shalt raise up the foundations of many gc

" nerations ; and thou shalt be called, T/1e 'rejmircr of 

" the breach, The restorer of paths to dwell in." Dr. 
Gill says, "As the cities in Israel and J udca, which had 

''been long bid waste by the Assyrians and Chaldeans, 

"were rebuilt by those of the Jewish nation, who re· 
"turned from the captivity of Babylon, to which there 

" is at least an allusion; and as the church of God, the 

'' tahernaclc of David, which \'v·as fal1cn down, and had 

"lain long in ruins, through corruptions in doctrine anu 

''worship, to the times of Christ, when the Apostles, 

"who were of the Jews, those wise master-builder~, 

" were instruments of raising it up again, and 1·rpairing 

''its ruins, so, in the latter-<lay, the 'Waste j1laces nf the 

:' 'll'nrlrl: as the words may he rendered, shn11 be hnilt 

' 'by a set of men, that shall he of the church of God, 

''who shall be instruments in his hand of converting 

" many souls, and so of peopling it with Christians; such 

" places as before were desolate, where before there 

" w;u; 110 preaching of the word, 110 administration of or-

( 11) Isa. lxi. 4. (1•) Is:i. lx. 10. 
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"dinances, nor any Gospel churches." In this extract, 
this great Baptist commentator calls the tabernacle of 
David the chufoh of God. He represents it as fallen 
down and lying long in ruins, until the times of Christ, 
the Divine Architect, who appointed twelve Apostolical 
builders, and made them "instruments of raising it up 
"again, and repairing its ruins." Thus, "the stone 
" which the builders disallo1ved, the same is made the 
"head of the corner,"(w) or, as Dr. Gill says,(x) "the 
''chief corner-stone, that adorns, strengthens, knits, and 
"keeps together, the whole building; in which Jews 
''and Gentiles, saints in all ages and places, even aII the 
"elect of God are united together." He says, "By the 
" builders are meant the rulers of the Jews, both civil 
"and ecclesiastical, and especially the latter, the 
" Scribes, Pharisees, and chief priests, who set up for 
" builders of the church of God, but were miserable 
"ones." "These disallowed of Christ in the build
" ing ;" "but to their great mortification, he is not only 
"laid and retained as the foundation and corner-stone, 
"but made the head of the building." For this reason, 
Paul, in aIIusion to the temple and Jerusalem, the 
house and city of God, says to the Ephesian Christians, 
" Now therefore ye are no more strangers and foreign .. 
"ers, but fellow citizens with the saints, and of the 
" householcl of Goel, and are built upon the foundation of 
" the Apostles and Prophets, J csus Christ himself being 
" the chief corner-stone. '' (y) Dr. Gi ll says that thes{! 

(w) 1 P ct. ii. 7. , 
( l ·) (~ ill on Acts h·. 11. (comp. a!sc l Pc·t. ii. Yi.) 
(!I ) E ph . i i . 19. 20. - • 
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arc "The prophets of the Old Testament, and the 
"apostles of the New, who agree in laying ministerial

" ly the one and only foundation, Jesus Christ." Now 

let any reasonable person say whether the words, "upon 

" this rock I will build my church," arc alone suflicient 

to refute my proposition concerning the ecclesiastical 

identity of the Jewish and Christian societies. 

VI. Krncno~1. This figure is used by our Saviour, 

in the same discourse, and in immediate connexion with 

what he said about the transfer of the same vineyard 

from one set of husbandmen to another. After speaking 

of the unworthiness of the Jewish husbandmen, in re

jecting the Son of their Lord; and the wicked folly of 

the Jewish builders in rejecting the chief corner-stone, 

he adds, "Therefore I say unto you, the ldngdom of 

" God shall be taken from you, and given to a na

" tion bringing forth the fruits thereof."(g) Here is 

only one kingdom ; yet it embraces the Jewish and 

Christian administrations. So in the following; "And 

" I say unto you that many shall come from the cast and 

"west, and shall sit down w~th Abraham and Isaac and 

'" Jacob in the kingdom of heaven : but the children 

" of the ldngdom shall be · cast out into utter dark

" ncss."(h) This is as much ns to say that the Gentiles 

shall take their seat in the Abrahamic church, while the 

Jews arc cast out of it. That this cannot mean the king

dom of heaven above, is evident, because no man sha11 

be cast out of that kingdom, after he has 011cc obtained 

admittance. D1·. Gill says that the childl'en of the 

(g) :\1.itt. xxi. 43. (/1) Matt. viii. 11. 1 ~. 
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hingdom arc "The Jews, who were subjects of the 
"hingdom, and commonwealth of Israel, from which 
" the Gentiles were aliens; and who were also in the 
" church of God, which is his kingdom, on earth; and 
" besides, had the promise of the gospel dispensation, 
" sometimes called the kingdom of heaven, and by them, 
" often, the world to come ; and were, by their own 
" profession, and in their own apprehension and expec
'' tation, children and heirs of the kingdom of glory." 
The kingdom of heaven is, therefore, the Abrahamic 
church, the church of God. The Jews were once its 
children, but they are now cast out. The Gentiles were 
once aliens, but are now subjects, not in a new kingdom, 
nor in one which commenced even with Moses at Mount 

Sinai; hut in that kingdom in which Abraham, Isaac 
and Jacob were. 

l\1y opponent's second argument against the sameness 
of the Jewish and Christian societies, is founded upon 
the preaching of our Saviotir and his Precursor and in
spired servants, "Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven 
"is at hand."(v) He says, "This is proof positive that, 
': at this time, the new kingdom was not yet set up, 
''and that the old Jewish was yet standing." In this 

place our translation uses, the word ldngdom ; my Op
ponent's paraphrase calls it new ldngdom; his New 
Testament follo\~S Dr. Campbell in calling it the reign 
of heaven ; but Dr. Campbell's iweliminary dissertation 
says that the word sometimes means administration ; 
au<l Dr. Gill here 'explains it disj1ensation. That there 

(11) Matt. iii. 2. and other place:, quoted by my Opponent, in his spur. 
Deb. after his own fashion, in page 197. • 
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is a new administration I have never denied ; that there 

is any thing more, my Opponent is the only one to assert; 
and he asserts it, not in translating, but in debating. 

His third argument is founded upon our SaYiour's 
declaration, "The law and the prophets were until 
"John: since that time the kingdom of God is preached, 
"and every man presseth into it."(w) Here also Gill 
justly calls the ld11gdom of God, the gosjJel disjJensa
tion: and so he does the same word in the text on which 

my Opponent feebly rests his eighth argument; "My 
"kingdom is not of this world."(x) This passage he 
uses in such a way as strongly to infer that the 'Valdenses, 
whom he claims as good Baptists, could not be Chris

tians, because they sometimes bravely defended them
selves from their oppressors. But this was my Oppo
nent's way of paying court to the Quakers. 

But his first argument deserves more notice. It is ns 

follows, viz. ''My first argument, for aflirming that 
"the Christian religion and Christian chu.rch differ es

" sentially from the Jewish, is drawn from Dan. ii. 44. 
" 45. 'And in the days of these kings shall the God of 

' heaven set up a kingdom which shall never be destroy
' cd, nnd the kingdom shall not be left to other people, 
' and it shall break in pieces and consume all these king
' doms, and it shall stand forever. The great God has 
' made known to the king what shall come to pass here
' after.' "(i) To make this passage prove that there is 
an essential difference between the Old and N cw Tes-

y 

(w) L. xvi. JG. Spur. Dch. p. 197. 
(.r) John x viii. 36. Spur Ddi. p. 2'.:!9. 
(i ) Spu1·. Deb. with me, Pl'· 195. 196. 
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tament kingdoms, he c]aims our particu]ar attention to 

three things. One is, that the prophecy was written by 

Danie], centuries before the Jews were cut off. I say, 

yea. Another is that it was to be fulfilled "hereafter,'' 

th~t is, when Christ came. Very wel1. The third is, 

that at that time God should set up a kingdom. No ob

jection. But there is an objection to what he afterwards 

says., when he endeavours to persuade you that setting 
uj1 a kingdom is a creation or origina] constitution of a 

kingdom, as in the following words, viz. "This king

" dam of God which he wou]d set up or constitute, 
"under the reign of his Son, was not to commence until 

" the last days of the Jewish kingdom-Now to cons ti
" tute a kingdom, and to continue one already in exis

" tence, are as different as the building of a new house, 

"is from the repairing or keeping up of a house already 

" built. To set up a house, or to set up a kingdom, is 

" essentially different from either reforming an old one, 

" or constituting it under new regulations." 

'Ve have already shewn that the Bible and the best 

Baptist authority consider the word ~uild as often equiv

alent to rebuild or 'repuir. And if~ as my Opponent in

timates, the expression, set up, is tantamount to build, 
then to set ujJ a kingdom may mean to reinstate or re
establish; and thus the whole of his argument, which 

1·ests entirely upon a perversion of this single word, 

must fa11 to the ground. In order to make this apparent, 

I \Yould inquire, \Vhat do you understand from another 

passage of this l'ame prophet D::miel, where we have tlie . 

same original \Vorel with the same rendering? Concern

ing N chucha<lnczzar's golden image, we are told "that 
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he set it uj1 in the plain of Dura.'~ Docs this mean 

that he created or made or constituted it in the plain of 

Dura? By no means; for the manufacture of it was ex

pressly mentioned as having taken place before its erec

tion;( j ) as the existence of Gael's ccc]csiastical king
dom is often mentioned before its resuscitation by the _ 

Messiah. Although the T'abernacle was originally con

stituted immediately after the departure from Egypt,(k) 

yet it was set ujJ at many subsequent periods.(!) Indeed 

it \Vas a law of Moses, that ''when the Tabernacle set-

" teth forward, the Levites shall take it down; and when 

"the tabernacle is to be pitched, the Levites shall set it 

"up."(m) The same word is used by Solomon to denote 

such an act as lifting up a person who "falls from his 

"horse, or out of his carriage, or into a ditch.''( n) In 

the use of the same original word, Saul complains that 

Jonathan had set up or stfrre{l up David against him.(o) 

Did Saul suppose that Jonathan had just then given to 

David his original constitution? Our Bible renders the 

same word raise in application to him who is the Root 

and Offspring of David. "Beh?ld the days come, 

" saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a right-

'' eous Branch, and a King shall reig11 and prospe1·, and 

" shall execute judgment and justice in the earth.::{j1) 

God also says, "I wiJI raise them ujJ a Prophet from 

" among their brethren, like unto thee, and I will put 

" my words in his mouth, and he shall speak unto them 
''all that I shall comnmnd him."(q) Hacl the :Messiah 

(j) Dan. ~ii. 1. (k) ~<:.x. ~~· 17. , (l). N11m. 'ii. 1. ix. 15. x. ~l. 
(m) Num. I. s.~· (n) See ( .. 111.?~1 l'..ccl. I\'. 10. . .. 
( o) l Sam. XXll. 8, (/1 ) Jcr. XX111, 5. ( ~) Dcut. X\'111, 18, 
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no constitution before his incarnation? or rather, does 
he not himself say, "I was set up from everlasting, from 
"the beginning, or ever the earth was."(r) The name 
of this glorious personage is an answer to the question of 
Amos, ''Who will raise up or lift up, or set up Jacob?"(s) 
The same word is rendered,establish, in a promise record
ed by Moses. Long after Jacob had been constituted 
a holy people, Moses said "The Lord shall establish 
''thee an holy people unto himself."(t) Dr. Gill un
derstands it that he "should continue them as such." 
Exactly to the same purport does he explain the pro
phecy of Daniel quoted by my Opponent. " And in 
" the days of those kings shall the God of heaven set up 
" a kingdom." The Doctor says, "which kingdom is 
" no other than his church on earth, where he reigns, 
" has his throne ; holds forth his sceptre, gives out his 
" laws, and is obeyed : and, though this is already in the 
" world, yet it is not so visible, stable, and glorious, as 
" it will be at the close of the fourth monarchy, which 
"is meant by its being set up, confirmed, and establish
'' ed.'' That this kingdom was already in the world, be
fore the New Testament administration, is as evident as 
that the kingdom of Israel had an existence before it was 
set up or established in David's hands, according to 
the words of Jonathan, "the kingdom of Israel shall 

" be established in thi~e ~and.''(u) 

(r) Prov. yiii. 23, where, however, th~ original has a different vmrd. 
(s) Amos vii. 2. Gill tells us that it is rendered "quis suscitabit Jaha

cob?" by Pagninus, Montanus, and Valablus. To these he might have 
~<lded Calasio and the Vulgate. In accordance with the.~, Castallio says> 
'' quis Jacobcum eriget ?"and the Septuagint, 't''S a.11a.s'iaii 'l'ov foxw/3 ; 

(t) Dcut. xxviii. 9. (u) 1 Sam. xxiv. 20. 
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It appears, then, after a patient examination, that 
those arguments upon which my Opponent relics, are 
perversions of scripture; and mere fancies of his own ; 
in which he is as much opposed to the views of the Co

lossus of Baptist theology, as he is to the view which I 
defend. Contrast this with the evidence by which our 

opinion is supported. The scriptures do not say that 
one ecclesiastical kingdom shall be destroyed and ano
ther created; but they assure us that the same kingdom 
of God shall be taken from the -Jews and given to the 
Gentiles. Concerning the same kingdom of heaven it is 

said that the Jews shall be cast out, while the Gentiles 
sha11 cuter and sit down: neither are they restricted to 
the honor of sitting with Moses and Aaron and Joshua, 
but they arc admitted to a scat with Abraham and Isaac 
and Jacob, in this ecclesiastical ldngdom, or Abrahamic 
church. 

VII. Co:\DIO:N'WEALTII. Paul tells the Ephesians that 

they were once "Aliens from the commonwealth of 

" Israel ;" but he soon informs them th~t they ''are no 
'" more strangers and foreigners, but fellow citizens 
" with the saints, and of the household of God."(y) 
Dr. Gill tells us that a stranger was the name "by 
"which the Jews called the Gentiles;" thafthe Gen

tiles were originally "foreigners in the commonwealth 
" of Israel, in the church of God;" "being aliens 
" from the commonwealth of Israel, both from their 
'"civil and church-state.'' That the city in which they 
~ecome fellow citizens with the saints is " the church 

(y ) Eph. ii. 12. 19. 
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" below, which 1s the city of Go<l," and "heaven 
" above, which is a city of God's prepar~tion and 
" building also." In this most valuable Baptist Com
mentary, we learn that the commonwealth of Israel 
means the church of God, to which the Jews once be
longed, and from which the Gentiles were once stran
gers and foreigners : but the New Testament adminis
tration has naturalized them i~ the city of God, which is 
his church below, even that church of which the Jews 
were once members. 

VIII. MAN. "But now, in Christ Jesus, ye [Gen
" tiles] who sometimes were far off, are made nigh 
" [even as the Jews,] by the blood of Christ. For he 
" is our peace, who hath made both [Jews and Gentiles J 

. "one, and hath broken down the middle wall of parti
~' tion between us; having abolished in his flesh the 
" enmity, even the law of commandments contained in 
"ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one new 
~' man, so making peace."(z) 

IX. BoDv. "And that he might reconcile both [Jews 
~' and Gentiles J unto God in one body by the cross, hav
'' ing slain the enmity thereby."(a) The connexion of 
this and the last particular, and the 7th also, shews that 
man and body, as well as commonwealth, relate to the 
visible church. It is not said that they relate to that 
exclusively ; nor is it ·necessary that they should. 

X. BnETHltEN. In Ps. xxii. 22, Christ caIJs the 
Jewish church his brethren: in Hebr. ii. 11. 12, this 
is quoted as intended for Christians. They must there-

(z) Eph. ii. 13-15. (a) Eph. ii . . 16. 
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fore be one in some sense. The connexion shews that• 
they arc cc .. c]csiastically one. 

XI. BRIDE. Jeremiah says that Jehovah is married 
to the Jewish church ;( b) John tells us that the Chris
tian church is the bride, the Lamb's wife ;(c) yet God 
says, by the pen of Solomon, "My dove, my unde:filed, 
"is but one ; she is the on1y one of her mother ; she is 
" the choice one of her that bare her."(d) It seems then 
that Christ has but one bride or church; but the Jewish 
ancl Christian societies arc both that church; therefore 
they arc one church. That this passage relates to ecclc· 
siastical unity, Gill himself is inclined to believe. 

XII. CmLDREN. The scriptures represent Jewish 

and Gentile professors as the children of the church. 
When the Jews are cut off, the church is represented 
as a widow : but she is comforted by the accession of 
Gentile children. "The [Gentile J children which thou 
"shalt have, after thou hast Jost the other [the Jewish], 

" sha1l say again in thine cars, the place is too strait for 
"me: give place to me that I may dwe]I. Then shalt 

" thou say in thine heart, 'Vho hath begotten me these, 

" seeing I have Jost my children, and am desolate, a cap· 
" tive, and removing to and fro? and who hath brought 
" up these? Behold I was ]cft alone ; these, where had 

"they been? Thus saith the Lord God, behold, I \vi11 

" lift up mine hand to the Gentiles, and set up my stand· · 
"ard to the people : and they shall bring thy sons in 

" their arms, and thy daugMcrs shall be canicd upon 
'' their shoul<lcrs."(c) Some who aclmi t the identity of 

( b) Jcr. iii. J.1. 
(ci) Ca11t. vi. 9. 

(c) Hcv. xxi. 9. 
(c ) Isa. xlix. 20-'..?2. 
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the Jewish and Christian societies are inclined to doubt 

that the former is intended by either of these classes of 

children. Their mistake ought. to be corrected by the 

preceding context, in which " Zion said, The Lord 

" hath forsaken me, and my Lord hath forgotten me." 

Messiah says, "Though Israel be not gathered, yet 

'' shaJI I be glorious in the eyes of the Lord, and my 

"God shall be my strength." The Father says to him, 

" It is a light thing that thou shouldest be my servant, 

'' to raise up the tribes of Jacob, and to restore the pre

" served of Israel; I will also give thee for a light to the 

" Gentiles, that thou mayest be my salv~tion unto the 

"end of the earth."({) I do not deny that the ultimate 

accomplishment of these prophecies is yet future: yet 

that their primary fulfilment was in the Apostolic day, 

is too plain to admit of a doubt. Can any one suppose 

that Zion, Jacob, and Israel, have no reference to the 

Jews, even when they are expressly contrasted with the 

Gentiles? Here, then, are two distinct sets of ecclesi

astical children, sent before and after the afiliction of 
their mother; just as Job had two sets of children sent 

before and after his affliction. These Patriarchal de .. 
cadts form a good illustration of the subject, and were 

probably intended to do so; and this opinion may have 

weighed with the Jews in considering the number ten as 

forming _ a congregation. But Job's two congregations 

had only one father, and thus formed one family: so the 

Jews and Gentiles had only one ecclesiastical mother; 

that is, they were one church. 

(/) Isa. xlix. 14. 5. 6. 
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If not very much mistaken, the evidence which has 
been laid before you, goes clearly to the establishment 
of the point in question; that is, that the Scriptures give 
to the Jewish and Christian Societies the same names, in 
such a manner as plainly to prove that they are the same 
church. This evidence my Opponent endeavours to 
rebut in the following words, viz. "Mr. M'Calla (for 
"we must now look back a little,) yesterday entertained 

" you for a long time, hy telling you of the different 
"names applied to the Jewish society, and also to the 
"Christian, as expressive of their identity; as their be

" ing equally called the house, bride, people, vineyard, 
"kingdom, &c. of God. To all this argument we would 
"in the mass reply. That suppose I might be so fortu
" nate as to have a house in 'V nshington and one in Lex
" ington, each of them might with the greatest propriety 
"be called my house; the same might be said couccrning 

"barn, vineyard, 1loor, kingdom, &c. But who would 
"argue thence that because they were both calJed my 

'' house, vineyard, barn, &c. they were one and the same 
"house, vineyard, barn, &c. This would shock common 
"sense. But it may be objected that the Lord, meta

'' phorically speaking, had but one bride, that he could 
"not be said to have had two. To such an objection I 
"would reply by saying that he always had but one 
"bride, one house, one vineyard, one kingdom, &c. at 
"one time ; but that Israel having broken the marriage 
''covenant was divorced, and ceased to be his married 

z 
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"wife, in the metaphorical style; and that in their stead 

" another bride was chosen, another house was built, 
" another vineyard was planted, another kingdom was 
"constituted, to which the same :figurative names were 
"applied. And after all that Mr. M'Calla has said on 
"this subject, it amounts to precisCly the same thing ; 
"for he will not say, with all his fortitude and zeal, he . 
"cannot say, that the Jewish and Christian societies are 
"identica11y the very same-no, he will say, he has 
" said, they are under different dispensations, and this 
''is saying a great deal, if he is aware of the import of 
''it, for, in fact, a different dispensation is tantamount to 
"a diff~rent covenant. At all events, he makes the two 
"societies different in some respects, and thus esta
" blishes my views and saps the very basis of his own 
"system."(g) 

The question whether the two societies are under dif
ferent covenants or not, will, with divine permission, 
soon be tried. It is true that a difference of administra
tion, and a difference in many other respects, has been 
admitted. I never undertook to prove their per
sonal or political, their chronological or geographical 
identity. In my explication of the 2d proposition, I 
expressly declared that "it says nothing more than that 
" they are the same church, and nothing more than ec

'' clesiastical ident£ty is intended.'' While this can be 
shewn, they may differ in ten thousand respects, without 
sapping the foundation of my system. But if I mistake 

not, my Opponent considers his own system not perfect-

(g ) ::ipuriuus Dd.>atc with me, p. 186 •• 
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ly tenable, as he has changed it to meet the present 

emergency. He would no\v make you believe that it 

" amounts to precisely the same thing" with what I 

have said; except that instead of the Jews and Christians 

being one and the same church, they are tvrn esscntialJy 

different churches, but one has come in the stead of the 

other. He says that the great Head of the church "al

" ways had but one bride" " at one time; hut that Is

" rael having broken the marriage covenant, was di

vorced,'' "and that in their stead another bride was 

chosen, another house was built/' &c. Has he not at 

last admitted the truth of my first proposition that the 

Jews \Vere once the visible church of God? But where 

does he find evidence that this church was destroyed, 

and a perfectly new one instituted? How docs he prove 

what he has said on this subject, that "another vineyard 

was planted, another kingdom was constituted/' "ano

ther bride was chosen, another house was built?" 'Vhat 
Scripture has he quoted to shew that the Jewish chnrch 

was as different from the Christian, as a house in 'Vash

ington is different from a house in Lexington? It is evi

dent that nothing but the sad necessities of the times 

have driven him to this flimsy subterfuge. According 

to this theory, can we believe that the Messiah shall 

reign over the house of Jacob forever? The hou~e over 

which he now reigns must be essentia11y different!' in all 

respects, from the house of Jacob. It must also Le built 

upon the foundation of the Apostles only, and not 

"upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophet"/!' as 
Paul has declared. 'Ve must moreover give up the doc

trine of John the Baptist, that the Messiah" will tho· 
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roughly purge his floor." My Opponent teaches that 
he does not cleanse his floor, but that he destroys it, and 

Jays a new on~, as different from it, as two floors in 
Washington and Lexington are different from each 
other. It may be that so~e Baptist farmer in this as
sembly is sufficiently prejudiced to believe this exposi
tion. It may be also that when you came to this debate 
you left to your servants a barn floor full of wheat, with 
directions to clean it well before your return. What 

would you think if they should se~ fire to the barn in

stead of to the chaff? Would you not say that there was . 
a great difference between cleaning a floor and destroy
ing it? If some tidy housewives were to destroy their 
floors as often as they clean them, they would keep the 

carpenters busy. Suppose that you have let out your 
farm or vineyard to tenants who will pay no rent. You 
send officers to eject them. Instead of this, these oflicers 
destroy the vineyard and leave you to plant a new one 
near Lexington, according to my Opponent's doctrine. 
Wouicl this be in accordance with the text which says, 
" He will destroy the husbandmen, and will give the 
vineyard unto others?" My Opponent teaches that the 
kingdom of God was not taken from the Jews and given 
to the Gentiles; but that the Jewish hingdom was des
stroye<l, and "another kingdom was constituted" for the 
Gentiles. Compare this with the words of the King. 

"Therefore I say unto you, the kingdom of God shaJJ be 
taken from you, and given to a natidn bringing forth the 
fruits thereof." According to my Opponent° s theory, 
the Head of the church " had but one hridc" '"at one 
time;" but different brides at different tinles. So the 
Jews were one mrm and 011c f)()r~i/· h:1t the Chri;;;tian~ ano~ 
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ther man and another bod,11 essentially different. But the 
Spirit says that this bride "is the only one of her mo
ther:" and concerning the Jews and Gentiles, it declares 
that Christ hath made " in himself of twain one new 
" man j" and that he hath reconciled " both unto God 
"in one body." When they are ca1led children, it is 
not said, as my Opponent would have it, that the Jewish 
children had one mother, and the Gentile children had 
another mother essentially different, like two mothers in 

'Vashington and Lexington ; but the same mother who 
lost the Jewish children is represented as obtaining com
fort from the birth of her Gentile children. You do 

not find it said, that the Jews were one olive-tree, from 
which certain branches were broken off, and the Gen
tiles another olive-tree, into which other branches \Vere 

engrafte<l; but the Gentile branches are engrafte<l into 
the same olive-tree from which the Jewish .branches 
were broken off. How different this from two olivc

trees in 'Vashington and Lexington ! 
"\Ve conclude, therefore, that if the fact that the 

scriptures call the Jewish and Christian societies the 

same peculiar treasure and priest-hood, nation and peo
ple, the same ~cclesiastical tree and vineyard, kingdom 

• andcommon-\vealth, the same foundation, floor, and house, 
the same man and bo<ly, brethren, bride, and mother, 
and if an express declaration of unity, as in several in

stances just quoted, will prove · them to he the same 
.church, then their ecclesiastical identity has been 
pro,·ed. 
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POINT III. 

The Jewish and Ckristian societies must he the same 
church, because they have the same CONSTITUTION, the 
.llbrahamic COVENANT. 

On this subject, my Opponent has spoken as follows, 
viz. "Mr. M'Calla has asserted that the covenant or 

" constitution of both churches is one and the same ; 
" that this covenant is the Abrahamic, and that this 
" Abrahamic covenant was an 'ecclesiastical covenant.' 
" Circuitous and intricate are the paths of error. What 
" a labor, what a toil to establish infant-membership. 
"The Rev. Samuel Rallston, it seems, borrowed this 
"ecclesiastical covenant from Dr. John Mason, and 
"Mr. M'Calla appears to have borrowed it from Fa
" ther Rallston. What a valuable acquisition! How 
" much more are we indebted to · philosophical di
" vines for their discoveries, than to the Spirit of 
" revelation that guided the tongues and the pens of the 
" holy Apostles! The old and the new covenant 

" were the ~covenants on which the Apostles wrote 
" and talked. They, poor:o simple, and unlettered men, 
" never used such phrases as the covenant of works, the 
" covenant of grace, the ecclesiastic covenant. No, it 
" was reserved to the age of reason, to unfold the cov
'' enant of works and of grace ; and, to the last centu

'' ry, together with the urgent demands of infant
" sprinkling, are we indebted for this last discovery, 

'' this ecclesiastic covenant. But \vhere this covenant 
" may be found, my Antagonist has not condescended 
" to inform us. \Ve shall then, a~ a favour, 'request him 
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u to specify where this covenant may be found. Is it 
" in the 12th, 15th, or 17th Chapter of Genesis? Till 
" then we must merely conjecture. In our Appendix to 
" the Debate at l\1ouut Pleasant, we were somewhat 
" particular in fixing the meaning of the term covenant 

" as used in the holy scripture. Mr. M'Calla, so 
" often as has referred to that Debate, has not called in 
" question the facts there stated. The term diathelte 

" is there exhibited as signifying, either apj1ointment, 

" constitution, covenant, or testament, and it is there 
" proven from matter of fact, that pmmises and com

" mands are called covenants.'~(h) 
Thus far, my Baptist Opponent. I confess myself attach

ed to the old-fashioned technical theology. That it was 
the fruit of much labour and toil, as my Opponent has 
insinuated, cannot be denied. Our Fathers were ad
dicted to prayers and pains, an<l, at the same time, gifted 
with piety and parts, very far beyond that superficial race 
of apostates which have learned to despise their attain
ments. Some of this motley brood cleny that there is a 
covenant of works or a covenant of grace, and others 
deny that the original words ever signify a covenant be
tween God and man at all, and say that our Translators 

have been guilty of encouraging "a very erroneous and 

" dangerous opinion," by using the word coz1e11ant in 
such a connexion. Such extravagant folly as~ this, my 

Opponent is not now willing to avow. He admits that 

the original words are properly translated, testament, 

constitution, covenant ; although they may sometimes 

(lz) Spur. Dcu. p. 173. 
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signify an appointment, command, or law. Between 
these two there is no more discrepancy, than there is 
in saying with one breath that the constitutz"on of the 
United States is the supreme law of the land, and with 
another breath, that it is our great political covenant or 
federal compact. 

My Opponent speaks of our ecclesiastical covenant 
as a novelty. I boast no new discoveries of my own, 
nor am I conscious of fol1owing any novelty of the last 
or of the present century, on this subject. An enlight
ened and candid examination of the seventh chapter of 
the Westminster Confession, and the scriptures .there 
referred to, ought to convince any one, not only that 
the covenant of works, and the covenant of grace were 

, held by the Puritans and by the Apostles, but that both 
the Reformed Presbyterians and the Primitive Chris
tians believed that the Abrahamic covenant was an eccle

sz"astical exhibitz"on of the covenant of grace, different
ly adminis~ered, in the Old and New Testament dis
pensations; and of course different from the Sinai tic 
covenant which has vanished long ago. 

When my Opponent calls upon me so loudly and so 
frequently to point out that particular chapter in Gene- , 
sis to which I refer as containing the covenant with 
Abraham, I wish him to understand that I refer to aJl 
the chapters which he has specified, and to every other 
in which any part of the Abrahamic covenant is contain
ed. The opinion that all these passages record the same 
covenant appears to be founded on inspired authority. 
The scriptures say "Y care the children of the covenant 

'"' which God made with our Fathers, saying unto Abra-
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" ham, And in thy seed shall aH the kindreds of the 

" earth be blessed.'' ''For the Lorcl thy Goel is a mer
" ciful Goel; he will not forsake thee, neither destroy 
"thee, nor forget the covenant of thy fathers, which 

" he sware unto them." "To remember his holy cov
" enant, the oath which he sware to our Father Abra

" ham." " I sware unto thee, ancl entered into a 

" covenant with thee, saith the Lorcl God." "Re
" member, break not thy covenant with us."(i) 

Against this familiar language of scripture, in which 
only one Abrahamic covenant is mentioned, my Oppo
nent quotes one or two instances in which Paul speaks 
of coi·enants, without intimating that they were Abra

hamic covenants. " Who are Israelites; to whom per
" taincth the adoption, ancl the glory, ancl the covenants, 
" ancl the giving of the law, and the service of God, 
" and the promises."(j) Although "some copies, and 
" the Vulgate Latin and Ethiopic versions, read the 
" covenant," in the singular number instead of the 
plural, it is evident that the common is the correct 
reading. But why must we believe all these covc
nantc; to have been made with Abraham? Dr. Mack

night, whose version my Opponent professes to copy, 
in his New Testament, calls these "the two covenants," 

" the covenant with Abraham,'' "and the cove.nant at 
" Sinai." Some 'suppose them to mean the two testa
ments : but Dr. Gill says that these covenants are 

" not the two Testaments, Old and New, but the 

(i) Acts iii. 25. Dent. iv. 31. Luke i. T2. 73. Ez. X\'i. 8. Jer. xi\'. 21. 
(j) Hom. ix. 4. in Spur. Deb. p. 1i5. 

A a 
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"covenant of circumcision, made with Abraham their 

" father, and the covenant at Sinai, they entered into 

" with the Lord." But my Opponent says, "Besides, 

" and prior to the covenant at Sinai, there was a plurality 

"of covenants;'' and he connects these covenants with 

the fathers, in a manner quite too ingenious for me to imi

tate. He does it by altering the text, in such a manner as 

to give it a meaning different from the Original, and from 

his own Incomparable New Testament, and from every 

other translation. The fo11owing is given by him, as 

the word of God, in Rom. ix. 4. "Who are Israelites 

" to whom pertaineth the adoption and the giving of the 

" law and the covenants, whose are also the fathers." 

In his New Testament, the covenants, are separated 

from the fathe1·s, by a dozen words, three commas, and 

one semicolon ; a11 of which he has here supjJressed, ex

cept one expression, "the &iving of the law," which 

he has put out of the way by transposition, in order 

that he may connect the covenants with the fat'1ers, 
which he attempts to <lo more effectually by interpola
ting the word also. This alteration, however, is not 

much more outrageous, than one contained in his book 

against Mr. Walker, where he puts " by the Father,'' 
instead of, " to our Fathers," in Luke i. 72. (ll) If he 

can not prove a plurality . of covenants with Abraham 

williout making scripture for the purpose, you wiH pro

Lahly he]ievc that he cannot prove it all. 

But in the text under consideration, my Opponent 

~!tY~ that (( the giving of the law'' mea1iG H the ro\·en:rn1 

(,{)Spur Deb ::l';'.lill'._.t l\!r \V p. Vi~ • 
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at Horeh," or the Sinaitic covenant, and therefore "the 

covenants" mentioned along with it, c:u~not mean the 

same thing. This, however, is an assertion, not only 

without proof, but in opposition to proof. The Greek 

word here used for'' the giving of the law,:' either sig~ 

nifies the right of giving law, or the act of giving law, 
or the law itself. As it is said to pertain to the Israel

ites, it cannot signify the right of giving law; ns it per
tained to Paul's contemporaries, it cannot mean the act 
of giving law; it must therefore mean the law itself. 
Kype remarks that "by voµ.oOwa. is here to he understood, 

"not so much the jJromulgation of tlzc law, which be

" longed only to the Mosaic age, as tlze law itself, i. c. 
" the whole system, of his law." "And he shews," 

s~ys Parkhurst, "that this is not an unusual sense of 

" voµoOHHa." 

'I'he other instance quoted by my Opponent for a plu

rality, of Abrahamic covenants, is where Paul tells the 

Ephesians that they were once " strangers from the co

venants of promise." ·whether or not this is a Hebraism, 

in which the plural is used for . the singular, need not 

here be discussed. Dr. Gill says that this refers "to 

" the covenant of circumcision gi vcn to Abraham ; and 

" to the covenant nt Mount Sinai, made with Israel; 

"and to the dispensation of the covenant of grace to that 

"people, sometimes called the first covenant and the old 

" covenant, anc.l which peculiarly belonged to them, 

" Rom. ix. 4. One copy rcaus, strangers to the J1ro
" mises of the covenant ; which is 11atu ral enoug h. " (l) 

(l) Gill on Eph. ii. 1 ~. Sec Spur. Deb. with me, p. 183. 
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"But," says my Opponent, ''we have shewn that 
"there were different covenants made with Abraham, 
" distinct in their nature, time, place, and circum- , 
"stances. One was made with him, Gen. xii. when 75 

" years old, in Haran : this was 430 years before the co

·'' venant at Sinai. This is called by the Apostle, Gal. 
" iii. 17, the covenant confirmed concerning Christ, as 
''Macknight renders it. This covenant was afterward 
"confirmed by an oath, Gen. xxii. when Abraham of

" fered up his son upon the altar. Eight years after this 
"covenant, Gen. xv. God 'MADE A COVENANT' 
''with Abraham, in the most formal manner, concern·· 
"ing Canaan. Sixteen years after this time, (Gen. xvii.) 
"he makes another covenant, called by Stephen the_ 

" 'covenant of circumcision.' Yet you were gravely told 
'' that there was but one covenant made with Abraham; 
" and this an ecclesiastic covenant. Yet there is no 
" church, no ecclesia mentioned in it, nor. for hundreds 
"of years afterwards. ·what a daring spirit does infant

" sprinkling inspire! Covenants made in different coun
" tries, and at the intervals of eight, sixteen, and twen

" ty-four years, it calls one !"(ni) 

This rhapsody of my Baptist Opponent considers the 
number of the Abrahamic covenants as plain as the noon
day. They must be three, exactly three; and this is so 
obvious and so important, that nothing but the daring 
spirit of error will ever donbt it. Yet in another case 
my Opponent himself seems to doubt whether "we 
"should say there were three covenants, or only two 

(m) Spur. Deb. with me, p. 18~. 
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"covenants made with Abraham." At that time he 
could not make out the number three without adding 
the Sinaitic covenant, whicl! was not made with Abra
ham, but with Moses. The following are his words, viz. 
"The Scriptures on this subject arc very plain. They 
"speak of a plurality of covenants belonging to the 
"Jews. There was the covenant' confirmed of God in 

"relation to Christ,' 4SO years before the giving of the 
" law ; and there was the covenant of circumcision, 24 
"years after the former. There was the covenant at 

"Horeb, 430 years after the covenant confirmed of God 
"in relation to Christ. Here are three covenants. The 

"latter Mr. M'Calla has discarded as that covenant on 
"which the Christian church is founded, but which of 

'' the two former is his ecclesiastical covenant he saith 

'' not.(n) 
If my Opponent has found only two Abrahamic cove

nantc; after all, you must not be surprised if I can find 

only one; especially if I am supported in this opinion 
by the Bible and by Baptist authority. He has said 
much about these two alledged covenants being 24 years 
apart, the first in Gen. xii. in the year Before Chris 
1921 ; the second in Gen xvii. in the year 1897 Before 
Christ. His book against Mr. 'Valker contains some 

pompous chronological trifling on this subject, in which 
he app·eals to a table at the end of Johnson's Dictionary. 
Thinking it probable that Dr. Allison, the Baptist 
preacher, had the same or a similar chronological table 
at the end of his E11gJish Dictionary, I consulted it, and 

(n ) ~mr. Deb, 'vith me, Pl>. 174. 175. 
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founcl the following items in relation to the 12th and 
17th chapters of Genesis. They are as follows, viz: 

" 1921. The covenant made by God with Abram, 
when the 430 years of sojourning commenced. 

1897. The covenant renewed with Abram; his name 
changed to Abraham; circumcision instituted." 

So far are these two places from recording different 
covenants, that the covenant with Isaac, and the cove
nant with Jacob, are only the same one Abrahamic cove
nant renewed, as Dr. Allison expresses it. David says 
"He hath remembered his covenant forever, the word 
" which he commanded to a thousand generations: 
"which covenant he made with Abraham, and his oath 
''unto Isaac; and confirmed the same unto Jacob for a 
"law, and to Israel for an everlasting covenant." As a 
reason for its being everlasting, Dr. Gill :"ays that "being 
~'remembered, commanded, repeated, and confirmed, 
"it can never be broken."(o) To shew that he some
times(jJ) thought Gen. ·xii. xvii. and xxii. to contain 
only this one Abrahamic covenant, "commanded, re
peated, and confirmed," he expressly refers to these chap
ters in his exposition of this passage, and then requests 
the rea<ler to compare with them Luke i. 72. 73. "To 
"perform the mercy promised to our Fathers, and to 
"remember his holy covenant, the oath which he sware 
'' to our father Abraham." When the Psalmist says, 
"Have respect unto the covenant,'~ Gill says that this 
means '' not the covenant of works," "but the covenant 
''of grace, made with Christ before the world was, 

(o) Gill on Ps. cv. 8-10. 
(/t ) Dr. Gill :;ometimes con:;iclcrs these as cfo;tiuct covc.:~1ant:s. 
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"and made manifest to Adam, to Noah, to Ahraham, 

" Isaac, and Jacob, to David, and others."(q) 

Much of my Opponent's opposition to the oneness of 

the ALrahamic covenant, rests upon the untenable po

sition, that all the parts a.nd appendages of a constitution 

must be drafted and published at the same moment; that 

it is annulled by any subsequent enlargement or amend

ment; that distant and different editions destroy its in

tegrity; that every such edition, especially if accompa

nied with additions, even verbal or circumstantial, 

makes it essentially a new constitution. But if this be 

correct, we shall have to believe that God made eight 
covenants with Abraham, instead of two or three. 
" He certainly appeared to him, and addressed him in 

" covenant language, at eight different times. Nor is 

" there any thing in the subjects on which he addressed 

" him, which would lead us to fix on· two CO\'<:nant", 

" rather than eight. Those, therefore, who do not Le

" licvc that h: made eight distinct covenants, with him 

" have no reason to suppose that he made with him more 

"than one."(r) The same criterion should lead its ad

vocates to believe that there have been half as many 

constitutions of the United States. Our political cove

nant, as proposed by the Convention, in 1797, had 

seven articJcs. The firs t Congr ess, at its first session, 

p roposed ten additional artick s. T he eleventh nrtic1c 

was proposed hy the first session of the th ir<l Congrcs~, 

ind the twelfth uy the first session of the eighth Con · 

(r/) Ps. b:xi,·. W. 
(r) l'1111d':-. lh:ply to JuJ5un \I· 71. He rcftr~ to Ci:n. xii. J a1Hl 7. 

:,iii. H x'" I >.:vii xvi11. ~xi. l::'. ::rn<l xxii 15. 
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gress. All these articles now form one and the same 
constitution, yet as drafted and adopted at four different 
times, and published in distant and different editions. 
Neither would its oneness be at all affected, if a thir
teenth article were now added, appointing a governmen
tal seal, or altering the seal now in use, as circumcision 
was added as a seal to the Abrahamic covenant, twenty
four years after its alledgecl origin, and a~ this seal was 
altered to baptism, near two thousand years after that 
period. 

The two titles which the New Testament gives to the 
Abrahamic covenant, make a delightful subject of decla
mation for my Opponent. Stephen calls it "The cove

'' nant that was confirmed before of God in Christ ;" 
and Paul calls it ''the covenant of circumcision."(s) 
When Stephen says that it ''was confirmed before," he 
means before "the law, which was four hundred and 
"thirty years after." Here my Opponent sets all his 
chronological apparatus to work, to shew that this 430 
years before the law, will take us back, not to Gen. 
xvii. when circumcision was instituted, hut to Gen. xii. 
to "the ever-memorable charter of all the blessings 
'' which Jewish and Gentile believers enjoy through 
''Christ;" as a certain Baptist writer styles this first 
publication of the Abrahamic covenant. But mark well 
a distinction between the promulgation and the con.fir
niation of this "covenant confirmed." The promul
gation may be in Gen. xii. and this may be 430 

years before the law: but th~t the confirmation is in this 

(s) Act:s Yii. 8. Gal. iii. 17. 
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chnpter or at this date, is not nsserte<l by Stephen, nor, 
(I believe,) by the Baptists themselves. My Oppo
nent, in a passage already quoted, instead of referring 
to Gen. xii. sends us to Gen. xxii. for this confirma
tion. His words are ''This covenant was afterwards 

" confirmed by an oath, Gen. xxii. when Abraham 
" offered up his son upon the Altar."(!) Dr. Gill does 
not believe that Stephen refers to Gen xii. for one thing 
or another, but that his mention of the covenant is to 
he understood, " of a peculiar confirmation of it to 
" Abraham, either by a frequent repetition thereof, or 
" by annexing an oath unto it; or rather, by those rites 
" and usages, and even wonderful appearances, record
" ed in Gen. xv. 9. 10. 12. 13. 17. 18, and which 
"was four hundred and thirty years before the law was 

" given, ,which are thus compute<l ' by the learned 
" Pareus." He then gives us the computation of Pa
reus. 

My Opponent looks for the confirmation in Gen. xxii. 
Dr. Gill looks for it in Gen. xv. one on each side of 
Gen. xvii. where it is really to be found. Cfrcumcision 

gives this seventeenth chapter a repulsive aspect. It 
resembles many a mud-hole in the road from \Vashington 

to Lexington. The way of safety lies right through it: 
but a span of horses will try hard to go one on each side 
of it. There is Dr. Gill, with the chronological traces 

of Pareus, pulling hard to the left; Herc is my Oppo
nent, with his ehronological harness, tugging and slip

ping and floundering toward th~ right. llut it \Viii not 

(t) Spur. Deb. with me, p. J8 j, 

Bu 
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all do; the middle is the road, and through it the church 

will go. 
Dr. Gill is that reasonable sort of a man who is apt to 

make a poor advocate for a- bad cause; because he ad
mits enough of the truth to refute his own errors. In 
the extract just now given, he admits a frequent repeti
tion of the covenant to Abraham. While he allows, with 

my Opponent, that it may be confirmed by an oath, he 
admits that it is confirmed, ''rather by those rites and 

'' usages, and even wonderful appearances recorded in 
" Gen. xv." Perhaps you think that he will, at no 
time,. admit circumcision among those rites and usages 
by which the Abr~hamic covenant was confirmed. If 
so, you are mistaken. On the New Testament he te11s 
"US "that circumcision was a seal, not for secresy, but 
"for certainty; it being a conjirmatian not o\1ly of the 
~' sincerity of Abraham's faith, but of his justifying 
" righteousness, which was not his faith, but that 
H which his faith looked to/'(1~) Even in Gen. xvii. 7, 

when God says, " I will establish my covenant between 
~'me and thee," Gill explains this as a declaration that 

he will "not only renew it, but confirm it by the follow

'' ing token of circumcision." Thus it appears that 
the covenant of circumcision was not a new one, but a 
renewal of a former one, with the addition of a seal by 
which it was con.firmed of God in Christ, to whose 

:right~ousness Abraham's faith looked, when "he re

" ceived the sign of circumcision, a seal of the right

~ ' eousness of the faith which he had yet being nncircun~ "". 

( 11 ) ~om. iv. 7. 
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"cised." There is, in truth, no more difference be

tween the covenant of circumcision and the covenant 

of confirmation, than there is between our great political 

compact an<l our federal constitution. They mean the 
same covenant as certainly as that tlze scrijJtures an<l 
tile bible mean the same book. 

All parties appear to agree that the promises of Gen. 

xii. contemplate spiritual blessings, and are given to 
Abraham's spiritual seed: but my Opponent, in his 

book against Mr. 'Valker,(v) assures us that the promises 
in Gen. xvii. are confined to Abraham's natural descen

dants, and to temporal blessings. To do entire justice 

to the subject, it may not be amiss to institute a brief in

quiry concerning the persons and things contemplated 
in both places. 

I. The persons. The proof given by the Baptists, 

that Gen. xii. was in behalf of ~braham's spiritual 
seed, is found in the following words of the third verse; 

''and in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed." 

Now let us see whether there is not something like this 

in the seventeenth chapter. In the 2nd verse, God 

promises that he "will multiply thee exceedingly." 

Gill says that "this may include his natural seed by he1· 

" [Sarah], and his spiritual seed among all nations, who 

"are of the same faith with him, see ch: xii. 2, and 

'' xiii. IG, and xv. 5." Here the Dr. expressly refers 
to the 12th chapter as containing promises co-extensive 

with those of this chapter. But read on. Gen. xvii. 

4, ~ays, "Thou shalt be a father of many nations." 

(v) p. 160. 
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After enumerating the many nations naturally descended 

from Abraham, Gill says, "and, in a spiritual sense, 
" the father of all that believe. in all the nations of the 

"world, circumcised or uncircumcised, as the Apostle 
"explains it, Rom. iv. 11. 12. 16. 17. 18." The 
5th verse says, "thy name shall be Abrahai:n,'' which 

Gill interprets " the father of a numerous offspring; 
" and with this agrees the reason of it as follows; 'for 
''' afather of many nations have I made thee:'" on 
which he says, " Abraham has not only been the father 

"of many nations, in a literal sense, as before observed, 
" but in a mystical sense, of the whole world; that is, 
''of all in it that believe, whether Jews or Gentiles." 

Verse 6th says, "and kings shall come out of thee." 
Gill's remarks on this are closed with the following words, 
viz. " ••• the king Messiah : to which may be added, in 
" a mystical sense, all Christian kings and princes of the 
" same faith with him; nay, all believers, who are all 
" kings and priests unto God." The 7th verse says, 
"And I will establish my covenant between me and 

" thee." Gill says, "Not only renew it, but confirm 
" it by the fo11owing token of circumcision." The same 
verse adds, " and thy seed after thee in their genera
" tion, for an everlasting covenant to be a God unto 

" thee, and to thy seed after thee :'' in commenting 
upon whi_ch, Gill thrice declares that the promise is to 

" his spiritual seed." Here we have the greatest Bap· 
tist Commentator producing abundant inspired evidence 
that the covenant promises of Gen. xvii. are not only 
to Abraham's natural, but to his spiritual seed also. 

II. The blessings.· Are they spiritual, or are they 
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temporal only? My Opponent says that they arc the 
latter; for which he gives five reasons.(w) 

I. "That they should be a numerous and powerful 

" people." But the same promise is contained in Gen. 
xii. 2, which is confesse<lly spiritual; and the same is 
repeatedly made to the church militant, and even to the 
church triumphant, after all temporal things have 

ceased. 
2. " That they should inherit the land of Canaan for 

"a perpetual possession." It is true that this is a tempo· 
ral blessing; but let it be remembere<l, that, as Dr. 
Gill observes, it is one "which was a figure of the 
" heavenly inheritance, which is an eternal one, and 
"will be enjoyed by all his spiritual seed, to all eternity." 
It is on this principle that my Opponent has follow
ed Dr. George Campbell in translating our Saviour's 
words, "Happy the meek, for they shall inherit the 
" land ;"(x) meaning the ]and of Canaan, here used 
as a figure, referring not on1y to temporal, but "to 
" eternal benefits,'' as Dr. Campbell expressly declares 
in his note on the place. Thus did Paul view this pro
mise to Abraham when he says, ''By faith he sojourned 
" in the land of promise, as in a strange country, dwel
" ling in tabernacles, with Isaac and Jacob, the heirs 
" with him of the same promise ; for he looked for a 

" city which hath foun<lations, whose builder and maker 
"is God."(y) 

3. You will, no doubt, be astonished to hear that the 
ground of my Opponent's third reason is, that in the 7th 

(tv) Spur. I?ch. with Mr. W. J>. 160. 
(y) Hcbr. x1. 9. 10. 

(.l:) Matt. v. s. 
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verse God promises "to be a God unto thee, and to thy 

'' seed after thee;" and in the eighth verse he says, " I 
" ·will be their God." In the 7th verse Gill believes 
that his Maker enters into covenant with Abraham's 
" spiritual seed, as the God of all grace, supplying them 
" with grace here, and bestowing upon them glory here
" after." The eighth verse he explains in a similar 
manner. 

4. '' It was conditional." This assertion my Oppo
nent endeavours to support, by saying " See Gen. xvii. 
'' throughout." But fearing that this would not answer, 
he quotes "and the uncircumcised man-child .... he hath 

" broken my covenant:" that is, says Dr. Gill " made 
, " it null and void, neglecting the tokt:n of it, circum
" cision." As this does not appear sufficient, my 
Opponent tacks to it, as belonging to the same chapter, 
the following words of Isaiah,. viz. " If ye be willing 
" and obedient, ye shall eat the good of the land." The 
next verse adds, "but if ye refuse and rebel, ye shall 
"be devoured with the sword."(z) This may do very 
well to shew the character of the Sinaitic covenant; for 
it is almost transcribed from Leviticus xxvi. which Gill 
declares related to "the covenant made with them at 
" Sinai."(a) My Opponent may excuse his disingenu
ousness, by recurring to a pretended amalgamation of 
these two-covenants. I hope soon to shew you, with 
the help of heaven, that this also is a fiction. 

5. "It was a covenant in the flesh and not in the 
" spirit. 'My covenant shall be in your flesh,' Gen. 

(::) Is. i. 19. ~o. 
(a) L ev. XX\ i. 3, 4. 1-1. 17. The mention of the co\'enant is in \'cr~e 15. 
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" xvii. 13. The rite of circumcision was the seal or 
this covenant."! ! ! ! 'Vhat an admirable argument! ! 
'V ell may its author boast of his "critical accumen," 
and his "respectability as a scholar." 'Ve have been 
accustomed to thinking that the expression, " My COY

" enant shall be in your flesh," meant, that circumci
sion, the seal or token of the covenant, should be in the 

flesh, while the thing signified by it might, nevertheless 
be in the spirit, according to an express promise that 
"the Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart, and the 
" heart of thy seed."(b) So we have always thought 

that the application of baptism to the body did not ex
clude the answer of a good conscience: but my Oppo
nent has discovered that an appli~ation of the sacerdo

tal knife, or of the baptismal water to the body, proves 
that the covenant with which they are connected is 
wholly temporal, and has no relation to spiritual bles
sings at all! According to Dr. Gill, however, " cir

'' cumcision was a typical sign of Christ, as all the cere
" monies of the law were, and of the shedding of his 

" blood, to cleanse from all sin, original and actual, and 

" also of the circumcision of the heart; and was more
" over a seal of the righteousness of faith."(c) 

That you may feel a proper interest in this discussion, 
it is necessary to keep in mind the reason, why there 

has been such a waste of industry and ingenuity, in en
deavouring to debase and destroy the holy ordinance of 

(h) Dcut. xxx. 6. 
(c) Gill on Hom. iv. 11. In relation to this subject, the Doctor's oppo

~i~ion to Pedobaptism makes him sometimes speak in such a manner :u 
to contradict himself, and to rrjrct tn1ths which he, at oth<'t" times, atl-
!11it~. . . 
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circumcision. If the substance of this ordinance be 
permitted to continue as the seal of a permanent cove- · 
nant, my Opponent knows that it can be found no where 
in the Christian church, except in the form of baptism. 
If baptism, therefore, be the Christian circumcision, as 
it was considered by the Apostles and primitive Chris
tians, then it must, like the Jewish circumcision, be 
administered to believers and their households. Here 
would be infant baptism at once ; and al1 this, on account 
of circumcision, that obnoxious institution. To avoid 
this he must destroy circumcision both in its form and 
substance. But this cannot be done without destroying 
the covenant of which it is a seal. To accomplish this 
they must either deny the perpetuity of the one Ahra
hamic covenant, which they are not prepared to do, or 
they must find two Abrahamic covenants, one of which 
may lay exclusive claims to circumcision, and be de
stroyed with it. Because circumcision is found in Gen. 
xvii. that chapter is marked for destruction, as contain
ing a covenant which is temporary in its duration, and 
temporal in its benefits, and essentially different from 
the covenant which is recorded before and after it. But 
this plurality of Abrahamic covenants is not only un
known to the inspired writers, hut is, as we have shewn, 
in direct opposition to their repeated declarations, both 
in the Old and New Testaments : and so far is Gen. 
xvii. from containing a temporary covenant with tempo
ral benefits, that its evidence of spirituality and perpe
tuity is more abundant than that of any other publication 
of the Abrahamic covenant in the whole book. To an 
unpreju<liced mind, it jg plain, that the covenant which 
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was published and repeated in the twelfth and fifteenth 
chapters, was ratified or established, or, as Dr. Gill ex
plains it, renewed and confirmed, in the seventeenth, 
where circumcision was given as a seal. 

Even those who make this latter a distinct and de

structible covenant, lmve to give it entirely a new name, 
before they can find any Scripture that will put it to 
death. There is not a word in the bible, for destroying 
any Abrahamic covenant: they arc obliged, therefore, 
to call it the Sinaitic covenant, or the covenant of Ho
reb. Ask my Opponent how it obtained this new name, 
and he will tell you that it was by amalgamation. Yes, 
it was not by inspiration, but by a process unknown to 
the Scriptures, or the ancient church; a federal amal

gamation, elaborated in the flimsy prejudices of modern 
theological alchymists. As it has been proved that there 
arc not two distinct Abrahamic covenants, permit me 
now to shew that the Abrahamic and Sinaitic are two 
distinct covenants, which never have coalesced and 
never will. According to the Scriptures, they differ in 
the following features. 

1. They are said to be two. "'Vhich things arc an 
"allegory: for these arc the two covenants."(d) 

2. They differ in their tendency. This is proved by 
the words immediately fo11owing those just now quoted. 
"The one from the mount Sinai, which gendereth to 
"bondage, which is Agar.(d) 

3. They are distinguished as my and thy covenants; 
the Lord claiming the one which tends to promote liber-

(d) Gal. i'". 24. 
cc 



ty. "Nevertheless, I will remember my covenant with 
"thee in the days of thy youth, and I will establish [or 
"confirm it] unto thee [as] an everlasting covenant. 
"Then thou shalt remember thy ways, and be ashamed, 
"when thou shalt receive thy sister, [the Gentiles J 
"thine elder and thy younger: and I will give them 
" unto thee for daughters, but not by thy covenant. And 
"I will establish [or confirm J my covenant, [made in 
"the days of thy youth] with thee."(e) My Opponent 
justly remarks that Ezekiel here ''promises the union of 
"Jews and Gentiles under a covenant positively de
'' clared to be not the Sinaitic," for he says, "not by 
" thy covenant." The next question is, what is that 
everlasting covenant, which, in this short passage, the 
Lord twice promises that he will establz"sli or con.firm on 
the union of the Jews and Gentiles? Dr. Gill says it is 
"the covenant of grace, made with the Messiah and hi~ 
"spiritual seed; which is confirmed of God in Christ." 
But both he and my Opponent believe the "covenant 
confirmed of God in Christ" to be the Abrahamic cove
nant. And where is this everlasting covenant first said 
to be established or con.firmed? It is in Gen. xvii. Yes, 
in the seventh verse of that offensive chapter, God says, 
" I will establish my covenant between me and thee, 
"and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an 
" everlasting covenanV' It is here also that Gill's ad
mirable commentary says that this establishing of the 
covenant, means tl~at God will " not only renew it, but 
" con.firm it by the follmving token of circumcision." 

(r) E~. xvi. 60-62. 
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This, therefore, i~ "m.11 covenant with thee in the days 

"of thy youth." Gill"s llaptist preju<lices make him 

anxious to confine the days of their youth to the Si~aitic 
covenant. He nevertheless approves of the declaration 

of Kimchi, who says that "all the while they were in 

"Egypt, and until they came into the land of Canaan, 

"were called the days of their youth." This account 

of their youth embraces many centuries before the Si

naitic covenant, during all of which time they were un

der the Abrahamic covenant, in \vhich God had pre

dicted their bondage in Egypt, and cleliverance from 

it.(}) This was done in a covenant which was made be

fore the institution of circumcision, and only "renewed" 

and ''confirmed" in the appointment of that seal. This 

covenant which God confirmed with them iu their 

youth, by circumcision, he promises to confirm with 

them on the union of Jews and Gentiles, that it may in

deed be an everlasting covenant, after that of Sinai is 

abolished. 

4. They differ in their dates. Moses says, "The 

" Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb. 

"The Lord made not this covenant with our fathers, 

"but with us, even us, who are aJI of us here alive this 

"day."(g) Gill sujJjJoses that the fathers here men

tioned, may "be understood of their more remote an

" cestors, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, with whom the 

"covenant of gr·ace was made, or afresh made manifest, 

" cspecialJy with the former; when the law, the co\'e

" nant here spoken of, was not delivered until 430 yenrs 

(.{) Gen, X\'. 13-16. (g ) Drut, , ., ~ •. )., 
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"after. Gal. iii. 16. 17 ." These references read as 

follows: "Now to Abraham and his seed were the pro

" mises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; 
"but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ. And 
"this I say, that the covenant that was confirmed before 
"of God in Christ, the law, which was four hundred 
"and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that it should 
"make the promise of none effect." 

5. They differ in their qualities. "But now hath he 

"obtained a more excellent ministry, by how much also 
"he is the Mediator of a better covenant which was es

" tablished upon better promises. For if the :first cove
" nant had been faultless, then should no place have 
"been sought for the second. For finding fault with 
"them, he saith, Behold the days come, saith the Lord, 
"when I will make a new covenant with the house or 
"Israel, and with the house of Judah: not according to 
"the covenant that I made with their fathers, in the 
" day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of 

"the land of Egypt; because they continued not in my 
''covenant, and I regarded them not, saith the Lord."(h) 
Notwithstanding the obscurity of what .my Opponent 
says on this passage,(i) you may perceive that he admits 
the Sinaitic covenant to be the old and faulty one which 

gives way to the new and better covenant. Thus also 
Dr. Gill; - "That the Sinai covenant is intended, is clear 
" by the following circumstance: 'In the clay that I 
'' 'took them by the hand to bring them out of the lancl 
~' 'of Egypt;' that IS;i immediately after their being 

(h) H eh. Yiii. 6-9. (i) Sp111·. D <>h. with 1ht>, p. 24ti. 
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"brought out of Egypt, the covenant was ma<lc with 

" them."{j) But the question in dispute is, What is 

meant by the new and better covenant, which is so far 

superior to that of Sinai? My Opponent can give no 

other account of it than to assure yon that it is a neio 

covenant, essentially different from the .11.bralwmic. If 
so, it must be newly made, or new]y revealed, or both 

new1y made and revealed. My opinion is, that it is no 
new constitution or revelation, but a new administration 

of a covenant revealed to Abraham. 

My Opponent has sometimes made a show of quoting 

our Confession of Faith against me. Pe.rmit me to quote 

it on this occasion. It is an exce11ent expositor of Scrip

ture; it speaks my sentiments in better words than my 

own; and it gives me an opportunity of shewing the ex
act agreement \vhich there is between the highest Bap

tist and Pcdobaptist authorities on this subject. In rc1a

tion to the covenant of Grace, our Confession speaks as 

fol1ows, viz. "This covenant was differently adminis

" terecl in the time of the Jaw, and in the time of the 

"gospel: under the Jaw it was administered by pro

" mises, prophecies, sacrifices, circumcision, the Pas

'' cha] lamb, and other types and ordinances delivered 

" to the people of the Jews, all foresignifying Christ to 

"come, which were for that time suflicient and efiica

'" cious, through the operation of the Spirit, lo instruct 

"and build up the elect in faith in the promised l\'lef

" siah, by whom they had full remission of sins, and 

" eternal salvation; and is callecl the OJcl T estament. 

(j) cm on Jcr. :r.x xi. 3::?, which Pa11l quotr~. 
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"Under the gospel, \vhen Christ the substance, was ex
" hibited, the ordinances in which this covenant is dis
" pensed are the preaching of the word, and the admin
'' istration of the sacraments of baptism and the Lord's 
" supper; which, though fewer in number, and admin
" istered with more simplicity and less outward gl9ry, 
" yet in them it is held forth; in more fulness, evidence, 
"and spirit~al efficacy, to all nations, both Jews and 
" Gentiles; and is called the New Testament. There 
'' are not, therefore, two cove nan ts of grace differing in 
" substance, but one and the same under various dis
" pensations."(l) In support of these sentiments, the 
Confession refers to those passages in which Jeremiah 
and Paul speak of the old and faulty covenant giving 
way to the new and better one. It also refers to several 
texts which relate to the Abrahamic covenant and its 
seal. The extract, with its proofs, goes to shew that 
the authors of the Confession believed with me, that the 
new covenant of Jeremiah and Paul, was no new consti
tution or new revelation, but a new administration of a 

.. covenant revealed to Abraham. 
The coincidence of Dr. Gill's opinion will appear in 

the following extract, viz. "'That I will make a new 
" 'covenant with the house of Israel, and with the house 
" 'Judah;' by this covenant is meant the covenant of 
" grace; called new, not because newly made, for it 
'' was made with the elect in Christ from everlasting ; 
'' so early was Christ set up as the Mediator of it; and 
" so early were promises made, and blessings given to 

(/) Confession, Ch. 7. Sect. 5. 6. 
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" them in him : nor because newly revealed ; for it was 

" made known to all the saints more or less, under the 

'' former dispensation, particularly to David, to Abra
" ham, yea, to our first parents immediately after the 
" fall, though more clearly manifested under the gospel 

" dispensation; but because of its new mode of cxhi

" bition; not by types, and shallows, and sacrifices, as 

" formerly ; but by the ministry of the word, and the 

" administration of gospel ordinances ; and in distinc
" tion from the former covenant, which is done away, 

" as to the mode of it; and because it is a famous cov

': enant, an excellent one, a better covenant, best of all; 

" better than the covenant of works, and even better 

" than the covenant of grace, under the former admin

" istration."(m) There is no difficulty in seeing from 
this extract, that Dr. Gill believes that the new and bet

ter covenant which supplants the Sinaitic, is no new 

constitution or revelation, but only a new administration 

of the eovenant of grace, revealed to Abraham, and. 

even· to Adam ; and exhibited to God's people both in 

the Old and in the New dispensations, in ecclesiastical 

ordinances ; so that it is an ecclesiastical exhibition of 

the co~enant of grace, Dr. Gill himself being judge. 

But this is not all. The same sentiments, as far as is 

necessary for the point now in hand, have been oflicially 

declared by the Regu1ar Baptist churches of England 

and America, in ': Jl. Confession of Fait!t /mt forth 
" by the Elders anrl Brethren, of many Congregations 
" of Christians, (bajJtiscd ujJon jJrofession nf their 

(111) <. iill 011 Jcr. xxxi . .> I. 
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"faith,) in London and the country. .11.dopted by the 
" BajJtist Association met at Philadelphia, September 
"25, 1742." In relation to the subject now before 
us, this Baptist Formulary says, "This covenant is re
" vealed in the gospel first of all to Adam in the pro
" rnise of salvation by the seed of the woman, and after
" wards by farther steps, until the full discovery there
': of was completed in the New Testament; and it is 
"founded in that eternal covenant transaction, that was 
" between the Father and the Son about the redemption 
" of the elect ; and it is alone by the grace of this cov
'' enant, that all of the posterity of fa11en Adam, that 
" ever were saved, did obtain life and blessed im
" mortality; man being now utterly incapable of accep
" tance with God upon those terms on which Adam 
" stood in his state of innocency ."(n) I would call your 
attention to a particular doctrine stated in this extract, 
in connexion with the texts referred to in the bottom of 
the page to support it. The doctrine is, that ''it is 
''alone by the grace of this covenant, that all of the 
" posterity of fa11en Adam, that ever were saved, did 

" obtain life and blessed immortality." In support of 
this doctrine, this Baptist Confession refers to John viii. 
56. "Your Father Abraham rejoiced to see my day; 
'' and he saw it, and was glad." But lest this should 
leave us in doubt, whether they meant the Abrahamic 
covenant, with or without the seal of circumcision, this 
same Baptist Confession refers us to Rom. iv. through
out ; which dwells almost wholly upon the· Abrahamic 

(n) Chap. 7. Sect. 0. 
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Covenant ns recorded in Gen. xvii. where Abraham 
" received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the right

" eousncss of the faith which he had yet being uncir

'' cumcised." This shews from the highest Baptist 

authority in the worl<l, that the new and better covenant 

of the N cw Testament church, which supplants the 

Sinaitic covenant, is no new constitution or revelation, 

but only a new administration of the eternal covenant of 

grace, which was revealed to Adam in Gen. iii. and 

which was visibly and ecclesiastica1ly exhibited to Abra

ham, in Gen. xvii. where it was sealed with circumci

sion. 

Notwithstanding the great inferiority of the covenant 

of Sinai, its institutions were an obscure publication of 

the gospel. It was therefore subservient to the covenant 

of grace. But, that it made, comparatively, a very 

slender provision for the consolation and salvation of the 

church, is evident from th'c fact that Moses, by whom 

it was given, goes past his own ceremonial and legal cov-· 

enant, and resorts to that of Abraham, when interceding 

for rebellious Israel. In the same chapter of his law, 

the legal character of the one covenant, and the gracious 

character of the other arc plainly marked. Speaking 

the language of the Sinaitic covenant, he says, "But 

" if ye will not hearken unto me, and will not do all 

" these commandments, and if ye shall despise my 

"statutes, or if your soul abhor my judgments, so that 

" ye will not do all my commandments, but that ye break 

" my covenant, I also will do this unto you." Then 

he denounces multiplied and aggravated curses upon 

them. Dr. Gi11 says that this was "the covenant made 
Dd 
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"with them at Sinai, when they promised on their part, 
" that they would hearken and be obedient."(o) Im
mediately after this Moses adds, " If they shall confess 
"their iniquity," " then will I remember my covenant 
" with Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also 
'' my covenant with Abraham will I remember; and I 
" will remember the land." Gill says that this cove
nant "chiefly respects the multiplication of their seed, 
" the continuance of them, and the Messiah springing' 
" from them ; which is the mercy promised to these fa-
" thers, and the principal part of the covenant made 
''with them, and which was remembered and performed 
"when God visited and redeemed his people by him, 
" Luke i. 68-73."(p) Immediately after the Sinaitic 
covenant was given, and Aaron and the people had pro" 
voked the Lord with the golden calf, Moses says, "Turn 
'' from· thy fierce wrath, and repent of this evil against 
'' thy people. Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel 
" thy servants, to whom thou swearest by thine own 
" self."(q) To this was God's mercy ascribed in after 
days. "And the Lord was gracious unto them, and 
" had compassion on them, and had respect unto them, 
" because of his covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Ja .. 
" cob, and would not destroy them, neither cast he th~m . _ 
" from his presence as yet."(r) In the Jewish syna
gogue of ~ntioch in Pisidia, Paul shewed that the Abra
hamic covenant may well serve as a text for a gospel 
sermon. '' And we declare unto you glad tidings, how 
" that the promise which was made unto the fathers, 

(o) Gill on Lev. xxvi. 15. 
(q) Ex. xxxii, 1~. 10. 

( /l ) Gill on Lev. xxvi. 42. 
(r) 2 Kings xiii. 2_3. 



"God hath f1•lfilled the same unto us their children, in · 

" that he hath raised up Jesus again." Dr. Gill says 

that this promise is "not barely an<l solely that which 

" respects the resurrection of Christ, hut the mission 
" of him, the exhibition of him in human nature, his 

" incarnation, his wo1·k and business he was to do, 

" namely, to obtain salvation for his people; it chiefly 

" regards the promise of his coming into the world to 

" do the \vi11 of God, which promise was made to Abra~ 
" ham, Isaac, Jacob, and Judah. ''(s) 

6. There is such a difference in the duration of the 

Abrahamic and Sinaitic covenants, as totally to forbid 

the amalgamation system. 'Ve have already found that 

Paul meant the covenant of Sinai, when he said, '' Now 

" that which decayeth and waxeth old, is ready to van· 
"ish away .''(t) This covenant vanished soon after the 

coming of Christ: but where is the evidence that the 

Abrahamic covenant vanished at that period? Instead 

of that, Paul represents Abraham as the father of be

lieving Gentiles as well as Jews.(u) It was concerning 

this period that God said, "Then will I remember my 

" covenant with Jacob, an<l also my covenant with IsaaC', 

" and also my covenant with Abraham will I remember.'' 

Dr. Gill expressly says that this covenant " was rem em

" bercd and performed when God visite<l and redeemed 

" his people by him [Christ] Luke i. 68-73." The 

Psalmist says '' He hath remembered his covenant for 

" ever, the word which he commanded to a thousand 

(s) ( ; ill on Act~ xiii. S2. ( t ) H cbr. viii. 13. 
(u) Hom. iv. 11. 12. Compm·c 1~. h·. 3-5. lvi. 4-.c!, where th(' rx .. 

tension of the co\·cnant to G cntilC" is fort•tol<l. 

• 
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" generations : which covenant he made with Abraham, 
"and his oath unto Isaac, and confirmed the same unto 
"Jacob for a law, and.to Israel for an everlasting cove· 
"nant." Dr. Gill says that this covenant "shall 

" stand good, and be punctually performed, ' to a thou
'' ' sand generations,' that is, forever."(v) For this 
also, as well as the last text, he refers to the latter part of 
the first Chapter of Luke. "Blessed be the Lord God 
" of Israel, for he hath visited and redeemed his peo
" ple,'' " to perform the mercy promised to our fathers, 
" and to remember his holy covenant,'' "which,'' says 
Dr. Gill, " was made between him and his Son from 
" all eternity; and was, at various times, dispensed and 
" manifested to the patriarchs, and eminent saints,. as 
" Adam, Noah, Abraham, &c."(w) This is confirmed 
>y the very ne'xt verse, which says, '/ the oath which 
" he sware to our father Abraham." Besides referring· 
us to this passage from the Psalm just now quoted, the 
Doctor sends us to three different places in Genesis, 
among which we find the seventeenth chapter, where 

this covenant is confirmed of ~od in Christ, by the seal 
of circumcision. It is not, therefore, some other Abra
hamic covenant, but the covenant of circumcision, which 

Goel has '' ' commanded to a thousand generations,' that 
" is, forever,'' as the Doctor says. If, therefore, the 
Abrahamic covenant of circumcision is eternal in its 
duration, and the Sinaitic covenant has already perished, 
their amalgamation must be a work of imagination only. 

(v) Gill on Ps. cv, 8. ('lv ) Gill on Luke i. lxxii. 
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It a ppcars, therefore, from the bible and the highest 

Baptist authority, that the one Abrahamic covenant, 
sealed with circumc_ision, is perpetual ; that notwith
standing the change of administration, the covenant is 

the same; and that this ecclesiastical exhibition of the 
covenant of grace is the common constitution of the Jew
ish society before Christ, and of the Christian society af
ter Christ; wherefore these societies having one consti

tution, are one church; which was the point to be 

proved. 

\Ve have now finished the evidence promised in sup

port of the second proposition, that " the Christian 
"church is a branch of the Abrahamic church ; or in 
" other words, the Jewish society before Christ, and the 
"Christian society after Christ are one and the same 

''church in different administrations." 'Ve have proved 
this by the substantial sameness of their religion: they 
have the same theology, morality, worship, government, 

and discipline. This has, moreover, been shewn from 
the manner in which the same nam~s are given to them : 

they are both God's peculiar treasure, a royal priesthood, 
and an holy nation. They are both Go<l's ecclesiastical 
tree and vineyard; foundation, floor, and house; king
clom an<l commonwealth; man and body ; brethren, 
bride and children. And it has just now been shewn 
that the same ecclesiastical exhibition of the eternal co
vcn:J,nt of grace is the one common constitution of the 
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two societies : wherefore they must be one church, 
though in different dispensations. Both the premises 
and the conclusion have been supported by the Scrip
tures, and it has been shewn that they are both ratified 
by Doctor Gill, the greatest Baptist writer who ever 
lived. If, through prejudice or forgetfulness, any one 
doubt the correctness of this statement, let him candidly 
attend to what the Doctor says, on that declaration of 
Solomon, that "Wisdom hath builded her house; she 
hath hewn out her seven pillars."(h) This, Gill says, is 
''the church of Christ on earth, the house of the living 
" God, the pillar and ground of the truth." " Such a 
'' house there was under the Old Testament, and such an 
" one there is under the New; and which is continualJy 
"building up by Christ, by means of the word and ordi
" nances, and will continue to the end of the world." 
'Vhen Solomon says, ''There is no new thing under 
the sun,"(i) Dr. Gill says, that even "spiritual things," 
''though in some sense new, are also old; or there have 
"been THE SAME THINGS FOR SUBST AN~E in former ages, 
''and from the beginning, as now; such as the new cove
'' nant of grace; the new and living\vay to God; new 
"creatures in Christ; a new name; the .New Testament, 
" and the doctrines of it; new ordinances, and the new 
" commandment of love; and yet these, in some sense, are 
''all old things, and indeed are THE SAME IN SUB

" STANCE." These are the words of Dr. Gill. In them 
you find express and repeated acknowledgments of the 
scriptural truths, that the church and covenant, doc .. 

(h) Pro\', ix. I. ( i) Eccles. i. 9, 
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trines nnd or<linances, of the Old and N cw Testament, 

are "THE SAME TIIINGS 1~0R SUBSTANCE;" "TIIE SAME 

rn sunsT ANCE." If, in relation to these ordinances, 

Providence enable me to prove, from Scripture, the si
gillistical identity of circumcision and baptism, and the 

unrcpealed requirement th:'.lt this seal shall be adminis

tered to infants, it will plainly appear, from infallible 

authority, that there is a divine command for infant

baptism. 

I>ROPOSITION III. 

J E w1sn Cmcul\ICISION BE:l!'ORE CHRIS1', AND CunISTIAN BAP

-r1s11 AFTER Cun1~1·, ARE ONE AND THE SAl\IE SEAL IN SUB

STANCE, THOUGH IN DIFFERENT FORMS. 

The word seal sometimes signifies an instrument for 

making an impression upon wax or some other substance; 

it sometimes means the impression made by this instru

ment ; it sometimes signifies that confirmation which is 

imparted by this impression; and it sometimes denotes 

any significant act by which confirmation is effected 

even without a visible permanent impression. Ahab_had 

an hnj1lcment called a seal; Jezebel made the imj1res

sion of it upon the letters which she sent to the elders 

and to the nobles ; and this royal attestation or confirm
ation procured the destruction of Naboth.(x) In order 

to bring the Jews to a similar end, Haman sent through

out the Persian empire, letters :: scaled with the kings 

(.:) 1 Ki11i;s n i. 8. 
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ring."(y) That instrument of authority which these 
persons obtained for the worst purposes, the Egyptian 
monarch conferred upon his favourite Joseph, for the 
public good ; "And Pharaoh took off his ring from his 
hand, and put it upon Joseph's hand."(z) So Antiochus 
is represented as giving his signet (his ring in the Greek 
ancl Latin,) to Philip his regent ;(a) and the dying Alex
ander is said to have given his ring to Perdicas for the 
same reason. When Paul says to the Corinthians, "The 
seal of mine Apostleship are ye in the Lord,"(b) he does 
not mean that they are the instrument or the impression, 
but the attestation or confirmation of his Apostleship. 
Dr. Gill considers it as "a11uding to the sealing of deeds 

· " and writings, which renders them authentic; or to the 
" sealing of letters, confirming the truth of what is 
" therein expressed." Christ says, "He that hath re
'~ ceived his testimony, hath set to his seal that God is 
" true."(c) Dr. Gill tells us that "he seals, ratifies, 
" and confirms" this doctrine. Sealing, in this passage, 
is certainly used in the sense of attestation. It moreover 
has this meaning and that of confirmation where Paul 
says that "He [Abraham J received the sign of circum
" cision a seal of the righteousness of the faith which he 
" hacl yet being uncircumcise<l.(d) Here Dr. Gill justly 
remarks that "circumcision was a seal, not for secresy, 

· " but for certainty; it being a confirmation," &c. This 

(y) Esth. iii. 12. (z) Gen. xli. 42. See Gill. 
(a) 1 Maccab. vi. 14. 15. So Cyrus is said to have "shut the door and 

sealed it with the kings signet," (or ring, as it is in the Greek of Bel and 
the D ragon, nrses 11. 14.) 

(n) 1 Cor. ix. 2. See Gill. (c) John iii. 33. See Gill. 
(d) Rom. iv. 11. See Gill, whom we have form erly quoted more fully 

0 11 th is passage. 
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confirmation or attestation is what we mean Ly the sub
stance of the seal; while the particular imj;rcssion or 

significant ceremony is called the form of the seal. As 

the form is arbitrary, it may be changed indefinitely, 

while the substance remains the same. The text just 

now quoted shews that circumcision, as to it'i substance, 
is an attestation of the righteousness of faith; that is, it 
is a confirmation of the doctrine of jus~ification by faith : 

but this is the substance of baptism also, however it may 

differ from circumcision in respect of form; and for this 

reason those who have received Christian baptism are 

said, in the Apocalypse, to have " the seal of God in 

their foreheads." That these two rites are one and the 

same seal in substance, though in different forms, can be 

proved from Scripture. 

In opposition to this, my Opponent believes that bap

tism never was a seal at all; that even circumcision 

never was a seal to any but Abraham; and that the 

form of a seal is essential to its existence, so that the form 

cannot be changed without destroying the substance. 
His reasoning is as follows, viz. "\Vas not circumcision 

'' significant of something? could it not he seen and ex
" amined by every body? and what did it say ? It said 

" ' I am a Jew of the seed of .ll.bralwm, entitled to every 
" ' thing promised my father, 'l.l'hen God told kim 
" 'to mahc this marl£ upon me.' Deface this mark in 

" the flesh, and sprinkle a few drops or water upon the 

" face, and then say, it is the same seal significant of the 

" same thing--that is, this watery seal can he seen on 

"the flesh, examined by every body, and says, \Vhat?

" Just what circumcision said,-' I am a Jew, of the see<l 
E e 
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" 'of Abraham, entitled to every thing promised my 
" 'father, when God told him to make this mark upon 

" 'me! !' It surely lies, if it tell such a tale. 

" A seal, Mr. M'Calla says, is a con.firmative mark. 
'' Now who ever thought that water left a confirmative 

" mark on the forehead of a child? But remember, my 

" friends, I called upon my Opponent to tell us where 

" baptism is ca11ed a seal. No where I say in the bible. 

" to presume that baptism is a seal, and to presume that 

" it is substituted in the place of circumcision, and th~t 

'' the seal is changed, is taking too much liberty in an 

" argument. One presumption might, in some instances, 

" be tolerated, but it is too presumptuous to .demand 

" three, nay to adopt them without any ceremony, and 

" place them as the basis of an argument. 

" I deny that circumcision was ever changed into any 

" thing-that baptism is a seal of any covenant in the 

" legitimate use of language :-and consequently that 

'' baptism came in the room of circumcision. And, I po

"sitively say that Mr. M'Calla cannot produce 011e text 

" in the Bible in proof of the contrary.-I say again, it 

" is quite too presumptuous, to presume so far as to take 

" three suppositions as facts acknowledged, and place 

" them as the foundation of an important part of the 

" system." 

" And after all that has been said of circumcision as 

" a sea(. it is only called a seal once, and in relation t~ 

''one circumstauce, in the life of one individua1. It 

'" never was a seal to one of Adam's race in the same 

; , sense, and for the same purpose, as it was to Abra

· • liam. Mark the Apostle' s style-He rect:ived the 
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"SIGN of circumcision, this was its common import to 

"aJI the Jews-he received the sign, its common name; 

'' to him in particular a seal; of what? of his interest 

'' in the covenant ?-No, this he had guaranteed by the 

" veracity of God.-A seal of what ?-Of the righteous

" ness of that faith-what faith? of the faith which he 

"shonld afterwards have ?-No, no: but of the faith he 

"had.-\Vhen? Sixteen years before this time; when 

" his faith was counted unto him for righteousness: and 

" twenty-four years before this time he believed the 

" promise of God, and left his own country and his fa

" ther's house in the obedience of faith. The whole 

" mystery dissolves at the touch of common sense, when 

'' it is simply known, that Abraham received the usual 

" sign of circumcision, which to him was a pledge or 

" mark of the divine acceptance of his faith." 

My Baptist Opponent is unhappy in his distinction 

between signs and seals. He pretends that circumcision 

was a sign both to Abraham and his descendants, but 

that it was a seal to Abraham only, and not to one of his 

descendants. It may be safely afiirmi;d that this is one 

of my Opponent's original discoveries. It was entirely 

unknown even to Hezechius, the ancient Greek Glosso

graphcr. Of two significations which he gives to the 

word sign, seal is one :(a) and in explaining the word 

seals, he says that they arc ''those signs which arc u pan 

rings and clothes."(.=) Harpocration also, in his Lexi

con, explains the one word by the other, as folJows, viz. 

''Signs, so they call seals."(g) Dr. Gill, who quotes 

(a} 'Ir,µ.nov, 1'E~a,, ~ !!q>~ayt,, 
(z) ~t~a/tOf,, ci, c:H 't'wv OO.X1'\!A(C..J' XCl' -:'a 't'wl ' i,t!Uf'tl.ll' crr;/tHCJ,. 
(g) 1r;µ.Ha. ~i·-rw ?.fyoi• ca 1'o.~ rrN'ayt~as. 
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this with approbation, says that the text in question 
might be rendered "which sign was a seal." And 
Castallio's New Testament actually gives it this render
ing.(h) After my Opponent's loud call to you, to "mark 
" the Apostle's style,'' in this passage, you will be sur
prised to find, that, in his New Testament, he has fol
lowed Macknight, in a translation which agrees with 
our views. His version is as follows, viz. "And he 
received the mark of circumcision as a seal," &c. 
Here is nothing about circumcision being a sign to the 
Jews in general, but a seal to . Abraham only. This 
translation informs you that a sign is a mark; and he 
has repeatedly told you in this debate, that a seal is a 
confirmative mark. Now if, according to my Opponent's 
own shewing, a sign is a marh, and a seal is a marh, and 
if Abraham received the sign or marh of circumcision 
AS a seal or mark of the righteousness of faith, then 
where is my Opponent's distinction between signs and 
seals? It is surely not in Dr. Macknight, whose trans
lation he has copied with approbation ; for the Doctor 
confirms my interpretation, in his version, commentary, 
and critical note. 

But some Baptists who acknowledge that the view of 
my Opponent makes a distinction without a difference, 
;ire still unwilling to admit that circumcision was a seal 
of the righteousness of faith to any but Abraham. Yet 
the reason which they give for. this opinion, is not only 
a gratuitous assumption, but is in manifest opposition to 
~nspired authority. It is a mere assertion that outward 

\lz) ac circumcisionis notayz acccpit, quae sigillum cssct, &c •. 
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ordinances cannot be a seal of the t·ighteousness of faith, 
and that nothing less than Christ and the Divine Spirit 
can be this seal. The greatest man among them speaks 

as follows; viz. "But alas! not ordinances, but other 

" things more valuable than they, are the seals of the 
" covenant, and of believers ; the blood of Christ is the 

" seal, and the only seal of the covenant of grace, by 

'' which its promise~ and blessings are ratified and con
" firmed ; and the Holy Spirit is the only earnest 
" pledge, seal, and sealer of the saints, until the day 
" of redemption."(i) This author wi11 very readily 

admit that justification by faith is a blessing which be
lievers derive from the covenant of grace: if therefore, 

his assertion be true, that ordinances are not the seals 
of the covenant and of believers, then it is also true 
that ordinances are not the seal of the righteousness of 
faith : but this, as we observed, is in manifest opposition 
to the scriptures, which declare that Abraham "re .. 

" ceived the sign of circumcision, a seal of the right
" eousness of faith. 

Some, however, admit that Abraham received this 
ordinance as a seal, but deny that it was a sea] in the 

case of any other person except Abraham. This is a 

sentiment, and a mode of interpretation, which, I sus

pect, neither Jew nor Gentile ever thought of, until it 
. was found necessary to the enemies of infant-baptism. The 

opinion of the Jews may be ascertained from their Tar

gum, as quoted by Dr. Gi11, who says that "The A pos
H tle uses the word seal concerning circumcision, it being 

(i) Gill on Hom. i\', 11. 
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''a \Vord his countrymen made use of when they spoke 
" of it; thus, paraphrasing on Cant. iii. 8. [comp. iv. 
" 12. J they say, 'every one of them was sealed with the 
" 'seal of circumcision upon their flesh, as Abraham 
" ' was sealed in his flesh.'" Moreover, in one of their 
Apocryphal books, the Jewish author represents God as 
saying to him, "Behold the number of those that be 

sealed in the feast of the Lord."y) This feast was evi
dently the Passover, to which the sealing of circumci
sion was a prerequisite; and the number of those who 
were thus sealed, is, in the context, said to be "a 
" great people whom I could not number." This pas .. 
sage is referred to by Dr. Gill, in il1ustration of John's 
declaration that "there were sealed an hundred and 
" forty and four thousand of all the tribes of the child
" ren of Israel."(h) The context of this passage shews 
that they were sealed by the application of the outward 
sign, as well as by the inward grace. In perfect conform-· 
ity with this Jewish usage, inspired and uninspired, the 
Shepherd of Hermas, in a passage quoted by my Oppo
nent against Mr. Walker, repeatedly calls the initiatory 
ordinance of the church a seal in relation to all who 
receive it. Among the Christian Fathers who followed 
him 'in this usage, we find Epiphanius saying, "The 
" law had the circumcision in the flesh, serving for a 
''time, till the great circumcision came, that is, Baptism; 
" which circumcises us from our sins, and seals us unto 
" the name of God .• , In the same strain, \Ve find Au
gustine drawing a parallel between Abraham and Cor-

( j ) 2 Esdras ii. 38. Comp. 4~. (k) Hcv. Yii. 4. °Comp. 3. 
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nelius, on the one hand, who were sealed with the initia
tory ordinance, after they had believed; and on the 
other hand, Isaac and Christian infants, who, in maturity, 
enjoy that righteousness of faith, "the seal whereof had 
" gone before." 

But to confine the seal to Abraham exclusively, my 
Opponent says, "It is only called a seal once, and in re
lation to one circumstance, in the life of one individual." 
Does he mean by this, that we are not to believe the 

Scriptures, if they say a thing only once? But let us 
try such reasoning in refutation of his argument for fe

male communion; and see whether he will admit its 
correctness. In his debate with Mr. Walker, he pro
fessed to have express authority for female communion. 
It was in the fo1Iowing words, viz. ''For there was a 
certain disciple there named Tabitlw."(l) 'Vhat would 
he do with an antagonist who would seriously deny the 
force of this evidence, and pretend to refute it, by say
ing that" female discipleship is mentioned only once, and 
in relaiion to one circumstance, in the life of one indi

vidual?" I will tell you what he would do; he would 
almost dance with ecstacy at obtaining, at last, one solid, 
though solitary evidence of his Antagonist's insincerity, 

or the weakness of his cause; and it would serve him for 

matter of declamation in almost every speech throughout 
the remainder of the debate. I am not disposed to fur

nish him with such provender, although he has gone on 
many a foraging excursion in 1rnrsuit of it. Although 
the case of Tabitha is not an express comman<l for female 

(l) Acts ix. 36. Sec his Spurious Debate wilh Mr. \Va.Iker, p. 69. 
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communion, nor any better evidence for it, than we have 
for infant-baptism, yet it is certainly good evidence, 

,notwithstanding the fact that female discipleship is men
tioned only once, and concerning only one .person. So, 
if it were true that circumcision is called a seal only 
once, and that in the history of one person, this is so far 
from proving that it is a seal in no other case, that it 
proves the very contrary. In the history of Adam, it is 
said only once, and concerning one individual, that he 
"begat a son in his own likeness, after his image.'' 
Does this prove that Seth was the only descendant of 

.Adam who was born in his likeness, and after his image, 
or does it not rather prove the contrary? Circumcision 
-did not become a seal by the mere fact of Abraham's re
ceiving it, but "he received the mark of circumcision 
as a seal'' already appointed in that covenant which re
quired him to be circumcised: neither did his reception 
-0f it make it cease to be a seal, for Isaac and Jacob were 
as much interested in the covenant of circumcision as 
Abraham himself; and in their case, and in the cases of 
-all others to whom it was lawfully administered, whether 
infants or adults, saints or sinners, it was a seal of the 
righteousness of faith; that is, it was a visible attestation 
.or confirmation of the doctrine of justification by faith,. 
.and not by works ; the doctrine of salvation by the grace 
-0f God, through the blood and Spirit of Christ. It is 
·not true, as some suppose, that this ordinance was a seal, 
-0nly when administered to an heir of heaven, whether in 
infancy .or maturity: the wor<l of God is as true when 
it becomes a savour of <leath unto death, as when it is 
rccei vetl in faith : so the doctrine of justification by faith 
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is as truly scaled, confirmed, or allestccl in the circum
cision of Ishmael as of Isaac, of Esau as of Jacob. It is 
true that some subjects of this ordinance have the inesti
mable advantage of having the inward grace accompany
ing the outward sign; but it is not this fact which makes 
it a SEAL: for if its significancy depended upon the cer
tainty of grace in the receiver, it would be an empty form 
to all but the searcher of hearts, and those o( his children 
who have attained the full assurance of faith: but it con
firms the same truth to the weak believer as to the strong; 
and it attests the same doctrine of justification by faith, 
to the unbeliever as to the believer; for the unbe1ief of 
man can never make the faith of God of none effect, or 
make him alter his plan of saving sinners. This ordi
nance was not intended to seal a fact but a doctrine: it 
was not intended to <lec1arc that the individual receiver 
should be saved, but to teach that if he be saved, it must 
be through the blood and righteousness of his law-satis

fying Surety; and that every one who has an interest in 
this Divine Redeemer, whether he be an infant or adult, 
shall be saved. 

Although circumcision sealed this truth, my Oppo
nent insists upon it that baptism cannot be a seal at all, 
because water leaves no mark behind it. He trium

}lhantly asks, " Now who ever thought that water left 
"a confirmative mark on the forehead of a child ?"(m) 

My Opponent forgets that the rainbow is the token of 
the N oachic covenant, and that the word seal is used 
not only for a visible permanent impression, but to de-

(m) Spur. Deb. with me, p. ::?C4, quoted above. 
Ff 
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note " any act of confirmation," as the Baptist Lexi
cographer, Dr. Allison, says. But if a seal must mean a 
visible wound and a permanent mark or scar made in 
the flesh by a knife, will my Opponent be so good as to 
inform us what mark was made by the angels, when they 
"sealed the servants of our God in their foreheads?" 
Dr. Gill thinks that these "servants of our God" are the 
Waldenses and Albigenses. Now although it was mali
ciously said against them, that their children were born 
with watt]es hanging to their throats, it was never even 
suspected that they took a knife, and tattooed their child
ren in the face, after the manner of the heathen. I hope 
however, in due time, to shew that they sealed the 
foreheads of their children by that ''act of confirma
" tion" which we call Christian baptism. This inter
pretation is rather confirmed than confuted by the same 
Apostle's declaration that "A Lamb stood on the mount 
" Sion, and with him an hundred forty and four thou
" sand, having his Father's name written in their fore
" heads."(n) When I say that this inscription is a seal, 
I am in no clanger of contradiction from my Opponent, 
'who has sabstituted the word inscription for the.word 

seal, in his Translation of the New Testament. 'Vhere 
our bible says "The foundation of Go<l standeth sure, 
" having this seal," my Opponent's Version says, 
'' The fotindation of God stan<leth firm, having this in
" scription." Now as this seal or inscription w.as put 
upon this foundation without any literal visible mark, 
so was the name of the Lamb's Father sealed or inscrib-

(n) Rev. vii. 3. xi'" 1. 
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e<l 11 pon his people's foreheads without a pcrm~nent 

mark. But my Opponent may object, that in baptism, 
not the name of the Father only, but the name of the 

Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit is written on 

his people. This suggests the fact that some very an

cient Manuscripts had the names of these three persons, 
if we may believe the authors of the Ethiopic V crsion, 

as reported by Dr. Gill. The same Baptist commenta

tor tells us that "The Alexandrian copy, the Complu

" tensian edition, the Vulgate Latin, Syriac, and Ara

" bic versions, read, 'Having his name [the Lamb's] 
"'and his Fathers name written in their foreheads.',, 

This reading Griesbach has adopted. It is, however, 

unnecessary to our purpose, because, in relation to bap

tism, the bible elsewhere mentions the name of only one 
person, when all are evidently implied by the writer, 

and were expressed in the administration of the ordi

nance.(o) 

These various readings handed down by transcribers 

and translators shew the understanding of the ancient 

church, in relation to the question whether baptism is a 

stal. My Opponent himself has suggested an additional 

evidence of this sort, which is very striking indeed. In 
his debate with Mr. \Valker, he made very pompous 

use of the Primate's Translation of THE A11 0STOLIC.t\L 

FATHERS. He professed to quote largely from the 

writings of the Shepherd of Hennas, who, (as he inform

ed the audience,) ''is commonly supposed to be the 

" Hennas, of whom Paul speaks," in his Epistle to 

( o) Act5 xix. 5. 
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the Romans.{p) If this be so, he must have caught the 

sentiments and language of the Apostles in relation to 

seals. C~rtain it is, that he mentions the word, with as 

much familiarity and rapidity of repetition, as I have 

done in this conference. In the 17th Section of his 9th 

Similitude, he speaks much like the Apostle John when 

foretelling that the name of the [Lamb and of his] Fa

ther should be inscribed or sealed upon his people. Hel'

mas says, " All the nations which are under heaven, 

" have heard and believed in the same one name of the 

'' Son of God by whom they are called; wherefore, 

"having received his SEAL, they have all been made 

" partakers of the same understanding and knowledge, 

"and their faith and charity have been the same." 

When Hermas speaks of receiving the seal of the Son 

of God, in being called by his narne, does he, or does he 

not, mean that baptism, which initiates into the church, 

and gives us the name of Christian? This question is 

fully answered, in the preceding Section, in which, 

among seven repetitions of this word, Hermas says ex

pressly, ''.Now that SEAL is the water of BAPTISM." 

Here we have my Opponent's own Author, whom he 

has introduced to you, as a personal friend and ac

quaintance of the Apostle Paul~ confirming our view of 

that seal of God, that seal of the righteousness of faith, 

or as Hermas would have it, that seal pf "understanding 

" and knowledge," of ''faith and charity," which 

takes the place of circumcision: '' Now that seal is the 
-' water of baptism." 

~f) Rom. xvi. 14. See S~>m-. Deb. with Mr. W(\l~~r. ~· ~O~ ~ 
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Although circumcision is called a seal, and baptism is 
called a seal, yet the proposition now under discussion, 
contends that they arc not radically two different seals, 
but differentforms of the same seal. It is substantially 
the same now, that it was in the 01 Testament church. 
Among the Jews, "The rite of circumcision was no 
more than the form in which the seal was applied;" 
as Dr. Mason has correetly remarked. Much of the 
force of my Opponent's reasoning against this doctrine, 
may be found in his polite, dignified, argumentative, and 
eloquent explosion against this remark of Dr. Mason's. 

On it he speaks as follows, viz. '' \Vhat sophistry! 
" 'Vhat disregard to common sense! What an insult to 
" the human understanding! The rite of circumcision ! 
" \Vhat was that? the making of a mark in the flesh. 
"The rite was the form of the seal ! The making of 
" the mark was the mark of the 'confirmative mar fl!!!' 
" When the varnish is washed off this s~phistry, such 
"is its meaning-such is its naked deformity. The 
"rite of circumcision was circum~ision itself, accord
~' ing to every body's views of rites. The form of cir
" cumcision, was the form of the rite. Take away 
"the form of a mark or of a seal, and then shew it to 

'' us. It is invisible. Hence the whole distinction is 
~' absurd."{q) 

This desperate fluttering of my Opponent is intro
duced, not to follow him in every dash or splash which 
he may make, but to calI your attention to his general 
~ourse. In this rhapsody, as well as others which were 

(q) Spur. Deb. with me. p. 21i. 
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noticed a while ago, his object is, evidently, to deny 
that the form and the substance of a seal may differ from 
each other, and that a seal may change its form and re
tain its substance. It is in relation to this that he says, 
" The whole distinction is absurd." According to him 
they are inseparable: where the one is found, there is 
the other; and where the one is not, there the other is 
wanting. This would very readily decide the contro· 
versy between king Charles the First and his Parliament. 
According to this doctrine, while the Parliament held 
the seal of state, they were invested with the sovereign
ty; and Lord Clarendon restored the sovereignty to the 
king, by stealing the seal and taking it to him. This 
view of the subject, however, did not suit the religion or 
the politics of either party in that momentous struggle. 
'Vhile the Parliament had the seal, the royalists es
teemed them as having the form, but the king as having 
the substance: so when the king obtained the seal, the 
enemies of Toryism and of the Royal Prerogative, con
sidered the king as liaving the form, but the Parliament 
the substance. My Opponent very pertly says "the 
rite [or form J of circumcision was circumcision itself." 
Very well; the Arabs and apostate Jews of the present 
day have this form. Again he tells us what is its sub
stance or signification. According to him "it said, 'I 
am a Jew of the seed of .JJ.braham, entitled to every 
thing j1romised my Father, when God told him to mahe 
this marll upon me.'" Does my Opponent consider 
this the language of the circumcision of the Arabs and 
of the excommunicated Jews of the present day? If not, 
then we have the rite distinct from the signification; 
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that is, \Ve have the form without the substance. In 
sacred and profane antiquity we find seals aflixcd to sol

diers and servants. The form of their devices would 

often doubtless differ, far more than the bald eagle differs 

from the American turkey, which Dr. Franklin proposed 

as a substitute for the bird of prey, on the seal of the 

United States; and would differ more than a lross marh, 
formerly appointed by our government, as a seal for 

bonds and notes, differs from a circular marh, which, as 

Mr. 'Valker informed m.y Opponent, they have lately 

ordained as a substitute.(r) Besides this difference in 

the figure of the seal aflixed to soldiers and servants, 

there was a difference in the place upon which it was 

impressed. The command of God by Ezekiel, to "set 

a mark upon the foreheads" of his afllicted followers, 

Dr. Gill thinks to allude probably " to the marking of 

"servants in their foreheads, by which they were known 

"who they belonged to." For the word marlt in this 

text, the Septuagint and Tremellius read sign, which, 

either in Greek or Latin, is equivalent to seal. In allu

sion to the same custom substantially, Calasio translates 

Job xxxvii. 7, "He shall seal all men in the lwnd." 

'Vith this translation the Septuagint and Vulgate Latin 

agree. \Vith the same allusion, Blanco \Vhite says that 

the Council of Trent "has conv~rtecl the sacrament of 

"Baptism into an indelible brand of slavery ."(s) Now 

I would propom~d a few questions. \Vas the substance 
of an ancient military seal affected, by changing its de

vice from a beast to a Lird? \Vas the substance of a 

(r) Sec ~[r. \.\'alkt:r's Hcply, p. l Sf. 
(s ) In his 5th Letter <tgainst l'opcry. 
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Prince's seal affected by writing his name on the hands 
of one generation of subjects or serv~nts, and on the/ore· 

heads of their children? 'Vas the substance of the seal 

affected by changing the letters from square to round, or 
the words from Hebrew to Samaritan, or the ink from 
red to green? Has the change of our seal from a cross 

marh to~ circular mark affected those bonds and notes 

to which it is affixed? 'Vould the substance of our Fe
deral seal be affected by undergoing the change which 
Dr. Franklin recommended? \Vould Popish baptism be 
either more or less a brand of slavery, by being adminis

tered to the head, the hands, or the feet, in the mode of 
aspersion, affusion, ablution or immersion? And is it not 

a fact that the descendants of Ishmael and Isaac have, at 
this day, the form, of circumcision without the sub

stance? 'Vhat is there, then, so extravagant in the po
sition that the form and the substance of a seal are dis
tinct things? and what is there so incredible in the doc
trine, that a God of sovereignty and mercy, may, in re

spect of form~ change the initiatory seal of' the church 
from blood to water, and from the foot to the forehead, 

while the substance remains the same? 
A little unbiassed reflection will shew an intelligent 

hearer that it is much more to our purpose to prove a 
substantial identity of the Jewish and Christian seals, 
than to prove their formal identity. The substance is 

incalculably more important than the form. The cir
cumcision of the Samaritans and Ish~aelites had the 
f orm of the Jewish seal; but because it lacked the sub

stmicc, it was no seal at all. Unitarian baptism has some
times the form of Christian baptism; but because they 
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deny justification by faith in the vicarious satisfaction, 
and the imputed righteousness of a Divine Redeemer, 

they lack the substance of the Christian sud; and the 
form without the substance is no more a true seal than 

a counterfeit is true coin. 
My evidence in favour of the sigillistical identity of 

Jewish circumcision and Christian baptism, shall be 

drawn from the Scriptures, which shew their common 
use and signification; and which substitute the name of 

one form for the other. 

POINT I. 

The use and signification of Jewish Circumcision and 
Christian Baptism, will shew that they are the smne 
SEAL in SUBS1'ANC~, though in different FOllMS. 

This will appear from three particulars; that they 
are both initiatory seals, that they are both signs of 
justification, and both signs and means of sanctifica
tion. 

I. THEY ARE BOTH I~ITIATORY SEALS. If you and I 
have heard alike, you have understood my Opponent as 

denying this position in relation to either of these ordi

nances. To pass over it, therefore!' in silence, would 

not be proper, howsoever generally its truth may be re

ceived. 
1. Circumcision was the seal of initiation to the 

Jewish church. On this item, I had prepared several 
texts to lay before you: but it is reaIIy too plain to. jus
tify me in occupying your time. Is there one of you 
who doubts that a Gentile was esteemed an alien until he 

G g 
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was circumcised? and is there one who doubts, that 

./ from the moment of his circumcision he was esteemed a 
member? And if there be any one who is stumbled by 
Gen. xvii. 14, under the apprehension that a native Jew 
may be a member of the church without circumcision, I 
would observe that that passage itself is evidently in
tended to contradi~t it; and that the word there ren
dered cut off, cannot, from the very nature of the case, 
mean exclusion from privileges already enjoyed, but 
preclusion from privileges which might hereafter be en
joyed; as the same word in the Hebrew and in the Mar
ginal translation of Joshua ix. 23, is used to denote pre
clusion from that bondage on which the subjects had not 
yet ent~red. If any one, after this, should still ask, 
"How can a child be cut off' from the church before he 
is a member?" I would ask, "How can a child be deli
vered from slieol before he is dead?" and yet the Pro
verb says "Thou shalt beat him with the rod, and shalt 
deliver his soul from hell."(t) Parental duty is here re
presented as a means of delivering, that is, of preventing 
the child from going to hell : so in the other case, pa

rental neglect is represented as a means of cutting off, 
that is, of preventing the child from being a church 
member. 

2. Baj1tism is the seal of initiation to the Christian 
church. - With due deference to those who think othe:r-
wise, I would humbly maintain the same doctrine, on 
this item, as on the last. I do not object to saying t~at 
children are born in the church ; it is a language which 

(t ) Prov. xxiii. 14. Comp. Ps. xxx. 3. lxxxvi'. 1:1. 
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I use myself: but then it is used in a general and familiar, 

and not in a technical sense; or it contemplates the un
scaled interest which they may have in the promises of 
God, and not their formal church-membership. As the 

holiness of the one unbelieving parent, amounts to no

thing more than a removal of an Old Testament obstacle 

to the initiation of the child, so the holiness of the child 

is understood as entitling him to initiation. In relation 

both to the visible and invisible church, I much like 

the anqient maxim, " CmuSTIANI NON NASCDIUR SED 

" FDIUS ; 1'Ve are not born hut made Christians.~' As 

the inward graces of religion distinguish the invisi~le 

church from the world ; so do the out\vard sacraments 

" put a visible dUference between those tlzat belong unto 
" the church, and the rest of the world."(u) All that 

Booth has quoted from ancient fathers and worthies, to 

shew the necessity of Baptism as a prerequisite for the 

Eucharist, presupposes that baptism is the seal of initia

tion. Accordingly, he tells us, in support of his own 

views, that " Theological writers have often called bap

" tism, the sacrament of regeneration, or of initiation; 
"and the Lord's supper, the sacrament of nutrition."(v) 
My Opponent himself preaches this uoctrine, when 

it seems likely to answer his purpose. His "Fourth 

" reason for asserting'' "a radical difference between 

'' the two religions and the two churches [of the Old an<l 

''New Testaments,] is found in the terms of admission 
'' into this new kingclom." Under this hcacl, he says, 

" Nicodemus, ye must be born again ; though spruug 

(u) \Vcstmini!>tcr Confession, Chap. 27. ~cct. I. 
(v) Booth. Apology. pp. 11. 48. 
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''from Abraham, ye must be born again; yes and of wa
" ter too, or into Messiah's realm you'll never enter."(w) 
According to this, a man must be born again of water, 
as a term, of adniission into, as the way by which he 
shall enter, Christ's ecclesiastical kingdom ; that is, Bap
tism is the way of initiation into the Christian church. 
After this I need not waste your time with a formal refu
tation of his quibbles against this doctrine, nor with an 
exposure of the impious solecism of his Master Robin
son, who " took baptism not for a church ordjnance, 
" but for a profession of Christianity at ]arge ! !'~ 

Although this Infidel writer has been long circulated 
among you by the deluded Baptist preachers of our 
country, he has perhaps never yet persuaded you that 
baptism is not a church ordinance. In your faith and 
practice, you still treat baptism as the initiating church 
ordinance ; and this faith and practice can be traced 
through the line of your fore-fathers, even up to their 
primitive days in Germany. According to ST APFER, 

" Baptism is, in their view, a sign of initiation to the 
" true church, and of confession." "They initiated 
" by ana-baptism, those whom they received as citi
" zens of their kingdom.''(k) 

II. THEY ARE BOTH SIGNS OF PARDON AND JUS~ 

TIFICATION. These benefits always presuppose or infer 
each other. Like the foreknowledge and foreordination 
of God, they are distinct, but not separate. Wherever, 

('lv) Spur. Deb. with me, p. 197. 193. 
(k) Stapfer's Institutions. Chap. 18. Sect. 35. 10.--" baptismus, 

ex mente illorum, sit signum initiationis ad veram ecclesiam, et con
f~ssio~is: ·:--" eos quos tanqnam rcgni sni ciYes assumebant, anahap-
~ismo 1µ1t1abant." · 
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therefore, I find the one I shall take the other for 
granted. 

I. CmcuMcISION is a sign of pardon and just(fica· 
lion. This is plainly proved by Rom. iv. 11, so often 

quoted already ; which Dr. Gill considers as compre· 
bending pardon along with justification : for he says 

that " circumcision was a sign of Christ, as all the 

'' ceremonies of the law were, and of the shedding of 
"his blood, to cleanse from all sin, original and actual, 
"and also of the circumcision of the heart; and was, 
"moreover, a seat of the righteousness of faith." He 
says that " The Apostle explains it to be a seal, ·or 
" what gave assurance to Abraham, or was a sure tohen 
" to him, that righteousness would be wrought out by 
" Christ, by his obedience, and the shedding of his 
"blood, which is ·nce1~ved by faith; and that this was 

f' imputed to him,'' &c.(y) 

2. BAPTIS~I is a sign of pardon and justification. 
'' Then Peter said unto them, Repent and be baptized, 
"every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ, for the . 
"remission of sins." But Paul tells us that God hath set 

forth Christ to be a propitiation " to tleclare his right· 

" eousncss, for the remission of sins," " through faith in 
" his blood ;" and the end of this was " that he might 

'' be just, and the justifier of him that believeth.~'(z) 
III. THEY ARE IlOTII SIGNS AND MEANS OF SAKC· 

TI FICA TION. The ordinances as well as the oracles of 

God, arc intended as means of grace. It does not mili· 
tate against this position in respect of either, that they 

(y) c;ilJ 0 11 c~n. x\'ii . 1 J. ( ::: ) Arts ii. 38. Rom. ii i. ~.J. ~6. 
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are both sometimes a savour of death unto death. It is 
sovereign grace which makes the gospel the power of 

God unto salvation ; and this same grace often connects 

the outward with the inward circumcision; the out
ward washing of regeneration with the inward renewing 

of the Holy Ghost; so that the infant is, at the same 

moment, circumcised in flesh and heart, and born of 
water and of the Spirit. 

1. CmcuMCISION is a sign and means of sanctifica
tion. " And the Lord thy God will circumcise thine 
" heart, and the heart of thy seed, to love the Lord thy 
" God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul' that 
" thou mayest live."(a) On this subject my Opponent 
speaks as follows, viz. "Was circumcision a sign of the 
" circumcision of the heart to the whole Jewish nation 
" that fell in the wilderness? vVas it the sign of the 

" circumcision of the heart of one of Abraham's de
" scendants? No, not one. Do, l\fr. M'Ca1Ia, stop and 
" prove this assertion if you can-that circumcision was 
" a sign of the circumcision of the heart. Don't as

" sume every thing, don't beg every question. Have 
" some respect to your hearers, and to the reputation of 
" your own intellect."(e) This declamation of my 
Ba1ltist Opponent shews that pride of intellect some
times makes a man wise above what is written. In re
lation to many of Abraham's descendants, it is written, 

" He is a Jew who is one inwardly; and circumcision 
" is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the let
" ter." In relation not only to Abraham, hut to his <le~ 

(a) Dent. xxx. 6. Comp. x. 16. 
(e) Spurious Debate with me. pp. 204. 205. 226, 
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sccn<lants, Dr. Gill says, "The only true circumcision is 
''internal, spiritual, and in the heart." And he expressly 
says that the "circumcision of the flesh was typical of 
" this," and again, that it was "an emblem of spiritual 
''circumcision, or circumcision of the heart."(j) Now 

it will not do to answer this, by begging our worthy and 
eminent Baptist writer to have some 1·espect to his read
ers, and to the reputation of his own intellect. 

2. BAPTISM is a sign and means of sanctification. 

Here the primitive Anabaptists of Germany do not agree 
with me as they did in a former case : but they were 

consistent enough to reject the scriptures a1so from being 
a means of grace. Their doctrine, according to ST AP

NER, was as fo1lows viz. ''And if perseverance depend 
" upon man, nor is there need of divine assistance, 
" hence neither is there need of signs and seals of seal

" ing grace ; (b) whence they hold that the sacraments 
'' are on1y signs of our confession. And since they who 
" have attained the highest degree of perfection and 

'' sanctity, no longer stand in need of the means of 
'' grace, hence they <lo not highly esteem the use of the 
" sacred scripture." In opposition to this erroneous 

doctrine my Opponent quotes Peter, \vho says, " Bap
" tism docs also now save us, by the resurrection of 
"Jesus Christ from the dead."(c) 'fo this he adds 
several appropriate authorities, to some of which I have 
already alluded. By this I do not mean to agree with 

(.f) Sec Gill on Gen. xvii. 11. Hom. h·. 11. iii. 1. ii. 29. 
(h) Hine uec grati<e ob8~~1w utUi sigmit et sigillia oj zils est. Stapfcr's In

stitutions. Chap. 18. Sect. $0. :\1, 
(c) 1 Pct. iii. 21. 
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my Opponent, in considering baptism more important 
than faith. He might as well say that sacrifice was 
better than obedience. This error of his, and the op
posite one of his forefathers, both alike flow from igno
rance of true religion. 

POINT II. 

T/ze substitution of the name of one FORM for the other, 
proves that their SUBSTANCE is the same. 

On this subject I would solicit your attention to 
two verses, one of which has very often passed unde~ 
your review. "And he received the sign of circumci
" sion, a seal of the righteousness of the faith, which he 
" had yet being uncircumcised : that he might be the 
" father of all them that believe, though they be not cir
" cumcised ; that righteousness might be imputed unto 
" them also : and the father of circumcision to them who 
" a.re not of the circumcision only, but also walk in the 
" steps of that faith of our father Abraham, which he 
" had being yet uncircumcised."(d) By the consent or 
all parties, this passage represents Abraham as the father 
of God's people, whether they be Jews or Gentiles. Here 
the Jews are not represented as believers and the Gentiles 
as unbelievers; both have the same· faith, because the 
faith of the church has undergone n '~ change= but the 
J cws are represented as circumcised, and the Gentiles as 
uncircumcised, altho' Abraham is the Father of circum
cision to both; because, though both have, substantia~ty, 

(d ) Rom. iv. 11. 12. 
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the same seal, they have not the same form of the seal. 
As the use of the abstract for the concrete is a common 
Hebraism, we are here to understand " the father of the 
circumcision" to mean ''the father of the circumcised." 
This will preserve the antithetical relation of the two 
aspects in which Abraham's character is here presented. 
One is, that he was the father of the uncircumcised 
believers; another is, that he was the father of the cir
cumcised. The sense of one will illustrate the other. 
Dr. Gill says that the first means that he was the father 
"of them As they were believers," whether they were 
Jews or Gentiles. The meaning of the scconrl, then, 
must be that he is the father of the circumcision AS they 
were circumcised, whether Jews or Gentiles. This is 
the plain meaning of the passage. The Gentile church 
is evidently represented as circumcised in one sense, 
aud as uncircumcised in another sense. The two cannot 

be reconciled on nny other principle, than that the sub
stance of circumcision remains under the form of bap

tism after the ancient/onn of the seal is abolished. 
2. Paul says, "Beware of dogs, beware of evil work

" ers, beware of the concision : for we are tile circum
'' cision, which worship God in the Spirit, and rejoice 
Hin Christ Jesus,"and have no confidence in the flesh.(e) 

In this passage, as in the former, the noun is used for a 

participle; it means "we are the circumcised." 'Vhy 
arc Christians said to be circumcised? It must be, be
cause they have received outward, or inward circum
cision, or both. But my Opponent denies that it ever 

(e) rhill. iii. =· :;. 
Hh 
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relates to inward circumcision. He says, "Was it the 
"sign of the circumcision of the heart of one of Abra
" braham's descendants ? No, not one." Then, of 
course, the word here must mean external circumcision. 
But it cannot mean that form of it which the Jews prac
tised ; for that is here called, by way of contempt, con
cision, in allusion to the savage and cruel manner in 
which the heathen cut their flesh : it must, therefore, 
mean some Christian ordinance which, while it does not 
wound the flesh, is substantially the same with Jewish 
circumcision, in being a seal of initiation, and a sign of 
justification and sanctification. This ordinance we have 
shewn to be Christian Baptism. To this the text evi
dently alludes ;. while it certainly does not exclude, but 
primarily intends that spiritual circumcision, the exist
ence of which my Opponent is unwilling to admit. 

3. " Also ye are circumcised with the circumcision 
" made without hands, in putting off the body of the 
"sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ, buried 
" with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with 
" him, through the faith of the operation of God, who 
"hath raised him from the dead."(/) Here also we find 
circumcision in the Christian church. Yet it was not 
Jewish circumcision, nor that Judaizing circumcision 
which the Ebionites practised; but it is said to be "the 
circumcision of Christ," or Christian circumcision. 
Now if my Opponent be correct in denying that there 
is any inward circumcision, and if . he be correct in say
ing that \Yater-baptism is here intended: then we are 

(J ) Col. ii. 11. 1'.:?. 
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taught Ly this passage, that there is an external circum

cision, which is not af'ter the Jewish, hut the Christian 
form; a11<l that this Christian form of circumcision is, 

''being buried with him in baptism," as it is concctly 

translated. The Greek of Griesbach, an<l the Latin of 

Castallio have only a comma at the close of the ele\·cnth 

verse. This punctuation only makes a plain truth a lit

tle more obvious, that is, that baptism is the Christian 

circumc1s10n. It is worthy of remark, that this very 

text was so explaine<l, in a work ascribe<l to Justin Mar

tyr, who lived very near the time in which Paul wrote 

it. "The question there, is, 1Vhy, 1f circumcision 

"were a good thing, we do not use it as the Jt'll'S did? 
''The answer is, 1Ve are circumcised by Buj1tism wit!t 
'' C/u-ist's circumcision, &c. And he brings this text 

''for his proof."(g) In a11usion to the same text, both 

Basil and Chrysostom say that Baptism is the "circum

cision ma<le without hands." And Austin declares it 

one of the errors of the Pclagians, to "say that in 

" the baptism of infants, there is no putting off the flesh, 

"that is, no circumcision ma<le without han<ls.''(h) 

But if, in opposition to my Opponent, you should 

understand this passage to relate to spiritual circum

cision and baptism, as I do, it makes no <lifference 

in the conclusion ; for the i<lentity of the thing signi

fie<l is an eYi<lent de<luction from the substantial 
i<lentity of the outwar<l signs. 'Vhc11 the A postlc 

tells us that the spi1'itual "putting off the hody of 

(g) 'Vall's History of Baptism. Chap. 2, St'ct. 2. Fr<'m him qurJtc1l 
hy the Editor of Cnlmet's Dictionary, in his First sl'rics of Facts allll 
lwicknr.cs on the subject of Haptism. 

(Ii) \\'all's lli!.tury. Chap. 1-1. Sect. 1. 2. Chap. 12. S<.'ct. 5. 
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the sins of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ," 
is the same as "being buried with him in . baptism,'' 
does he not evidently teach that they point out the 
same inward benefits because they are substantially 
the same ecclesiastical sea]? If you can believe that 
Christian baptism is the Christian circumcision spiritu
ally, then you wi11 not long reject the doctrine that bap
tism is the sigillistical successor and substitute of cir" 

cumcision. 

In reply to this language, my Opponent insists that 
· one thing cannot be a substitute for another, unless it 

completely quadrates, that is, agrees in all points. He 
then urged what he considered nine points of difference 
between circumcision and baptism. I then shewed nine 
points of difference which might easily be found between 
a drafted militia-man and his hired substitute, who 
might, nevertheless, be received as a legal substitute, 
and be esteemed greatly preferable to his principal; as 
baptism certainly is to circumcision. He then enlarged 
his 1ist to eleven points, and I mine to twelve. He has 
now brought them up to fourteen; to which I wi11 add, 
from other quarters, enough to make them amount to 
twenty, and concisely notice them in detail. They are 

as follows, viz. 
l. "Circumcision was administered to males only : its 

substitute-then should be confined to males only." 

This is an objection urged by a11 the Baptists; even 
by Mr. Emlin, who admits that in the text which we 
last discussed, Paul does speak of baptism as being to 

Ohl·ist~ans, i~1ste~d of ~~rcumcisi01~. Y ~t l,1~ says,, '' It 
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does not follow that the subjects of each must be the 
same;'' and instances in the fema]cs. Dr. \Vall's an

swer to Mr. Em1in will do for my answer to my Op
ponent. He says, " It docs follow that they should be 
" the same, except where the gospel-rules do <lirect an 

" alteration ; but St. Paul, discoursing of baptism, (Gal. 
"iii. 27. 28.) says, that in respect of it, 'there is neither 

"' J cw nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is 
'''neither male nor female,' &c. that is, there is no differ
'' ence between them."(i) Now if he can shew as plain 
authority for excluding infants, as this is for receiving 
females, it will be to the purpose. 

2. "Circumcision required not faith in its subject.
Baptism therefore ought not to require faith in its sub

ject." 
To this I answer, that although neither circumcision 

nor baptism requires faith in an infant subject, yet as 
they are only different forms of the seal of the right
eousness of faith, they surely demand faith in the adult 
subject, and in the parent or guardian who presents 

an infant subject. In relation to circumcision, this is 
proved by the very first administration of it; and by 

very many other scriptures, which, as they have alreacly 
occupied much of your time, need not here be repeated. 

3. " Circumcision was administered according to law 
on the eighth day. Its substitute then should be ad-
ministered on the eighth <lay." 

My Opponent \Vell recollects that this diffLculty was 
agitated in the time of Fidus and Cyprian: hut with 

them it was n difliculty in relation to duty, not doctrine. 

(i) \V:tll's Defence against Gale, p. 31. 32, 
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Those who believed b~ptism on the eighth day obligato
ry, and those who did not believe it obligatory, both 
believed it to be the Christian circumcision. As 
there were no Anabaptists in those days, the doctrine 
that circumcision and baptism were substantially the 
same seal, was clear enough to the whole church. 
The only difficulty with Fidus was, to discover 
the lawfulness of baptizing an infant before he was 
eight days old. He expressed no doubt of the lawful
ness of baptizing a child when he had arrived to that 
age, or at any subsequent period ; for this was the law 
of circumcision : but in a Council of sixty Bishops, he 
could not find one to agree with him, in thinking it un
lawful to baptize under the age of eight days. I agree 
with them, because this limitation of time formed a part 
of the complicated machinery of Old Testament puri
fications, as laid down in the twelfth Chapter of Exodus; 
in the prospect of which it was probably at first com
manded. But if you think differently, I would advise 
to do as Fidus did; Baptize on the eighth day and on
ward, the sooner the better. 

4. '' Circumcision was administered by parents, not 
by priests ex officio. Baptism, its substitute, ought 
likewise to be administered by parents, not by priests, 
or clergy, ex o.ffecio." 

My Opponent, doubtless, knows that his Master, Rob-· 
inson, asserts "the right of every Christian to enlarge 
" the kingdom of Christ, by teaching and ·baptizing 
'' others." You know that my Opponent has followed 
this Infidel in making baptism every thing, and yet in 
waging a war of extermination 'against the whole order 
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of clergy, as such. If he be correct in denying that 

baptism is a church-orclinancc, then it is of but little 

importance, to have church-ofliccrs to administer it; 

nor do I beJicvc that he wishes the existence of a church 

to observe it. It is plain, however, that this objection 

about lay-baptism, is, like the precccling one, entirely 

irre1cvant to the question in hancl. It may he deciclcd 

either the one way or the other, without in the least af

fecting the identity of circumcision and baptism. This 

wilJ appear fl'Om the slightest examination of the subject, 

and from the fact, that lay-baptism has been advocated 

and opposed by both Baptists and Peclobaptists, while 

they still hclcl their peculiar and contrary views, on the 

question of identity. This argument, hO\vever, will 
serve to increase his numerical force of objections, and 

to shew his cager desire to destroy the clergy ; for he 

knows that if he can smite the shepherds, their flocks 

can he scattered. 

5. " Circumcision was· a mark made upon, not the 

face of the subject. Baptism, its substitnte, ought 

not to be performed on the face." 

This objection has already been answered; and I can

not help still thinking, that if an earthly Pl'ince has a 

right to change a civil or military seal, as to its form, 

its device, its letters, and its place of administration, 

such as the hand or the forehead, \vithout altering its 

substance, then our heavenly Prince has a right to <lo 

the same. 

6. "Circumcision was not a duty bi11cling upon the child, 

but upon the parents; it was an act of the parent, the 

subject was passive. Baptism, therefore, is uot a <luty 
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or the subject, but of the parent; it is the parent's act; 
the subject is passive." 

It is a pleasant proof of the strength of our cause, when 
a man of such a fruitful invention, cannot muster four
teen objections to it, without making this pitiful evasion 
one of them. The whole force of it depends upon the 
ambiguity of the word subject, as it may mean either an 
infant or an adult. He knows that if he had left out this 
word, or if he had used it uniformly and cxc]usively, he 
would have appeared like a man talking in his sleep. Let 
us try it first without this ambiguous word. It would 
read as fo11ows, viz. "Circumcision was not a duty 
binding upon the child, but upon the parents; it was an 
act of the parent, the child was passive. Baptism, 
therefore, is not a duty of the child but of the parent: 
it is the parent's act, the child is passive." Would not 
this be a powerful objection to the identity of circumci
sion and baptism? It is at least as passive as any child 
that I ever saw baptized. Now let us read it with the 
ambiguous word subject, uniformly substituted for child. 
" Circumcision was not a duty binding upon the subject, 
but upon the parents; it was an act of the parent, the 
subject was passive. Baptism, therefore~ is not a duty 
of the subject, but of the parent: it is the parent's act, 

the subject is passive." Does my Opponent believe such 
doctrine as this? Does he believe that circumcision was 
not a duty binding upon Abraham its first subject, but 
upon his parents? Does he believe that it was not bind
ing upon thousands of adult subjects \Vho fo11owed him? 
If, therefore, it is admitted that, ur~der the Old Testa
ment, unsealed adults were bound to receive·circumci-
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sion for themselves and their children; and if, under the 
New Testament, unscaled adults arc bound to receive 
baptism for themselves and their children, where is the 
force of his objection against the identity of these ordi
nances? All the force that it has goes to prove their 
identity. 

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

In answer to this, I would observe, that the true doc
trine of circumcision was, that this ordinance should be 
administered to every believer nnd his infant household; 
which embraced his own infants, those which he had 
adopted, and those which were bound to him ; all of 
which he had an opportunity of training uj1 in the way 
they should go. \Vhen Abraham's ndult servants were 
circumcised, there is reason to believe that it was with 
th.cir own consent, and upon their own profession, (as 
was the case with the Israelites at Gi1gal,) because these 
servants of Abraham had previously received this train
ing. They are expressly called his trained servants, 
before the institution of circumcision :(j) and the word 
there used docs not appear to relate to military disci
j1line, but to spiritual instruction and ecclesiastical ini
tiation; as in the Proverb which says " Train up a 
child in the way he should go, and when he is old, he 
will not depart from it." All that I have said here con
cerning household circumcision, is true concerning 

I i 
(j ) Gen. xiv. 11. 
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household baptism ; as I hope to shew in my argument 
for infant baptism, from Apostolical .practice. 

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

I am sorry to say that thousands of Pedobaptists agree 
with every word of this unscriptural stuff.: yet they are 
so far from thinking it an objection to the doctrine that 
baptism is the Christian circumcision, that they seriously 
believe it an argument in its favour. Others, on the con
trary, think more correctly, that granting church privi
leges to those who do not even profess the circumcision 
of the heart, is a crying sin of both dispensations. These 
also think that the agreement of the two dispensations, in 
this feature, is an evidence that circumcision and bap
tism are the same seal. 

9. "Circurt1Cision imported that its subject was enti
tled to an the promises made to Abraham concerning his 
natural seed. Baptism, its substitute, therefore, imports 
that its subject is entitled to a share in all the temporal 
blessings promised to the seed of Abraham." 

In reply, I would remark, that if either of these pro
~ositions he true, then Providence has deprived very 
many of their rights. Instead of this, I would say that 
circumcision is a seal of the righteousness of faith, and 
baptism is the same. We sha11 then have the Scriptures 
OH our side, as has been already 1woved. 

10. ':Circumcision was a token or sign in tlrc flesh, of 
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the covenant made in the seventeenth chapter of Gene· 

sis ; Baptism, is therefore, a token or sign in the flesh, 
of the covenant made with Abraham in the seventeenth 
chapter of Genesis." 

I answer, as it has been proved that the best Baptist 
authorities answer, that the seventeenth chapter of Gen
esis contains a revelation of the covenant of grace. I 
moreover answer, that circumcision and baptism arc 

only different forms of the same sign or tolltn of the 
one covenant of grace in different administrations. It 
is possible that the objector here means to ·renew his in

sinuation that baptism cannot be a token of·the covenant, 
because it is a watery one. If so, I would again remind 
him, that the token of the N oachic covenant \Vas a wa

tery one. '' I do set my bow in the cloud, and it shall 
"be for a tohen of a covenant between me and the 

" earth."(/l) 
11. " Circumcision was not to be performed in the 

name of the Father, Son, an<l Holy Spirit. Bap
tism, its substitute, is, therefore, not to be performed 
in these names." 

My answer is, that if I believed, with a certain 
objector, that the second of these aclorable persons is 
not the supreme and eternal God, and that the third 
had no existence until the day of Pentecost, then I would 

not baptize in this name. It is for this reason, that some 
more sincere ancl consistent Unitarians have actually ceas
ed to baptize in the name of the Trinity. Dut as this 

Triune God has instituted ~ircumcision and baptism, au<l 

(k) Gen. ix. 13. 
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made them one and the same seal, we administer the . 
Christian form as he: has directed, without knowing or 
inquiring what words \vere originally used in the Jewish 
form. 

12. " Circumcision was identified with the law of 
Moses, (John vii. 23.) and shared the same fate .. · . Bap
tism is, therefore, identified with · the law of Moses, 
and must share the same fate." 

I answer, that according to Gill's understanding of the 
passage referred to, it affords no better argument against 
the doctrine that baptism is the Christian circumcision, 
than against the doctrine that the first day of the week 
is the Christian sabbath. But the whole objection rests 
upon ground which is perfectly P!'eposterous; that be
cause one form of a seal is abolished, therefore its sub
stitute must be abolished. He might as we11 say that 
because a drafted militia-man stays at home, therefore 
his hired substitute must stay at home. 

13. "Circumcision has come to such a crisis that who
soever is circumcised, Christ sha11 profit him nothing ; 
therefore, baptism, its substitute, will also come~ or has 
now come, to such a crisis, that whosoever is baptized, 
Christ shall profit him nothing." . ._ 

I answer, that this is true enough with respect to .that 
baptism which lays a man's conscience perfectly asleep, 
from the moment of his coming up out of the water. 
The reason is, that he puts his baptism in the place of 
Christ, as the Jews put their circumcision in the place , 
of Christ. Therefore, as t.hey reject Christ, he will 
vrofit them nothing. But there is one sort of circumci
sion w~ich has not yet come to that c~·is~s. · It is th~t 
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which Paul had in view, when he said, "\Ve arc the 

" circumcision, which worship God in the Spirit, and 
" rejoice in Christ, and have no confidence in the 

" flesh." "In whom also ye arc circumcised, with the 

" circumcision made without hands, in putting off the 
" body of the sins of the flesh, by the [Christian cir
" cumcision, or J the circumcision of Christ, [being] 
'' buried with him in baptism." This is a sort of cir
cumcision in which Christ profits us much ; and 
which does not lead his true church to boast that 
their conscience has not troubled them since they re· 

ceived it. 

14. "Circumcision did not exempt one of the Jews 
from baptism, when they believed in Christ; there· 

fore, its substitute, baptism, ought not to exempt a 
believer from being baptized again and again."(!) 

My Opponent probably knows that the fact of bap
tism having been rightly administered to those who had 

been rightly circumcised, is disputed. I, however, do 

not dispute it. Y ct I am far from perceiving the force 
of his objection. It is as much as to say, that because, 
on the change of dispensation, the N cw Testament form 
of the seal was administered to those who had received 

the Old Testament form which is now abolished, there· 

fore, without a change· of dispensation, the form ought 
to be repeated, when there is no abolition to make it ne

cessary. 
15. Some time after my Opponent had got through 

his fourteen objections, he speaks as follows, viz. "Hit 

(l) For all these objections, Sec Spur. Deb. with me, pp. 219. 220. 
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[the infant] was about to die, one hour before it was 

eight days old, the Jews would not circumcise it. If 
baptism came in the room of circumcision, why then do 

many seem so anxious to have their infants sprinkled be

fore they die! ! This is a fifteenth contradiction of the 

doctrine of substitution, in which the practice of the 

Paido-baptists differs from their principles."(m) 

I could answer this objection by observing that his fif

teenth is the same as his third, which I have answered 

already. My Opponent's endeavour to multiply objec

tions, by making one serve for two numbers, reminds me 

of a defence which I once heard before a Session, by a 
delinquent who was charged with abandoning church 

ordinances. He very formally said,'" I will divide my 

" defence into three part~. The First; The Presbyte· 

"rians signed a petition to stop the mail on the Sabbath, 

''so that my son in Indiana might be killed by the Jn .. 
"dians, and I not hear of it, till it would be a day too 

''late. The Second; The Presbyterians want to join 

" church and state. The Third the same as the first." 

Although tl~e Moderator of the Session asked him if it 

was not through mistake, that he had made "the third 

the same as the first," he insisted upon it, and it was so 

recorded. As I do not expect my Opponent easily to 

relinquish his fifteenth reason, I have allowed it to him, 

although it is the same as the third, and although it 

really does not deserve to be uttered and repeated, any 

more than the old gentleman's· objection to stopping the 

mail on the Sabbath. 

( m) Spur. Deb. p. ~26. 
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lG. I am reminded by a friend,(n) that my Opponent 

has urged as one objection, that "Pcdobaptists arc bound 
to sprinkle all infants of sprinkled parents." 

As this is the same as the eighth, my answer to it has 
been given under that number. He migl1t as well object, 

in the next place, that the Pedobaptists want to join 
church and state. 

17. My Opponent has, moreover, said, "that among 
the Jews, good and bad alike cat the Passover on the 
ground of circumcision."(o) 

In answer to this, I would remind you of the sorrowful 
confession or pious and candid Baptists, like Mr. Great

rakc, who mourn, that good and bad too often eat the 

Eucharist, on the ground of adult immersion. This fact, 
therefore, will argue more for than against the sameness 
of circumcision and baptism. 

18. In reply to some of Dr. Mason's remarks concern

ing hereditary descent, my Opponent concludes that, 
according to our system "The children of the flesh arc 

counted for the sced,''(jJ) contrary to the Apostle's de
claration that "They which arc the children of the 
"flesh, these arc not the children of God; but the chil
" dren of the promise arc counted for the seed. ~'(q) 

To this I answer, that "the children of God" and 

" the seed" here mentioned, arc the members of the in
visible church; and the Apostle's remark was 1°nadc to 
shew that membership in the church invisible was not al

always accor<li11g to hcrc<litary descent, among Jews or 

(u) i\lr. Lowry, i11 hi:> written au::.tract, llOW before me. 
~o ) L ows')''s Au::.lract. (fl) !::>pur. Del>. with me, p. 400. 
(1/) Hom. ix. 8. 
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Christians ; although a right to visible church member .. 
ship descended from parent to child, among both 1ews 
and Christians. 

19. In order to help out my Opponent with a round 
number of objections, permit me to notice one of Mr. 
Gale's, as reported hy Dr. Wall.(r) It is that Pedobap
tists cannot account baptism to be instead o.f circumci
sion, because purification of heart and life is instead of 
it. This, however, is in opposition to my Opponent's 
doctrine, that it never was "a sign of the circumcision 
of the heart." Here then, we have two errorists tak
ing directly opposite ways to arrive at the same point. 
The object of both is, to prove that baptism cannot be 
the Christian circumcision. With this view, one of them 
rejects the circumcision of the heart, in order to de
prive us of those texts, which shew that spiritual cir
cumcision and spiritual baptism are the same; but the 
other boldly asserts the circumcision of the heart, in 
order that he may make it the sole successor and substi
tute of the outward form, to the exclusion of baptism, 
which the scriptures represent as a visible substitute ; 
while they always teach inward circumcision, both be
fore and after the change of the outward form. 

20. But the most powerful objection of aU, I have 
reserved for the last. It is a supposed necessity that a 
substitute should perfectly " QUADRATE" with its prin
cipal. He insists upon it that this quadration must be 
universal and perfect ; so that if one feature of differ
ence, howsoever minute, can be ascertained between 

(r) Defence, p. ~3.3. 
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two things, it is impossible that one of tht:m can be a 
substitute for the othc1·. They mu~t lit one another 
with as much exactness as the impression on the wax 

corresponds with the seal ; nay, they must <p1adrntc 
much more perfectly ; for between some seals and thc:ir 
impressions, you may Jlerhaps find twenty points of' dif
ference; but between a suLstitute an<l its principal there 
must be no point of <liffcrcnce. l~or this reason it is, 
that my Opponent has been so anxious to multi ply par

ticulars, thinking that every additional one, c\'en though 
it were a repetition of a former one, made his refutation 
the more triumphant. He knows moreover, that this 
principle is at the bottom of every objection which he 
or any other Baptist has ever urge<l against the sigillisti
cal identity of circumcision and baptism. Let it once 
be admitted that a substitute may <lifl'cr in one point, and 

in m~ny points from its JH'incipal, and Le. a substitute 
still, and every oLjection which they have made will go 

for nothing. For this reason my Opponent has pressed 
his doctrine of quadrations with remarkable solicitu<lc, 

confidence and animation. He has literally taught you 
quadrations with both han<ls, by spreading, or may I 
say, sj1raddling all his fingers, to shew you that a s11hsti
tute and its principal must quadrate as exactly as the 
fingers of the Fight hand agree with those of the left. 
llut what an unhappy illustration! Is there no difference 
between the right hand ancl the left? Arc there any two 
hands, or fingers, or teeth, or eyes, in this hou~c, which, 
when minutely examined, <lo 11ot differ in more than 

twenty particulars? This <loctri11c is also at war with 
Mr. Gale's position that purification of heart and life 1s 

K k 
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instead of circumcision. Is there no di1ference between 

an outward sign and an inward grace? But remember 

that our Saviour himself became a SUBSTITUTE for his 

people. Is there no difference between holiness and cor

ruption, the Creator and the creature? .How would the 

enemies of his vicarious satisfaction be pleased ! how 

would the gates of hell rejoice, if my Opponent could 

establish his ambidextral quadrations ! ! 
But without continuiug to point · so awful a truth 

against a theory so supremely preposterous, I will refer 

you to an illustration which may occupy your familiar 

attention in detail. It is that of a military substitute, of 

which a slight mention has been made already. You re

member that when my Opponent enlarged his objections, 

so as to number nine points of difference between cir

cumcision and baptism, I produced nine particulars in 

which a military substitute might differ from his prjnci

pal, and yet be legally and joyfu11y recognized as a sub

stitute. You remember that he enlarged his list to eleven, 

and I mine to twelve. He afterward went on to four

teen, then fifteen, and I have helped him to gather his 

scattered forces until they amount to twenty. At pre

se1.t, therefore, you will not think it necessary for me 

to enlarge my list to more than thirty. To spare your 

time, I shall get over them with all possible speed, even 

to the neglect of grammatical accuracy. To proceed 

then; A man who is hired to take the place of a drafted 

militia-man, who wishes to stay at home, \vill be cheer

fully and correctly recognized, as a true an<l legal sub

stilllf(:, if he shoulcl differ from his principn1: in being 
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1 Taller 11 Handsomer 21 Gcutlcr 

2 Younger 12 Happier 22 Gentcelc1· 

3 Straighter 13 Holier 23 Kinder 

4 Stronger lll Humb1cr 24 Cleanlier 

5 Swifter 15 Hardier 25 Lovelier 

6 Sprightlier 16 Honester 26 Chaster 

7 Thicker 17 'Vittier 27 Meeker 

8 Thriftier 18 Soberer 28 Quieter 

9 Heavier 19 Graver 29 'Viser 

10 Healthier 20 Braver 30 .Better 

You will observe, that in all these points of difference 

between the principal and his substitute, there is not one 

which, in the least, invalidates the vicarious character . 

of the latter; nor one which docs not make him superior 

to his principal. Just so it is with the two forms of our 

initiatory seal: there is not one feature of difference 

which disqualifies baptism from serving as a substitute 

for circumcision; nor one feature which docs not make 

it superior to it. If, therefore, my Opponent could 

muster thirty points instead of fifteen or twenty, they 

would only shew the great superiority of the New Tes

mcntform, to· that of the Old Testament, without, by 

any means, impugning their substantial identity. 

But I am far from admitting that there arc as many 

points of difference as my OpponCJJt's increasing zeal 

may choose to enumerate. If he had stopped at five, he 

woul<l· probably have had all that clcscrvc the uamc. 

Baptism differs from circumcision, 1. In its being an as
jJersion, or ablution, or c~/fusion of water, instead of an 

effusion of blood. 2. In its being administered usually 

to the hcacl, forehead, or face. 3. In its bring lawful to 
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administer it to infantc; of any age, as well under as over 

eight days. 4. In its admitting subjects of both sexes. 
5. In its not requiring a profession of faith in both pa

rents. Any person who knows the nature of seals, must 
see that all these points are merely circumstantial; not 
one of them belonging to the essence of a seal. Any one 
may perceive, moreover, that there is not one of them, 
which does not make the substitute superior to the ori

ginal form. My Opponent, therefore, might have spared 
the remark t.hat I had illustrated the subject by a mili
tary substitute, on account of "finding the points of dif
ference between circumcision and haptism so numerous 
and so glaring."(s) T hey are few in number, and in

different in their nature. 

My Opponent would persuade you that the case in 
question does not deserve an answer: yet it is amusing 
to see that he is obliged to answer it; and in doing so, is 
compelled to r elinquish his or iginal ground. His words 
are as follows .• viz. "He [M'CalJa J introduces a mili
" tary substitute instead of a theological one. And this 
"is not all, nor the worst of it ; he d raws his conclusion 
"from the p ersonal differences between the substitute 

"ancl his principal, and not from any difference in the 
" performance of the oflices or duties, whid1 the substi
" tute is obliged to perform for his principal. Had we 
" made objection to baptism as a substitute for circum
" cision, because the one was a watffy rite, ancl the 
" other a bloody one, there would have been something 
'' more specious in his sophistry. llut we objected to 

(~) Spur. Dd1. p. 237. 
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"the su hstitutc, as differing from the principal, on the 

''ground of its not performing the ofliees or duties of 

''the principal. If a military substitute performs all the 

"duties incumhent on the principal, he is completely a 
"substitute, although his person might differ in one 

" hundred respects from him. Now if baptism perform

" cd all the oflices and duties of circumcision, neither 

" more or less, we would not object to it, as a substitute, 

"because of its personal or characteristic differences, 

"already mentioned under the idea of blood and 

"wate1:."(t) 

So much for my Baptist Opponent. Now in these 
remarks, I say, he has made a retrograde movement. In 
his original ground, he required that the principal and 

the substitute should quadrate, not only entirely, but 

comj;letcly; not only in their nature and ends, but in 

their appendages and circmnstances. On this ground 

hjs fii·st, third, ancl fifth objection, required that they 

should hotlt Le confined to one sex, hoth be applied to 

one part of the body, and both be administered on the 

eighth day. His fifteenth objection will not admit of the 

administration of the substitute to a child, "one hour 
before it was eight days old." But now he says, "\V c 
"would uot ohject to it as a substitute, because of its 
" personal or characteristic differences already mention-

" c<l under the i<lea of hlood an<l water." That is, he 
would not deny that baptism was a substitute for circum- • 

cision, merely "because the one was a watery rite, and 

the other a bloocJ.'J one." How can these things be re-

(t) Spur. Deb. p. ~37. 
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concilcd? Is not a change from the shedding of blood 

to the application of water as important as changing the 

part of the body to which the seal is applied? Is not a 

change from blood to water as important as subtracting 

"one hour'' from eight days? and is it not as essential as 

any feature of difference which can be discovered be

tween circumcision and baptism? If so, then all the 

twenty objections, according to my Opponent's new 

principle, have no more weight against the identity of 

the two rites, than my thirty objections have against the 

vicarious standing of the miJitary substitute. 

But in taking his new ground, my Opponent would 

persuade you that he has reserved a secure refuge. He 

says, "If a military substitute performs all the duties 

" incumbent on the principal, he is completely a substi

" tutc, although his person might differ in one hundred 

"respects from him." This, however, is so far from 

being a formidable principle to the Pedobaptists, that it 
is the very ground upon which their doctrine restB. We 
admit that the Christian rite differs from the Jewish, in 

five non-essential particulars, just as one man may differ 

from another in a hundred non-essential particulars; yet 
we say that baptism and circumcision have the same es

sential qualities, as seals; just as these two men may be 

able to perform the same essential duties, as soldiers. In 
despite of all my Opponent's sophistry on this subject, 

· it has been shewn that circumcision is an initiatory seal; 
so is baptism: circumcision is a sign of pardon and jus

tification; so is baptism: circumcision is a sign and 

means of sanctification ; so is baptism. And while they 

agree in these c~scntials, (a~ it ha~ been proved at large 
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that they do agree,) they may differ in one hundrccl 

particulars, ancl yet the one may be the substitu te of the 

other, accorcling to my Opponent's own shewing; howso

ever contradictory it may be to his exploded doctri11c of 

qumlrations. 

Mr. Gale(u) says that "the argument for infant bap

tism from circumcision was not insisted on by those ca11-

cd Ancient Fathers; and though he might have in

stanced in some of them,. who, indeed, do not mention its 

suc~eeding circumcision, he unluckily picks out for his 

only instances St. Cyprian and St. Austin, who arc 

known to have mentioned it; but he says it was not in

sisted on by them, for aught he finds!" Perhaps a more 

diligent and candid search would have enabled him to 

find it. The audience will recollect, that, before I form

a11y commenced the defence of the present proposition, 

my Opponent was eager to cuter upon it; and in doing 

so, " declared that Calvin and B eza were th e first who 

"argued Infant-Laptism from Jewish c ircumcision." ( v) 
You reco11ect how emphatically I calJed upon you to 

mark that declaration. Startled at my request, and 

fearing that exposure which I i)romised to make, in due 

time, if Providence a1lowcd, he came forward to support 

his assertion by what he called a r espectable writc.r . 

Suspecting from the outside of the pam phlet, as well as 

from the ignorance and rashness clispJaycd in its co11-

tc11ts, t hat its author wa~ Dr. Fishback of Lcxi11gton, I 

(u) As reported l>y Dr. \ V:tll, in his Defence, p. 370. The..: wunb ~uo
tccl arc the Doctor':,, 

(1•) Lowry's J\b$lract of notes taken at the Dchatc. 
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called for the name; but my Opponent had, by that 
time, become so modest, that I could not <listinguish 

what name he announced. However, here we have it in 
the Doctor, whose pamphlet I have taken the trouble to 
bring along with me. His words are as follows, viz. "I 
" had been accustomed to hear it said, that baptism 
" was established in the Christian church, in the place 
"of circumcision under the Jewish economy. In 
" MY investigation of the subject, I found that that 

'' opinion was comparatively of a recent date. I could 
" not fincl in church-history 01' any where else, that it 
" had been introduced earlier than the sixteenth cen
" tury, and for the first time by Calvin and Beza."(w) 
\Vhile I was proving to you that the early church agreed 
with the scriptures in calling baptism a seal, it became 

necessary to read some testimonies from the Fathers, 
which shew, at the same time, that they considered it as 
coming in the place of circumcision. N otwithstancling 
this, my Opponent renews his gross assertion, immcdi~ 
ately after he had retreated from his quadrations, no
ticed a few minutes ago. He says, ''The quotations 

"read from Dr. 'Vall 's History does not disprove our 
" assertion, that Calvin ancl Beza were the first who in
" troclucecl baptism in the room of circumcision, in the 

" ·sense contended for by Mr. M 'Calla."(x) . 
As :t11e testimony of the church on this subject, be

longs to the fourth general topic, it was my intention to 
reserve it for that place. Its anticipation, we hope, will 
be excused, especially as it will occupy very little_ time. 

('lv) Fishback'~ Letters, p. 69. (.r) Spur. ~i::b. p. 237. 
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The evidence is 11lain, an<l, strange to tclJ.:o it may be 
found in that very paragraph of Dr. Fishhack's book, 

from which I have just now read an cxtraet. He there 
informs us that ATIL\NASIUs, who Jived twelve l1un<lrcd 

years before Calvin and Beza, says that " Circumcision 

''was appointed on the eighth day, to be a figure of that 

''regeneration made by baj1tism." 
His cotemporary, EPIPH.ANIUS, says, "The law had 

"the patterns of things in it; but the truth of them is 
"in the gospel. The law had the circumcision in the 

"flesh, serving for a time, till the great circumcision 

"came: that is lmj1tism; which circumcises us from out· 

''sins, and seals us unto the name of God."(.71) 

His contemporary, AUGUSTINE, speaks as follows, viz. 
"Y ct we may besides take a true estimate, how much 

'' the sacrament of baptism does avail infants, by the 
"circumcision which God's former people received. 

"For Abraham was justified before he received that, as 

"Cornelius was endued with the Holy Spirit before he 

"was baptized: and yet the Apostle says of Abraham, 

"that 'he received the sign of circumcision, a seal of 

" the righteousness of the faith,' by which he had in 

"heart believed, and it had been counted to him for 

"righteousness. 'Vhy then was he commanded thence .. 

. • " forward to circumcise all his male infants on the eight!1 
''day, when they could not yet believe with the heart, 

" that it might be counted to them for righteousness, 

"but for this reason, because the sacrament itself is of 

itself of great import? Therefore, as in Al.Jraham 

(y) \Vall':s Ilist. Chap. :1. Stet. 5. 

LI 
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"the righteousness of faith went before, and circum
" cision the seal of the righteousness of faith came after ; 

"so in Cornelius the spirit of sanctification by the gift 

"of the Holy Spirit went before, and the sacrament of 

"regeneration by the laver of baptism came after. And 

"as in Isaac who was circumcised the eighth day, the 

''seal of the righteous ness of faith went before, and (as 

"he was a follower of his Father's faith) the righteous

" ness itself, the seal whereof had gone before in his in

'' fancy, came after ; so in infants baptized the sacra

" ment of regeneration goes before, and (if they put in 
" practice the Christian religion) conversion of the 

" heart, the mystery whereof went before in their body, 

"comes after."(;-) 

AusT1N, moreover, tells us concerning Chrysostom, 

'' Even he, as well as the martyr Cyprian, teaches, that 

" the circumcision of the flesh was commanded in the 

''way of a type of l.Ht/1tisni." He then quotes the-words 

of Chrysostom, which are the same as those of Basil; 

after which he adcls, "You see how this man, establish· 

" ed in ecclesi~stical doctrine, compares circumcision to 

' 'circumcision, and threat to threat: that which it is, 
" not to be circumcised on the eighth day; that it is, 

" not to be baptized in Christ: nnd what it is, to be cut 

" off from his people; that it is not to enter into the 

" ki11gdom of heaven. And yet you [Pclagians] say 

" that in the baptism of infants there is no putting off the 

'" fl esh, that is, no ci rc11mcision made without hands; 

'' when you aflirm that they have nothing which needs 

~ ' to he put off: for you <lo uot confess them to be <lea~ 

( :: ) \\·all 's Hist. Char . 15. Sect. '.>. 
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" in the uncil'cumcision of the flesh, by which is meant 
"sin, especially that sin which is derived originally: 

"for by reason of this, our hotly is the body of sin, 
"which the Apostle says is destroyed by the cross of 

~' Christ."(a) 

Cmn-soSTO:\l says, '' But our circumcision, I mean 
" the grace of baj1tism, gives cure without pain, and 

'' procures to us a thousand benefits, ancl fills us with the 
" grace of the Spirit: and it has no determinate time, as 
" that had; but one that is in the very beginning of his 

" age, or one that is in the miclclle of it, or one that is in 
" his old age, may receive this circumcision made with
" out hands; in which there is no trouble to be under

" gone, but to throw off the load of sins, and receive 
"pardon for all foregoing offenccs."(b) 

ibrnrwsE says, "For a very good reason does the law 

" command the males to be circumcised in the beginuing 

" of infancy, even the bondslave born in the house: be
" cause as circumcision is from infancy, so is the disease. 

" No time ought to be void of the remedy, because none 

" is void of guilt." " Neither a vroselyte that is old, 

'' nor an infant born in the house is excepted; because 

" every age is obnoxious to sin, and therefore every age 

" is proper for the sacrament." " The meaning of the 
" mystery is plain. Those born in the house are the 

" Jews, those bought with money arc the Gentiles that 

" believed: for the Church is bought with the price of 
" Christ's blood. Therefore, both J cw and Gentile, and 

" all that bcl_ievc, must learn to circumcise themselves 

(a) Wall's Hist. Ch~p. u. Sect. 2. (6) Ibid. Chap. 14. Sect. 1. 
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" from sin, that they may be saved. Both the home-born 
" and the foreigner, the just and the sinful, must be cir
" cumcised by the forgiveness of sins, so as not to prac
'' tice sin any more : for no person comes to the king
" dom of heaven but by the sacrament of baptism." 
" You see, he excepts no person, not an infant, not one 
" that is hindered by any unavoidable accident."(c) 

BASIL, in reference to that text which occasioned the 
last sentence quoted from Ambrose, speaks as follows, 
viz. " A Jew does not delay circumcision, because 
" of the threatening that every soul that is not circum
' ' cised the eighth day shall be cut off from his people : 
" and dost thou put off the circumcision made without 
" hands in putting off the flesh, which is performed in 
" baptism, when thou hearest our Lord himself say, 
" 'Verily, verily, I say unto you, except one be born of 
" 'water and of the Spirit, · he shall not enter into the 
" 'kingdom of God?' "(e) 

CYPRIAN, and the rest of the Bishops who were pre
sent at the Council, sixty-six in number, in their letter 
to Fidus, in favour of baptizing a child before he is eight 
days old, notwithstanding the law of circumcision on that 
11oi11t, argue as follows, viz. "That the eighth day was . 
" observed ia the J ew.ish circumcision, was a type going 
" before in a shadow and resembJnnce, but on Christ's 
" coming was fulfilled in the substance. For because 
" the eighth day, that is, the nexf to the sabbath day, 
" was to be the day on which the Lord was to rise from 
'' the dead, and quicken us, and give us the spiritual 

(c ) \Vall's Hist. Chap. l J. Sect. ~. (e) Ibid. Chap. l~. Sect. 5. 
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'' circumcision, this eighth day, that is, the next day to 
" the sabbath, or Lord's <lay, was signified in the 
" type before; which type ceased when the substance 
H came, and the spiritual circumcision was given to us. 

': So that we judge that no person is to be hindered from 

" obtaining the grace, [or, as it is elsewhere expressed, 

" ' it is not for us to hinder any person from baptism,'] 
" by the law that is now appointed : and that the spirit
" ual circumcision [that is, baj;tism,] ought not to be 
"restrained by the circumcision that was according to 

" the flesh: but that all arc to be admitted to the grace 
" of Christ; since Peter, speaking in the Acts of the 
"Apostles, says, 'The Lord hath shewn me that no per

" ' son is to be called common or unclean.' ''(j) 
JusTIN MAUTYR says, "'Ve also who by him have 

"had access to God, have not received this carnal cir
" cumcision, but the spiritual circumcision, which 
" Enoch, and those like him observed. And we have 

" received it by baj1tism, by the mercy of God, because 
" we were sinners: and it is enjoined to all persons to re

'' ceivc it by the same way.'' A work entitled "Ques
" tions to the Orthodox," is ascribed to Justin Martyr. 
My Opponent, in his spurious publication against Mr. 
'Valke1·,{g) recognizes its authenticity. In answer to 
the question, why, if ci1·cumcision were a good thing, 
we do not use it as well as the Jews <lid ; the answer by 

Justin is, "'y c arc circumcised byBaj1tism.with Christ's 
circumcision."(h) 

Thus is this doctrine clearly traced from Augustine 

( f) \Vail 's llist. Chap. 6. Seel. 1. 
(It) Wall's ll i::.L Chap. ~. fact. 1. ~. 

( g ) p. 103. 
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back to Justin Martyr, who lived in the second century, 
immediately after the Apostles, from whom, as we have 
already shewn, they received it. Dr.Fishback professes to 
make some quotations from Wall's History of Baptism, 
in which they are interspersed, and from which I have 
now read them. If he has read the whole of this work, 
he coulcl well say, ''I had been accustomed to hear it 
" saicl, [even by the early Fathers J that baptism was es
" tablished in the Christian church, in the place of cir
" curncision under the Jewish economy." But instead 
of tracing it to the ancient Fathers, this man of deep 
research says " In my investigation of the subject, I 
" found that that opinion was comparatively of a recent 
" date. I could not find in church history, [not even 
" in ·wall's History,] or any where else, [not even in 
"the writings of the Ancients themselves,] that it had 
" been introduced earlier than the sixteenth century, 
" ancl for the first time by Calvin and Beza." And my 
Opponent echoes the declaration of his respectable wri
ter, by saying, "The quotations read from Dr. Wall's 
'' History docs not disprove OUR ASSERTION that Calvin 
"and Beza were the first who introduced baptism in the 
"room of circumcision, in the sense contenclcd for by 

·" Mr. M'Calla." 
If my Opponent were to deny, as he did with Mr. 

Walker, ~hat this doctrine was urged by the Fathers as 
a professecl argument in proof of a divine command for 
Infant-baptism, that would be another thing. The truth 
is, they had no one to argue with on this subject. Even 
Tcrtullian himself, who was opposed to baptizing infants, 
still admitted that there was a divine command for bapti-
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zing them : as I hope to shew under the fourth Topic of 

this discussion. 

After your hearing my sentiments and the sentiments 

of the Christian Fathers so distinctly, it is perhaps difli

cult for you to imagine what my Opponent means, when 

he pretends that their view of this doctrine is different 

from ''the sense contended for by Mr. M'Calla." If these 

be not words spoken at random, I would conjecture that 

he may refer to their imitation of the Apostle Paul, in 

speaking of the Christian church as a spiritual and 

even celestial dispensation, of which the Jewish chnrch 

was, in a certain sense, only a figure. Circumcision is 

called " a figure" of baptism, by A thauasius. Epi

pha11ius calls it a jJattcrn. Chrysostom, as reported by 

Austin, calls it a tyjJe. Cyprian calls it " a ~ type 
going before in a shadow and resemblance.'~ This, 

however, is owing to the superior spirituality of 

the Christian dispensation; for which reason, Paul 

calls the New Testament church, "J erusalcm which 

is aboye."(i) For this reason, Augustine, Chrysos

tom, and Basil, call baptism, the circumcision made 

without hands; and Cyprian and Justin Martyr calJ 

it the spiritual circumcision: or rather the latter of 

these, who lived before them alJ, says, "'Ve have re
" ceived it by baptism." Epiphanius caJJs baptism 

' " tile truth of'' circumcision. Cyprian calJs it "' tile 
" substance" of circumcision. T'hey aJI used this lan

guage, however, not to deny that the one has come in the 
place of the other, but to express that doctrine; because 

cy~ry one knows that now, the substance has come in 

(i) Gal. i,·, ~G. 
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place of the shadow, and the anti-type in the place of 
the type. And that they do this in the sense in which 
I understand Paul's words, where he calls baptism the 
circumcision of Christ, is evident from the fact that seve
ral of them give my explanation to that text; besides 
which Chrysostom calls our circumcision, the grace of 
baptism; and Justin expressly says, "vVe are circum
cised by baptism with Christ's circumcision." While 
they thus considered them the same in substance, it has 
been already shewn that they considered circumcision a 
seal, and baptism a seal. They evidently therefore held 
the doctrine of the proposition now under discussion, 
from ten to fifteen hundred years before Calvin and Beza 
came on the stage. 

After what has been said, we shall consider it certain, 
because it has been proved to be true, that there is a real 
distinction between the substance of a seal, and the form 
of a seal; that circumcision and baptism are denominated 
a seal by the scriptures and the early church; that they 

are both the initiatory seal of the church in their respec·· 
tive dispensations; that they are both signs of pardon 
and justification; and both signs and means of sanctifi
cation; that Christians are called the circumcision; and 
that baptism is called the circumcision of Christ; that 
the real points of difference are comparatively few, and 
these relating to the form, and not to the substance, and 
therefore not forbidding the substitution of baptism for 
cir~umcision, any more than a superiority in health, sta
tun~, ~ctivity, and bravery, would forbid the acknow-
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Jed_gmcnt of a military substitute; and that this doctrine, 
so far from being invented by Calvin and Beza, is as old 
as Christian baptism itself. It has been also shewn that 

the truth of this proposition, as well as the former, is ra

tified by the great Dr. Gill, who, in speaking of the cov
enant, doctrines, and ORDINANCES of the New Testa
ment, says, "There have been THE SA~lE THINGS 1''0R 

" sunsT ANCE in former ages." "These, in some sense, 
are all old things, and indeed are THE SAME IN sun
ST ANCE."(a) W c shall, therefore, consider it as pro
ved that Jewish circumcision before Christ, and Chris
tian baptism after Christ, are one and the same seal IN 

SUBSTANCE, though in different forms. 

PROPOSI'rION IV. 

TnE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS SEAL TO INFANT.S WAS ONCE 

ENJOINED BY DIVINE AUTHORITY; THAT IS, Gon ONCE COM

MANDED IT. 

It has already been sl).ewn that Abraham and his seed 
were divinely constituted a visible church of God; that 
the Christian church is a branch of the Abrahamic 

church; or, in other words, the J cwish society before 
ta 

Christ, and the Christian society after Christ, arc one 
and the same church in different administrations, and 
that Jewish circumcision before Christ, and Chris
tian baptism after Christ, are one and the same seal in 

substance, though not in form. The command for ad-

(a) Gill on E.cclcl>. i. !J. 

Mm 
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ministering this seal to infants is contained in the follow
ing words, viz. " This is my covenant which ye shall 
" keep between me and you, and thy seed after thee ; 
'' every man-child among you shall be circumcised. 
" And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and 
" it shall be a token of the covenant betwixt me and 
" you." "And the uncircumcised man-child, whose 
" flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall 
" be cut off from his people ; he hath broken my cove
" nant.(j) Now, as the particular form here enjoined, 
has been abrogated, while the substance of the seal con
tinues under the form of baptism ; and as we have no 
more right to decline obeying a divine command, than 
we have to invent a religious _ordinance, this command 
must remain obligatory until it is repealed; and if it has 
not yet been .repealed, it is now binding; so that my first 
argument for infant-baptism, drawn from a divine com
mand, will stand good. That it is not repealed, then, 
will be the subject of fifth and last proposition. 

PROPOSITION V. 

THE Al>l\IINJSTRATION OF THIS SEAL TO INFANTS HAS NEVER 

SINCE DEEN PROHIBITED BY DIVINE AUTHORITY; :!'HAT rs, 
THIS COM:MAND OF Gon, ORIGINALLY GIVEN IN XHE OLD 

TESTAMENT, IS NOT REPEALED IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, 

BUT RATHER CONFIRMED. 

As I have alre.ady exposed every thing of my Oppo
nent's, which could be considered an effort to prove a 

(j) Gen. xvii. 10. 11. 14. 
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repeal of this command, I shall proceed immediately to 

point out some of those New Testament authorities, hy 
which it is rather confirmed than repealed. In doing 
this, we shall consider, I. The membership of infants. 

2. The holiness of infants. 3. The discipleship of in· 
fan ts. 

POINT I. 

Our Saviour so recognizes lite cnuacll-MElIDERSlIIP of fo. 
fants, us to confirm the command for administering to 
them /lie initiatory seal of the clturch. 

" And they brought unto him also infants, that he 
"would touch them: but when his disciples saw it, they 
"rebuked them. But Jesus called them unto him, and 

'' said, Suffer little children to come unto me, :md forbid 
'' them not: for of such is the kingdom of Goel," or" the 
" kingdom of heaven,'' as another Evangelist reads it.(/') 

There is great diversity of opinion concerning the 
scope of this passage. Some think it chiefly intended to 
teach that all infants are in a state of guiltless purity ; 
that they are neither corrupt, nor deserving of punish· 
ment; and that they will, of course, go to heaven, 
either through their own innocence, or the atonement of 
Christ, for a sin which, in their view, did not deserve 

punishment: thus teaching that we are not depraved and 
guilty in Adam, and that Christ's atonement was for in· 

nocent people, who did not nee<l it. 
In opposition to this opinion, Dr. Gill remarks, that 

little children "may be chosen of Goel, redeemed by the 

(k ) Luke xviii. 15. 16. :\latt. xix. H, 

/ 
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" blood of Ch~ist, and have the passive work of the Spi
" rit on their souls, and so enter into heaven; but this 
"is not the sense of this text." The Doctor observes, 
that "It is as if our Lord should say, Don't drive away 
''these children from my person and presence; they are 
" lively emblems of the proper subjects of a gospel
'' church state, and of such that shall enter' into the king
" dom of heaven: by these J may instruct and point out 
'' to you, what converted persons should be, who have 
"a place in my church beloio, and expect to enter into 
" my kingdom and glory above.(!) 

If I understand the Doctor in these remarks, he ad
mits that by" the kingdom of God," and" the kingdom 
of heaven," our Saviour meant ''my church below," "a 
gospel church-state;" as preparatory to eternal happi
ness above. Even when our Saviour says, "My king~ 
dom is not of this world,'' Gill very properly under
stands him to mean "His mediatorial kingdom," which 
"includes the whole gospel dispensation, Christ's visi
" ble church-state on earth, and the whole election of 
"grace."cm) That the expression in this place does 
mean the visible church, is admitted in my Opponent's 
eighth argument against the ecclesiastical identity of the 
Jewish and Christian societies.(n) The same general 
statement may be made concerning Joh n's preaching< 
"Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand." 
"By which is meant not the kingdom of glory to be ex
" pected in another world,'' says Dr. Gill; "It is the 

(/) Gill on Matt. xix. 14. 
(n ) Spurious Debate, p. 229. 

(m) 0~11 011 John xviii; ~6. 
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" gospel dispensation which was o.bout to take place," 
says the Doctor; and this interpretation my Opponent 
makes the foundation of his second argument.(o) More
over, our Saviour tells us that ever since the time or 
John, "The kingdom of God is preached." "The gos· 
"pel dispensation," says Gill. The visible church
state, says my Opponent's third argument.(/1) These 
facts are intended to shew that the Pedobaptist uncler
standing of this important phrase "the kingdom of hea
ven," is conceded by the greatest Baptist commentator, 
and the most zealous Baptist Polemic in the world : and 
remember that the Commentator has admitted this inter
pretation in the very text now in hand, in which he says 
that the expression means the "gospel church-state," 
"my church _below." Embody the commentary in the 
text, and how will it read? "Suffer little chilclren to 
''come unto me, and forbid them not, for of such is MY 

'' CHUllCH BELOW." 

This is evidently the import of other passages con
taining the same expression. Our Saviour said to the 
Je,vs, " The llingdom of God shall be taken from you, 
"and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits there .. 
"of.'' (q) As the ·Jews and their children were admit
ted. to church privileges, this threat indicated that they 
and their ch_ildren should be deprived of church privi .. 
leges: and when he promises to transfer these privileges 
to the Christian church, where is the word which says, 
,., The promise is NOT unto you and to your chilclren ?" 

( n) Spur. Deb. p. 197. Sec l\fatt. iii. 2. :ind Gill on it. 
(/l) (;ill on Luke xvi. 16. Spur. Debate, p. 197. 
( '! ) l\latt. xxi. 4~. 
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Again, " I say unto you, that many shall come from 
"the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham 
''and Isaac and Jacob in the hingdom of heaven; but 
"the children of the kingdom shall be cast out into ut

" ter darkness.''(1·) On this passage, Dr. Gill correctly 
remarks that " the kingdom of heaven" means " The 
"church of God, which is his kingdom on earth." When 
Jews sat in this kingdom, their infants sat with them, 

by express permission from the king himself. His 
language then was, " Suffer little children to come 

'.' unto me, and forbid them not, for of such is the 
" kingdom of heaven." When this great Head of 
the church appeared in the flesh, to commence a new 
administration of this same kingdom, did he tell them 

that a rejection of infants was one of its features? His 
language still was, "Suffer 1itt1e children to come unto 

'' me, and forbid them not: for of such is the kingdom 
''of God," " my church be1ow." 

This conclusion which is inevitable, Dr. Gill endeav
ours to avoid, by resorting to the Persic, Arabic, and 
Syriac translations; the last of which is far the most 

ancient, and the one on which he most relies ; as he con
siders the first of them " rather paraphrasing than 
translating.''(s) From this he endeavours to shew that 

the persons of whom our Saviour' speaks as composing 
his church below, were not real infants, but such adults 
as resembled infants. The importance of our resembling 
infants, is a sentiment which is certainly contained in 
both the Old and New Testaments :(t) yet this is so far 

(r) Mat. viii. 11. 12. (s) Gill on Mnt. xix. 14, 
(t) Ps. cxxxi. 2. Matt. XYiii. 1-6. Mk. x. 15. 
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from militating against the church-membership of infants, 
either among Jews or 9hristians, that it is an argument 
in its favour. If aclults ought never to be initiated until 

they resemble infants, then the fitness of infants for initi · 

ation is taken for granted. 
But let us see what assistance Dr. Gill has obtained 

from the Syriac version, in proving that it is adults, 
and not infants, who belong to the church. A little la
bour and attention in examining and comparing different 
passages of that version, with what he has said about 
them, will shew that he has refuted himself. In Matt. 

xix 14, the Syriac reads, " SutrJr little children to 
" come unto me, and forbid them not; for of those who 
" are, D.AIK ELIN,(u) such as tliese, is the kingdom of 

"heaven." In Mark ix. 37. it reads, "'Vhosoever 

" shall receive AIK ENA,(v) as this little child, in my 
" name, recci veth me." In Mark x. 14. this Version 
reads " Suffer little children to come unto me, and for

" bid them not; for of those who arc, DAlK ELrn, suclt 

'' as these, is the kingdom of God." I wish it noticed 
that this passage reads, DAIK, .melt as, and the preceding 

passage reads, An~, as, hut that Dr. Gill reads AIK, as, 
in both texts, and in both he renders it by the 
word lihe, which alteration and mistranslation arc 

both more favourable to his views, than if he had 
recorded and translated it with perfect accuracy. It 
may be, however, that he considers AIK and DAIK sy
nonimous. If so, we shall take him at his word, and 
explore only one of them to ascertain the force of both. 
But do not think that I shall weary you with many exam-

(u) r7oi ,.", 
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ples : two or three must suffice. The little Lexicon of 
Gutbirius explains DAIK by the Latin word TALis, 

such as, and refers to Matt. ix. 8. to prove it. Here 
the Syriac Version is as follows : "But when this multi
" tude saw, they feared and glorified God, that he had 
"given power, DAIK ENA, ' such as this, to the sons 
'' of men." This was occasioned by our Saviour's heal
ing " the sick of the palsy;'' an outward miracle intend
ed to set forth his omnipotent energy in healing our in
ward diseases; just as our Saviour held up infants to the 
view of his disciples, to set forth the necessity of the 
new-bi~th. But the question is, what power the multi
tude meant, in the view of the Syriac Translators, 

when they spoke of a ''power such as this" act of heal
ing? Did they mean the outward miracle, or the in
ward grace-? That they meant the latter, no man from 
Syria, Persia, or Arabia, is simple enough to believe : 
if they meant the former, Dr. Gill's whole fabric of 
Syrian resemblances tumbles to pieces. .On this subject 
every man of common sense is compelled to adopt one 
opinion, and Dr. Gill among the rest, as may be seen in 
his Commentary. If, then, when the multitude spoke of 
''power, DAIK ENA, such as this," they meant literal
ly, the power of working miracles, and not figuratively, 
the power of saving souls, which resembled it; Jet us 
then be consistent, and interpret such expressions literal
ly of infants, and not confine them by figures, to pro
fessing adults, because they resemble infants. This there
fore settles the meaning of Dr. Gill's parallel passage, 
just now quoted; "Whosoever shall receive as t!tis lit-
'' tie child in my name, receivcth me." "fhere is also 
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nnother association between Hae two passages which need 
not be overlooked. In Matt. ix. 8. there is a Latin 
Translation of the Syriac which reads "POT EST ATE~I 

" JIUJUS.MODI," for, '"jJowcr such as this;" where 
the literal miracle, and not the figurative grace, is con

fessedly intended. So in Mark. ix. 37. the ancient 

Vulgate Latin says, "'Vhosoever shall receive one, EX 

': UUJUSMODI PUERIS, of children of this sort;" that 

is, real, literal, and not figurative children. 
One more example will shew that Dr. Gill refutes 

himself. It is Jas. iv. 16. The Syriac reads, "Ye 

" glory in your inflations: a11 glorying, DAIK ENA, such 
"as this, is from evil," The Dr. refers to the Syriac 

of this passage, but, forgetting his doctrine of resem
blances, he gives these Syriac words precisely the same 
rendering which our English Translators have given to 

the original Greek. Instead of saying "all rejoicing 
like this," he says, " a11 such rejoicing." \Vhy could 

he not understand the Syriac of Mark ix. 37. in the 

same way? "'Vhosoever sha11 receive one of such 
" children in my name." And why could he not thus 
interpret the same wore.I, in Matt. xix. 14, an<l Luke 

xviii. 16. where the word children is confessedly im

plied, and where there is only a little addition of the 

characteristic verbosity of the Syriac language? 
It is vain to contend that the authors of the Syriac 

Version had doubts abont the application of these passa

ges to infant-baptism, when Tertullian himself, the boast 

of the Baptists, admitted that it was a command to this 

effect, although he became so wise as to dispute the pro

priety of obeying it. In advocating the delay of bap-
N n 
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tism in the case of unmarried and bereaved believers, 
(a whim of his own,) he says, "PRECIPUE T AMEN CIRCA 
"PARVULOS; but especially concerning little ones;'' the 
very name which Jerome gives to the children which 

our Saviour blessed. Then Tertullian, knowing that 
this passage lay in his way, observes, "A1T QUIDEM 
"DoMINus, NoLITE ILLos PROHIBERE AD ME VENIRE. 
" The Lord indeed saith, Forbid them not to come unto 
"me:" a pr.ohibition, the application of which to infant
baptism he never once denies, but only urges pruden

tial reasons for delaying obedience, "SI NON TAM 
" NECESsE, except when absolutely necessary." 

As Robin~on, in his History of Baptism, saw that this 
testimony was fatal to his cause, he directed his artillery 
against our understanding of the word, PARVULOs, little 
ones, pretending that it meant adults. After all Dr. 
Gill's ingenuity on the subject of resemblances, he found 
that the Syriac could not help him out, if those were 
real infants whom our Saviour blessed. He thinks that 
there is evidence in the little Greek pronoun, a.vi-a., them, 
in Luke xviii. 16. "which shews that these infants were 

''not new born babes, or ckild1·en at the breast, but 

"such as were more grown up, since they were capable 

'' of being called to, and of coming to Christ.'' In op· 
posing this flimsy conceit, I need not lay much stress 
upon the Ethiopic Version which he confesses is point
edly against him ; I shall be satisfied with proving that 
the infallible original, to which he has appea]ed, is 
against him. If it can be shew~ that these children 
were not adults, then our Saviour's calling, a.vi-a, them, 
unto him, will shew that he expected the call to be an-
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swcred by those parents who brought them to him, or 
those disciples who forbade them. 

In Luke xviii. 15. it is said, " And they brought un

" to him also, 1'a. j3~Eh, infants." In the next verse, Jesus 

says, "Suffer, 't'a. "°''~'a., little children, to come unto me." 

Now the question is, what <lo Brej1lws and Pais mean? 

In making out an answer, it would be well to follow a 

rule which Dr. Ryland, an eminent Baptist controver

sialist of England, has expressed as follows, viz. " Every 
" word should be taken in the primary, obvious, and or

" dinary meaning, unless there be something in the 
" connexion or in the nature of things which requires 

'' it to be taken otherwise."(w) And here let it be ob

served, that in the time of Hesychius, the ancient Glos

sographer,. " the primary, obvious and ordinary mean~ 
" ing" of Pais was so decidedly child, that he did not 

define it, but took this meaning for granted in his expla~ 

nation of, "°''~'~"o'' boys, which he said were "cu "' 
" na.,8wv u) a.v~(a.) p.E-ta.6a.wov't'E)' those who are changing 
"from children to men." One reason of the wonder 

expressed on the occasion of " the children, 't'ov, na.,~a.,," 

crying in the temple, was their tender age ; for they 
were calJed " babes and sucklings."(x) The age, how

ever, of those who suffered under Herod, cannot be 

easily mistaken, since it is said that he "sent forth and 

'' slew, na. .. 't'a.s 1'ov) na.t~a.s, all the children, that were in 

" Bethlehem, and in all the coasts thereof, from two 
"years old aml wz~er."(y) 

(n1) Taylor's 4th Letter to a Deacon of a Bapfot Church. p. 28. 
(.r) Matt. xxi. 15. 16. (y) l\fatt. ii. 16. 
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As to the word .Brephos, Symmachus renders Ps. viii. 
2, " Out of the mouth of babes, /3pEcpwv, and sucklings, 
"thou hast perfected praise." He, of course, meant 
literal infants, as Dr. Gill admits that "the Jewish wri
" ters generally so understand it;" though the Doctor 
himself very sagely confines it to adults, notwithstanding 
the authority of the New Testament, which applies it to 
infants. The New Testament gives farther evidence of 
this, in what the Martyr Stephen says concerning the 
cruelty of the Egyptians to the Israelites. He says that 
"they cast out -ta /3~Eqn; ci.1J-tc..v, their young children."(z) 
A reference to the first chapter of Exodus will shew that 
these were what Peter calls " a~'l'tyEvv'l1'l'a j3~E<P 17, new-born 
babes."(a) Our new-born Redeemer was twice called 
"BREPHos, the Babe, lying in a manger."(b) John the 
Baptist is twice called "BitEPHOS EN TE KOILIA, the 
unborn infant."(c) The use of it in Apocryphal writ
ings is to the same end. In the Maccabees, it is said 
concerning children lately circumcised, that the Offi
cers of Antiochus "hanged, 'l'a /3~E<P~, the infants, about 
their necks."(d) For ndministering circumcision in 
another instance, the Officers of Ptolemy are said to have 
led the captive mothers round about the city, "'l'a /3~E<P11, 

the babes, hanging at their breast."(e) And in Ecclus. 
xix. 11, it denotes an infant as yet unborn. Damm, in 
his Homeric Lexicon, shews that both these meanings 
of the word are in accordance with Classical usage: and 
the Editor of Calmet's Dictionary ha_s shewn that " the 
}lrimary, obvious, and ordinary meaning" of BrrnPHos, 

(z) Acts vii. 19. 
(c) Ll.lke i. 41, 44. 

(a) 1 Pet. ii. 2. 
(d) 1 Mac. i. 61. 

(h) I,..uke ii. 12. 16, 
(e) 2 Mac. vi. 10, 
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according to Eustathius and Phavorinus, is, ".fl uew
" bom child, nourished by the teat, from !ti~ birth, un
" ti! he be four years old." Dr. 'VaJl has shewn(w) that 

Mr. Gale's supercanonical book of the fourth century, 

caJled Clement's Constitutions, produces this text in 

support of infant baptism, as folJows, viz. "Baptize your 

"infants, and bring them up in the nurture and admo

" nition of God; for he says, ' SuITer little children to 

"come unto me, and forbid them not, for of such is the 

''kingdom of God.' " And the author of a "Defence 
of the 'Valdenses,"(o) has quoted their interpretation of 

this text, as exhibited in their own Confession of Faith, 

presented at different periods to Ladislaus and Ferdi

nand, kings of Bohemia, in which this language occurs, 
viz. "Likewise they teach that children are to be bap

" tized, and to be consecrated to Christ, according to 

"his word, 'Suffer little children to come unto me, and 
';forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of hca

" ven.'" 
Seeing that Inspired usage, and Classical and A pocry

phal usage harmonize in proving that these words de

note literal infants; and seeing that the Primitive chur~h 

and that of the \Valdenses considered the text in ques

tion as authorizing infant-baptism ; then we are bound 

by Dr. Ryland's own rule, to believe that infants must 

be here intended, according to "the primary, obvious, 

"and ordinary meaning, unless there be something in 

" the connexion or in the nature of things, which re

" quires it to be taken otherwise." In the present case, 

(w) Defence against Mr. G~lc, p. 45. (o) Page '4 8. 
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however, both the connexion and the nature of things. 
are in our favour. With regard to the doctrine of re
semblances, would it not be as well to hold up lambs or 
doves to the audience, and say, "of such is the church 
below," meaning, "of such adults as resemble these 
Jambs or doves in innocence?" But suppose that they 
were Dr. Gill's adults instead of infants, who were set 
forth to the audi~nce. Then it would mean, "of such 
adults as resemble these adults, is my church below." 
But let us see how the connexion supports this interpre
tation. Is it said that these persons came to Christ them
selves? No, their parents brought them ; "and his 
disciples rebuked those that brought them," from the 
apparent impropriety of obtruding children, such as Ig
natius was at that time, (for he is said to have been one 
of these infants,) upon the attention of one who was so 
much occupied with adults. But the context says, 
moreover, that "he took them up in his arms," or, as 
the Syriac says, "upon his arms," or, "into his bosom," 
according to the Ethiopic and Persic translations, as re
ported by Dr. Gill : so that the context and exigency of 
the case conspire with the best usage and the most au
thentic definitions, to prove that our Saviour held lite
ral infants in his arms, and that, of such literal infants, 
he declared his "church below" to be composed. If 
then, they be members of the Christian church, they 
became so, by receiving baptism, the initiatory seal; 
wherefore, instead of a repeal of the Old Testament law 
on this subject, we here have an evident confirmation or 
it. 



( 287 ) 

POINT II • 

.lln in~pfred Jlpostle tJO recognizes tlie sEMIKAL noLINEss of fo
l ants, as to confirm t!te command for administering to them 
tire initiatory seal of t!te churc!i. 

" :For the unbc1ieving husband is sanctified by the 

" wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the 
" husband : else were your children unclean; but now 

" are they lwly."(j) 
In common with Pedobaptists in general, I am consci

entiously convinced, that the holiness here attributed to 

the infants of believers, is that seminal holiness which 

entitles them to the initiatory seal of the church. But 

as this is warmly and pertinaciously disputed by the ad
vocates of other sorts of holiness, I am willing, with the 
leave of my hearers, to give a candid ancl patient atten
tion to every interfering claim. If, then, ecclesiastical 

holiness be not here intended, what sort was intended ? 
'Vas it spiritual holiness, or domestic holiness, or civil 
holiness? Let us examine their res pee ti ve claims. 

1. SjJiritual holiness. Might I not say that this inter

pretation is quashed by matter of fact? as also, by what 
the scriptures say of the small proportion of those who 
are sanctified from their birth, whether one or both 

parents professed religion. On this subject, I agree with 

a remark of my Opponent, in his spurious publication 
against Mr. \Valker,(g) where he says, "If, then, their 
" sin or sins, previous to sprinkling, had been forgiven 

" them, they would have had all their sins forgiven 

(J) 1 Cor. "ii. H. (g) p. 175. 
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H them, and would have led lives quite different. They 

" would have been sanctified as weII as pardoned: for 

" par<lon, jnstifi~ation, sanctification, and salvation, are 

" inseparably connected." 

2. Domestic holiness. Dr. Macknight, who misses 

very few opportunities of declining from the good old 

way, thinks that each of the parties is sanctified or made 

fit, by his own affections, to live with the other: else 

were their chilclren unholy; that is, their parents would 

not love, nor (on that account,) feed and educate them. 

One of the most imposing of his remarks in support of 

this theory, is, a very plausible insinuation that the ho

liness of the children depends "on their parents living 

together." This, like a thousand other things of his, is a 
mere figment .of his own fancy. So also is his pretend

ing that a separation of the parents would deprive the 

children of food and education. Is this the conduct of 
a believing father, when deserted by an idolatrous wife? 

or would the scriptures have sanctioned a separation at

tended with such consequen_ces? As there was a want 

of evidence in his Commentary and note, he refers for 

additional light to his Essay 1Hh, Section 38th, where 

he shews that the word common means unclean; a thing 

which no one denies. He refers also to the 53d Section 

of the same Essay, where he encleavours to prove that 

the word_ sanctify has the desired meaning, by referring 

to 1 Cor. vii. 14, the very text in question ; thus reason

ing in a circle, by making the Essay prove the note, and 

the note the Essay. 

~- Civil holiness. As the former interpretation relat

ed to the domestic comforts of the married state, this 
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relates to the )a,, fulness of marriage,. as a ci' ii tran~ac

tion. It is as ol<l as the seventeenth century; for it was 

then urged by the Anabaptists, in their public Dehatc 

with Doctor Fcatlcy.{/i) The amount of it is tl.is; that 

the sanctification of the parents to each other, is sim· 

ply their marriage to each other ; and the lwlincss of 

the children is simply their legitimrtC,l/· Dr. Gill es

pouses this scheme very <lccidedly; and rests his whole 

defence of it, upon '' the JJ!isnic, Talmudic, and Rab
" binic 'Writings!!!" l~rom these he gives a long quo

tation, in which he correctly asserts that "the wnr<l 

" which is used to sanctif.1J, or be sanctified, in the He

'' brew language, is used to espouse, 01· be espoused, no 

" less than ten times." He professes to give this extract 

" instead of a thousand that might be produced." Does 

not this armament loom as formidably as the Spanish 

Armada? But there is something else belonging to 

Spain which can match it exactly. The writings of 

Popes and Cardinals, Bishops and Monks, arc to the 

Homan Catholics, as the Misnical, Talmudical, and Hab· 

binical writings arc to the J e\vs, mu], (in the present 

pinch,) to Dr. Gill: and, mark it well, that the Jewish 

writers arc not more clear in converting sanctification 

into marriage, than the Popish writings are, in con\'crt

ing rnarriage into sanctification, or, into a sacrament. 

Now it would have been very easy for Dr. Gill to pro

duce from a Popish writer, one passage, in which mar

riage was called a sacrament ten times ; and to giYc this 

instead of a thousand that might have been produced. 

(h) See the 8lh page of the Doctor's account of that combat. 
0 0 
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Why, then, does not Dr. Gill believe marriage to be a 

sacrament, as well as that sanctification is marriage ? 
The evidence for both is much the same, as to weight 

and respectability. The one is supported by the tra

ditionary legends of Jewish Rabbi's, written several 

hundred years after Christ ; the other is supported by 

the traditionary legends of Popish Doctors, written 

several hundred years after the Apostles. The one is 

supported, as Dr. Gill says, by the writings of Jerome, 

a Christian Father; the other is supported, as the Pa

pists say, by Jerome's Latin Vulgate, in Eph. v. 32, 

where he expressly says, concerning rnarriage, " SA

" CRAl\IENTUM HOC MAGNUM EST, this is a great sa
,, crament." Here we have Jerome and the Rabbi's 

for the Baptist error, and Jerome and the Doctors for 

the Popish error ; all of them living and writing se

veral hundred years after the Apostles, and having 

no more right to an arbitrary dictation in sacred criti

cism, than Dr. Gill or the Pope. For this I have 

the authority of Dr. Gill himself; for although 

he pleads Jewish inventions, to relieve him from a 

New Testament authority, which they have never 

expounded, yet he refuses to follow them in the very 

same view of an Old Testament text which they have 

explained. 'Vhile he is endeavouring to prove that 

Paul's sanctification means marriage, he strengthens 

his cause by saying, " So the Jews interpret the 

word sanctified, in Job. i. 5. he ESPOUSED to them 
~' wives." Yet when you turn over to the Doctor's 
commentary upon Job. i. 5. you find that he pays no 

attention to these Jewish f'SjJousals, but es]Jouscs him-
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sc]f the Christian interpretation of the passage, in such a 

manner as to favour our cause in more respects than one. 

On this subject, I have a question to propose to the 

learned wor1d. I wish information. If marriage is in

tended in 1 Cor. vii. 14. then I ask, Is there another 

instance to be found, in the Greek Scriptures, from 

Genesis to Reve]ation, where the object is governed 

by the preposition en ? In the present text, the suppo

sed marrying verb is in the Passive voice, and the object 

in the dative case, governed, not by the verb, but by 

the aforesaid preposition. 'Ve have marrying verbs in 

the jJassive, in Mk. x. 12. Rom. vii. 4. Gen. xx. 3. 

Deut. xxi. 13. xxii. 22. but these verbs govern the ob

ject in the dative, without an intervening preposition. 

\Ve have such verbs in the active, in Is. Jxii. 5. Deut. 

xxv. 5. with which you might collate Ecclus. xxv. 8. 

16. 2 Mace. i. 14. but these verbs also govern the dative 

of the object, without an intervening preposition. 'V c 

have, moreover, such verbs in 1 Chr. ii. 21. N eh. xiii. 

23. Matt. v. 32. xix. 9, 2ice. Mk. vi. 17. x. 11. 

Luke xiv. 20. but they a11 govern the accusative \vith

out an intervening preposition. If, therefore, we may 

judge by the style of the Apost]es, and Evangc1ists, and 

Alexandrian Jews, who formed the style of the who]e 

nation, it is extremely improbable that Paul meant mar
riage, when, in the text under revie,v, he spoke of sanc
tification; cspecia11y, when sanctification docs not sig

nify marriage nor legitimacy in any other p1ace in the 

\vhole scriptures. 

But Dr. Gill well knew, that after the Apost]cs were 

dead, and his J cwish Rabbi's of a ]a.ter date came on the 
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stage, they cultivated an .invincible hostility, not only to 
the New Testament, but to their own most venerable 
Septuagint, because it was so eminently useful in illus
trating and supporting the New Testament. It was 
after this invidious apostacy from the ancient style of 
their nation, that they began to call marriage, sanctifi
cation: but as this usage is a mere innovation, perfectly 
unknown in the Old or New Testament, it is of no more 
authority in controlling sacred criticism, than is a news
paper published last year in Modern Greek. 

Let us, therefore, turn to an unadulterated Hellenist 
of the first Century, and ask how he would understand 
the text. "For the unbelieving husband is sanctified 
" by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by 
'' the husband: else were your children unclean ; but 
"now are they holy." That he would never conjecture 
that marriage and legitimacy were here intended, is evi
dent from this important consideration ; that he had 
never before heard such language with such a meaning. 
Notwithstanding this, the language would be per
fectly familiar, and the meaning perfectly obvious. 
Every part of the Old Testament, and every part 
of J erusal~m and Judea brings consecrated things to 
his view. There he sees a holy land and ground ;(i) 
holy mountains and hi1ls; ( j) holy cities and houses, 
chambers, instruments, and vessels;(/;) holy tithes and 
first-fruits, gifts, offerings, oblations, and portions ;(l) 

(i) Zech. ii. 12. Ex. iii. s. (j ) Is. xxvii. 13. Ps. xcix. 9. 
(k) Is. lxiv. IO. I Chr. xxix 3. Ez. xlii. 13. Num. xxxi. 6. 1 Sam. 

xxi. 5. 
CO. Lev. xxvii. 30. Ez. xlviii. 14. Ex. xxviii. 38. 2 Chr. xxxv. 13. Ez. 

:xlvrn. 10. xlv. 14. • 
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holy garments an<l crowns ;(m) lloly nation, congrega

tion, and flock,(n) holy persons, an<l holy secd.(o) 

The holy jloc/£ here mentioned, Dr. Gill justly con

si<lers as meaning " flocks of sheep which were consc

" crated an<l set apart for holy uses, for sacrifices." 

These 11ocks of sheep Ezekiel expressly compares to 

"flocks of men." The Doctor reminds us, that in one 

of these holy floe/ls of sheep, there were as many as 

thirty thousand lambs given by king Josiah alone.(p) 

The sheep and lambs of these holy flocks, corresponded 

with the adults and infants of those '' flocks, of men." 

which they typified; for the first-born of the one and 

the other were sanctified, or made holy, to the Lord. 

The Editor of Calmet's Dictionary, therefore, justly in

sists, that when our Saviour said to Peter, "feed my 

" sheep,'' " feed my lambs," he had regard to the 

Apostle's duty toward the adults and infants of the 

church :(q) and these were assuredly embraced in the 

holy seed mentioned by Ezra. Our Hellenistic Jew, 

then, would find himself perfectly at home, when ex

amining the New Testament regulations concerning holy 

chil<lren; for they are the holy seed, to which he con

si<lcrs himself as belonging, from his infancy. He 

would therefore say, as we have <lone, that the Apo~tlc 
here speaks of 

4. Seminal holiness. Dr. Macknight and Dr. Gin 

(m) Le,•. xvi. 4. Ex. xxix. 6. 

~n) Ex. xix. 6. Num. xvi. 3. Ez. xxxvi. 38. 
> • <') ~ ••• <') • •• "' .. • ,.., o) ls. lxxxn -· l·,x. x111. -· (Comp. Luke 11. 2.,.) Ezr. 1x ••• 

(lz) On Ez. XY.X\"i. 38. Comp. ~ Chr. xxxv. 7-9 . 
. (7) John xxi. 15. 16. Tarlor's Fouith Letter to a Deacon of a Bap

t1:;t church, p. 28. 
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think that our scheme refutes itself, by understanding 
sanctification in different senses. They should remem
ber, however, that this is correct with regard to many 
words, and with none more than the one in question. 
Dr. Pocock, in his notes on the Porta lJfosis of Maimo
nides, says, "N OTISSIMUM EST ET QUOD SA.NCTUM, 

'' ET QUOD A SANCTIT ATE LONGISSHIE RE:MOTUM EST : 

" It is very remarkable that [it sign i.fits J both what is 
" holy, and what is farthest removed from holiness." 
No Hebrew scholar will probably deny, that it signifies 
one who is separated or consecrated to purity, and one 

'vho is consecrated or separated to prostitution; which 
latter sort of consecration the sacred writers knew to 
exist among the Heathen. Yet even in this diametrical 

opposition of meanings, you find the general idea of 
sef)({ration consistently maintained. So it is in the Pedo
baptist explanation of the text. The Old Testament 
law passed an indiscriminate sentence of desecration 
upon all foreign and mingled seed. It made no distinc
tion between a child born of a Jew and Heathen, and a 
child born of two Heathens. They were both alike un

holy, and, on that account, not to be circumcised. But 

what says the New Testament law? It informs us that 

there is now a distinction between mingled seed, and 
that which is entirely foreign; so that the former is holy, 
although the latter is not. The connexion of the believ
ing with the unbelieving parent, so far separates the 
unbeliever from the mass of the Heathen world, that the 
child is not, as formerly, polluted by his Heathenism; 
but is ho(lJ, and, on that account, has a right to the Chris
tian circumcision, as if both parents were believers. 
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But now let us try Macknight and Gill by their own 

rule, and read the text upon their plans, with that con

sistency which they demand of others. In making 

Macknight consistent, I sliall read his own paraphrase of 

the two first clauses of the text, and then make the rest 

to accord with them. It is as follows, viz. " For the 
" Infidel husband is sanctified, is fitted to remain mar

'' ricd to the believing wife, by his affection for her; 
" and t!te infidel wife is sanctified, to the believing 
" husband, by her affection for him, otherwise certain
" ly ,yow· children would be" 'unclean, unfitted to re-

. ' main married to their parents, for want of affection, 

' but now are they holy, fitted by their affection to re

' main in the married state.' This is making sanctifica
tion the same thing throughout; that is, a fitness for 

marriage, by means of affection : whereas.. in one part 
of the text, Macknight makes it mran the reception of 
food and education, which many doubtless receive with

out being fit for marriage. 

But as Dr. Gill asserts that holiness is marriage itself, 
instead of a fitness for marriage, let us try how a consis

tent translation upon this plan will do. I shall gi vc the 
two first clauses in his own words, as follows, viz. "11'or 

" the unbelieving husband is espoused to the wife, and 

"the unbelieving wife is espoused to the husband:" 

'else were your children unmarried ; but now arc they 

' married.' This makes holiness signify rnaniagc, con
sistently throughout the verse: whereas the Doctor 
makes it mean the marriage of a11 adult in one place, ancl 

in another the legitimacy of an infant; which arc two 

distinct things~ since there arc many legitimate infants 
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which are not married, and many i11egitimate adults who 
are married. 

In this procedure there is a grossness of inconsistency 
which deserves your particular attention. 'Vhat Paul 
means by the holiness of infants, is the very point in dis
pute. "\Ve say, that it means seminal holiness, or a he
reditary qualification for initiation into the church, a 
meaning which is abundantly established by scriptural 
usage. Dr. Gill says, that it means the civil legitimacy 
of infants, in which sense it is not used in the Scrip
tures ; but he evidently wishes his reader to believe that 
his Jewish writers support this interpretation by innu
merable examples. Would you suppose, that after his 
dazzling display of "Misnic, Talmudic, and Rabbinic" 
authorities, he has not quoted one single proof that even 
an infidel Jew ever understood holiness to mean legiti
macy of birth? The ten cases which he has cited, and 
the ten thousand to which he refers, prove, without one 
alledged exception, that his Jewish writers considered it 
to mean marriage, a signification which is sometimes in
compatible with the other: for if holiness mean mar

riage, then J eptha, the deliverer of Israel, was holy; but 
if it mean legitimacy, then Jeptha was unholy. Accord
ing to the Doctor's own account, therefore, his interpre
tation is perfectly destitute of support, from the Bible, 
the Talmud, or any thing else. 

A few minutes ago, I mentioned that the Doctor dif
fered from the Jewish writers in their interpretation of 

Jobi. 5, and that, on that passage, he favoured our cause 
in more respects than one. He agrees with our Trans
lators, "Joh sent and $mictificd them." The Jews read 
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it, "He c.~jwuscd ll1c111 to wives." 011 cxami11ation, we 
shall find that their <liscrepancy is very rcmarkab]c; hut 

not more so, than the Doctor"s agreement wilh us. For 

the true meaning of ecclcsiastiea] holiness, he refers to 

Ex. xix. 10. 11. H. 15, where he shews that sanctifi

cation is an external washing of the body and garments, 

and abstaining from sensual pleasures, even from lawful 

marriage.' This is the very opposite of the Jewish cs
j1ousals. '\Then ablution is 11sed as an outward sign of 

spiritual and ecclesiastical holiness, we call it baj1tism: 
yet according to Dr. Gi11, the washing just now mention

ed, signifies imvard and outward holiness; and, as if he 

were going to turn Pedobaptist outright, he produces 

Gen. xxxv. 2 .. 3, to shew that it extended to househo1ds. 

Here we have the Doctor proving that sanctification 
means, not mw:riagc, but a washing to purify a man 

an<l his household. This is the way in which he shou]d 

hav~ explained Paul's declaration concerning holy chil

dren: for it is, in fact, a confirmation of the Old Testa

ment command that they should receive that seal of ini

tiation, which is a sign of pardon and j 11stification, and a 

sign and means of sanctification ; the form of which seal, 

in the <lays of Paul, was an application of water. 

It should not be passed without notice, that Dr. Gill 
and Dr. Macknight, and my Opponent, who for the ~ake 

of immersion, arc generally auxious to pmve that, fl', [en,] 
signifies in, arc nevertheless willing to gi,·e up this no

tion in the present case, for the sake of what they think 

a more important point. They all consider it high trea

son ngainst criticism, for us to say that i::x A1xm~, means 

at Enon, and that EX Jo1rn.\XE, means, at the Jordan~ 
Pp 
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yet when it will serve a turn against Pedobaptism, they 

can prove, as Dr. Gill has formally undertaken to do, 

that en sometimes means to. Notwithstanding this, I 
hope to prove from the writings of these men them

selves, that in such places as our text, it signifies by. 
Some time ago, I suggested a very serious doubt, 

whether one instance could be found in the whole Greek 
\ 

Scriptures, from Genesis to Revelation, in which, after 

a marrying verb, the object was governed by the pre

position en. To prove the improbability that such an 
instance can be found, I shewed that the current of 
Scripture is against such a construction. But can 
it be said that the current of Scripture is against such 
a construction, where verbs of sanctifying and not mar

rying are concerned ? In such cases there is nothing 
more common than for the object(r) to be governed 
by the preposition en; and there is _nothing more com
mon than that Dr. Gill, and my Opponent, and all 
the Baptists, agree with us in translating it by instead 

of to. In orcler that you may perceive the exact re
semblance in the construction of the text and other 

passages, I wish you to mark the way in which it 

reads; ''For the unbelieving husband is sanctified, EN 

TE GUNAIK1, by the wife, and the unbelieving wife 
is sanctified, EN TO ANDm, by the husband.'' To save 

your time we shall quote parallels, in as few words as 
possible. They are as follows, viz. "I will be sancti

fied, EN l\rnso, in the midst, Gill, by the children of Is
rael." "I will be sanctified, EN uoxE Mou, Gill, by my 
glory." Besjcles which, half a dozen other examples 

(r) Or, I might l'ather say, the means, agent, or author. 
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from the Septuagint arc at hand.(s) To these we add 

the following from the New Testament, viz. •:Sa11ctiftcd, 

EN A LETH EJ A, by the truth." " Sanctified~ EX T1rno 

PAT1n, by God the Father.~' "EN 110, by which, lie 

was sanctified." " Sanctific<l, EX PxEU)IA TI IIACao, 

uy the Fioly SjJirit." "Sanctified, EN CmusTo hsou, 
by Christ Jesus." "But ye are washed, but ye arc 

sanctified, but ye are justified, EN TO ONO:\tATI, in or 

by the name of the Lord Jesus, and EN TO PxEU:\IATI, 

by [so my Opponent renders it,] by the 8/Jirit of' our 
God."(t) The two last passages are in the same Epistle 

witl1 our text: anu all of them are so plain, that neither 

Macknight, Gill, nor my Opponent insinuates that they 

relate to marriage or legitimacy, or that en signifies to. 
If, then, sanctification always means sanctification, when 

connected as it is in our text, why should 've make our 
text an exception? and if marriage or legitimacy can 

never be found so connected, why should we force them 

into the text? Should we not rather say with Tremcl

lius, that the preposition used by the Apostle is a He

braism, for PER, by; which Castallio and the ancient Vul

gate have adopted, notwithstanding Dr. Gill's unproved 

assertion, that Jerome, the author of the Yulgate, fa .. 
voured his interpretation. 

The truth is, the Epistle of Jerome to Leta, whose 

Christian mother had married .11.lbinus, a heathen priest, 

expressly gives this text the sanctifying interpretation, 

even in a stronger sense than I have adrncated. He 

makes the sanctifying of an unbeliever to he the con-

(s) Lev. xxii. 3:?. Ex. xxix. 43: Ez. xx. 41. XXX\'i. 23. xx,·iii. 2~. 
25. xxxix. 27. XY.xviii. 16. 

(t) John xvii. 19. Juclc i. lieu. x. 29. Hom. xv. 16. 1 Cor. i. 2. ,·i. 11. 
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verting, or probability of converting him."(u) This is 
certainly very wide of that marrying or legitimating 
interpretation which is, without evidence, attributed to 
him by Dr. Gill. His pretext for this may be, that in a 
certain instance, Jerome refers Paulin us to Tert11llian's 
explanation of this text. Now, although Tertullian is 
very vehemently claimed by my Opponent, it will ap
pear, on examination, that Tertullian saw nothing of 
rnarriage or legitimacy in this text, but that sort of lwli-

" ness which is enjoyed in Leing born of water and of the 
· .. Spirit, or, (as he understood it,) in baptism and sancti
fication. "Paulinus writes to Jerome this question, 
'How are they holy, when as without the gift of the 
'grace [viz. baptism J given them afterward [after their 

'birth J and preserved, they cannot be saved?"' Among 
other solutions of this question, Jerome refers Paulinus 

to the explanation which Tertullian had given of this 
text, as follows,, viz. "The Apostle says that when born 
" of a sanctified parent of either sex, children are holy; 
"as from seminal prerogative, so from the instituted dis

" cipline: [or, the discipline of institution:] else, says 
"he, were they born unclean : but yet meaning to be 

" understood thus : that the children of the faithful are 
" designed for holiness, and so for salvation; that by a 
" pledge of such hope he might plead for those mar
" riageswhich he would have to be continued. Other
" wise, [or, as for any other meaning] he knew well 
" enough what our Lord had dete1'mined, Except one 
" be Lorn of water and the Spirit, he shall not enter 

(11) \Yal\'s History, Part. 1. Ch:ip. 19. Sert. 19. 
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"into the kingdom of God."(v) From such cvi<lence as 

this, Dr. Wall very honestly concludes "that Tert11llian 

"differs from. them [that is, from Augustine and Pela

" gius in their comments on this text,] only in tl1is, that 

" he [Tcrtullian J expounds the holiness that such chil

" dren have by the prerogative of their birth, by these 

"wor<ls, SAXCTITATI DESlGN~\TI, designed fur lwli

" ness, because he reckons and proves from Scripture, 

''that they cannot he actually holy, till they are actually 

"baptized; and that Jerome and Paulinus speak to the 

''same effect.~'(w) 

T'ertullian calls bajJtism, by which the infants of be

lievers are made holy, INSTITUTIONIS DISCIPLIN.A, the 
discipline of institution; that is, an ordinance by which 

they are made disciples, according to Christ's ajl/Joint
ment. Thus Augustine considers it in the follmving 

passage, viz. "But that is to be held without any <loubt, 

"that whatever that holiness, ILLA SANCTffICATIO, 

'' may be, it is not available to the making of them Chris

'' tians, or to the pardon of sins, unless they be made be
" liel'ers, FJDELEs, [according to him, infants can be 

" made Christians and believers J Cmusn.AN" A ET EC

'' CLESL\STICA INSTITUTIONE ET SACILL\IEXTIS, by [/lC 

" Christian and ecclesiastical institution and sacra

" ments." That he here means the sacrament of bap

tism, which is the initiatory institution of the Christian 

church, is c\·idcnt from the words immediately following 

(1•) "Hine cnim ct Apostolus ex sanctificato altrrutro sn:u ~:mctos 
pt'ocreari ait ; tam ex seminis pt'crogatiYa qnam ex in!>titutiunis dbcipli-
11a," ~--:c. Sec \Vall's Histol'y, Part I. Chap. 4. Sect. Ci. Chap. IY. 
Sect. 19. 

('i:1) \\·all's Jlist. Pal't. t. Chap. 11. 8rct. 11. 
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those which have just been quoted, viz. ''For neither 
"are unbelieving husbands or wives, how holy and just 
"partners soever they have, cleansed from the iniquity 
"which keeps them from the kingdom of God, and 
"brings them to damnation; nor are infants, of how holy 
"an<l just parents soever they come, pardoned the guilt 
"of origina1 sin, unless they [that is, the one and the 
"other,] be baptized in Christ.(x) The same Father, 
in explaining this text in relation to the Apostolic 
churches, says, "For there were then PARVULI 
" CHRISTIANI, Christian infants, that were sanctified, 
"some by the authority of one of their parents, some by 
"the consent of both."(y) Here he speaks of baptized 
infants as those which were sanctified by parenta1 autho

rity. In proof that he undoubtedly meant baptismal 
sanctification, I wou1d read another passage reported by 
Dr. WaH; according to whom, "St. Austin, in his 
''questions on Leviticus, has this inquiry ; How it is 
~;meant that Moses should sanctify the high priest, 

"Lev. xxi. 8. when God says, verse 15, 'I the Lord 

~' do sanctify him?' In answer to which he distinguish
~' es between the visible sanctification and the invisible: 

"and after some discourse that the invisible is the chief, 
~'but yet that the other is not to be neg1ected, says, 

" 'Hence Cornelius and they that were with him, when 
~' 'they B:ppeared to be already sanctified invisibly by 

~' 'the Ho1y Ghost coming on them, were, for all that, 
" 'baptized: nor was the visible sanctification counted 
'''needless because the invisible was before.'"(=) 

(.r) vVall's History, Part 1. Chap. 19, Sect. 19. 
(y) \Vall's History, Part 1. Chap. 15. Sect. 2. 
(=) \Yall's History, Part 1. Chap. 11. Sect. 19. 
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That Chrysostom also had substantially the same views, 
will appear from his comment on 1 Cor. i. 2. where he 
says, that sanctification means "the laver, [viz. of bap
tism,] the c]ea11sing."(a) In accordance with this, 

Bingham informs us that '' Theodoret and others ex
plain the word, 'a.rioi, saints, or sanctified ones, to be 
such as were vouchsafed the honour and privilege of bap

tism."(b) 'Vall cites Ainsworth, Lightfoot, Hammond, 
&c. as shewing most fully and clcarJy that this was the 
understanding of the Jews, in relation to the ceremonial 
sanctifications of their law, which indeed Paul himscJf 
calls diverse bajJtisms.(c) These authorities go to shew 
that the Ecclesiastical Fathers expounded 1 Cor. vii. 14. 

of infants' holiness in our sense: yet, as Dr. Fishback 
and my Opponent pretended, that, Calvin and Beza had 
originated our doctrine, that circumcision and baptism 
were the same seal ; so Mr. Tombes, in his Debate with 
Mr. Baxter asserts, that we "cannot find any one author 
that expoundeth I Cor. vii. 14. of infants holiness in'· 

Mr. Baxter's'' sense, before Luther and Zuinglius!!~'(d) 
These assertions arc equally wise, and they both resem

ble that or the Roman Catholic priest, who said, that the 
Reformers originated the Greek Testament. 

But in Mr. Baxtel''s Heport of his Debate with Mr. 
Tombes, he reminds him of a singular concession which 
he made in re]ation to this text. Says he to Mr. Tombes, 
the Baptist champion, "You yielded that the word sane-

(a) \Vall's Hist. Part. I. Chap. 11. Sect. 19. 
(b) Bingham's Antiquities, Book 1. Chap. 1. p. 3. quoted in \\'all's De

fence against (;:1k, p. S~M. 
(c) Hehr. ix. 10. \\'all's Hist. Part 1. Chap. 11. Sect. 19. 
(d) Baxter's Ill-port of the Debate, p. 208. 
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" tify, and holy, is taken in my ~ense near six hundred 
" times in scripture, and no where else once in your 
" sense; and yet pleaded, that here it must be taken in 
" yours, and not in mine, without showh1g any ground 
" for a necessity of it !"(e) Strange as this may seem, 
the Editor of Calmet's Dictionary has furnished us with 
a concession no less remarkable on the same text, from 
one of the most learned and zealous Baptist controver
sialists now living. In the close of the preface of a work 
called "The Baptists Self-convicted," the Editor speaks 
as foJiows: viz. "Mr. Anderson [the learned Baptist,] 
"abandons the brethren (servants) of Lydia; he ex
" pressly renounces the idea of legitimacy as denoted by 

" the term holy in reference to children ; and I under
" stand that nobody now thinks of arguing on the 'much 
" water' of Enon! These are hopeful symptoms." In the 
same Author's second series of " Facts and Evidences 
" on the subject of Baptism."(!) he quotes Mr. Ander
son's words. They are as follows, viz. " To interpret 
" holy Carw.) as signifying legitimate, is not authorized 
" by any example, from sacred or profane writers!!'' 
Some would think this a surrender; but it is intended 
only as a capitulation: for while this zealous Anabaptist 
was relinquishing one untenable position, he was stipu
lating for another, which he vainly thought impregnable. 
He \Vas just exchanging an old exposed perversion of the 
text, for a novel perversion vvhich he thought more plau
sible. He fled from Gill's civil holiness, to take shelter 
unde1· Macknight's domestic holiness. He could no 

(e) Baxter's Report of the Debate, p. 2C8. (f) •p. 64. 
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longer helicve that Paurs infant holiness signified lrgi
timary, for the very goocl reaso11: that this meaning ''is 

" not authorised by any. example, from sacred or profane 

" writers." From this we should expect at least a few 

collations of the word in his newly discovered meaning. 

But what examples has he given us, in which either 

Sacred or Profane writers have spoken of the holiness 

of infants, to mean their clothing and lodging, their hoard

ing and schooling, as being " the ohjects:' of parental 

" affection and care?" It has been shewn that Macknight 

is not only without proof, but in opposition to proof; an cl 
as for Anderson, he comes off with saying that " If this 

" interpretation, which is more jJrobab/e than any other 

"that has been proposed, be admitted, the text will not 

" afford the least countenance to the baptism of babes." 

To this I would reply, that if many other interpretations 

of that cold-blooded traitor be admitted, the respective 

texts wiB not afford the least countenance to the Gosp{'l 

plan of salvation. But if this novel fancy of Mack11ight's 

be " more /1robable than any other that has been pro

posed," and if it be, at the same time, such decisive cvi· 

den cc of Baptist prin.ciples, how comes it t!aat it "contra

" dicti; all Baptist writers for more than a century past? 

''How comes it that this ob\·ious meaning never occurred 

to '' Drs. Gill, Stennett, Ryland, Mr. Booth, &c. &c ?" 
aJJ of whom "assert that the term lwly in this passage 

"signifies legitimat1: ?" And how comes it that neither 

the interpretation of these legitimates, nor the " more 
probable" one of Macknight and his i/lcgitimatcsj was 

adopted hy the ancient Fathers? but that the Pe<lobap

tist inte1·p1·etatio11 wns follo\\·ed hy them: as has hee11 

Q (j 
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shewn from the testimony of Paulin us antl Jerome, Chry

sostom and Augustine, and even my Opponent's Baptist 

brother Tertul1ian, and his heretical brother Pelagius? 

Mr. Toinbes can afford us a clue to this mystery, in his 

concession to Mr. Baxter, that the word sanctify, and 

holy, is taken in the Pe<lobaptist sense near six hundred 

times, and no where else once in the Baptist sense. The 

truth is, we follow broad scriptural usage, both in transla

ting and expounding this passage: whereas, both in trans

lating and expounding, the Baptists, not only oppose the 

scriptures and the Fathers, but co11tradict themselves 

and one another, and snbstitute their own arbitrary in

ventions and incongruous assertions for fair criticism and 

solid exegesis. 

We have now given that cantlitl hearing which was 

promised, to the respective claims of spiritual, domestic, 
civil, and seminal holiness, in the interpretation of 1 Cor. 

vii .14. after which it appears plain, that the seminal, or, 

if you choose, the ecclesiastical holiness of infants, is in· 

tended by the Apostle, when he says, "For the unbe]iev

" ing husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbe

" lieving wife is sanctified by the husband : else were 

" your children unclean, but now are they holy:" or 

f' designed for holiness ;!'' as the Baptist Father Tertul

lian paraphrases it ; meaning that by "serninal prero
" gative," as well as "the discipline of institution,'' the 

infants of pious parents are designed for bajJtism,; an 

ordinance which Augustine, in coHformity with Jewish 

and Christian usage, inspi1·ed an<l uninspirecl, expressly 

calls " the visible sanct/flcation ." Instead, therefore, of 
~ repeal, we here Jrn n ? a New Testam ent conftrmatio1~ 
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of the command for administering to infants the initiato· 

ry seal of the church. 

POINT III • 

.!ls the Scriptures recogni=e the discipleslti'p of infants, in· 
fants must be contemplated in our Lord's comm,and to 
Ids ,/lpostles, to disci'ple all nations by baptism. 

'' Go ye therefore, and teach (discijJle) all nations, 
" baj1tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 
" Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to ob
" serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you: 

" and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of 
" the world. Amen."(g) 

The Baptists have two different and contradictory 
schemes, for resisting the force of this text. One is, to 
make the verb MA TIIETEUEIN signify to teach those who 
are capable of believing, and thus to exclude infants who 
do not believe. The other plan is, to admit and even to 
urge that ~IA TIIETEUEIN signifies to disciple or mahe 
disciples, but that this discij;leing is equivalent to con
version, which conversion, according to them, the text 
makes a prerequisite to baptism; and th11s they exclude 
infants who gi,·e no evidence of conversion. 

The first of these courses is pursued by Mr. Gale. In 
advocating it, Dr. 'Vall convicts him of as gross stupid
ity, or dishonesty, or both, as can perhaps he found any 
where else. But admitting, as Dr. 'Vall certainly 
proves, that Mr. Gale was incapable of discussing the 
Original, still our Translation has the appearance of 

. (g) :\lall. xx.viii. 19. W. 
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favouring his cause; for it gives the verb his renderin, 
''teach all nations.''' To this I would reply that the 
same Translators have left us the other rendering also. 
Their margin reads, ''or make disciples or Christians 
" of all nations." Dr. Wall, moreover, argues that the 
reason of their putting the word teach into the text 
" was, that in the time of making the old translations, 
"there were no Antipedobaptists (and when the En
" glish Translation was made, none in England,) who 
" should thence take occasion for their error, viz. to 
" conclude that infants, though a part of the nation, 
" must not be baptized, as not being yet taught. All 
"people then understood it thus: That the Apostles, 
"going into the Heathen nations, must :first teach and 
''convert the adult persons and baptize them; and then 
" at their request, baptize their children, into the same 
" covenant; and while all took it so, there was no hurt 
" in letting the word teach stand."(h) It is very cor
rectly granted by Dr. Wall, " that where the circum
" stances of the passage and of the persons spoken of 

' "do shew it to be meant of adult persons now in the 
" state of learning, there to make disciples does import 
" teaching of them ; and in such p1aces it does often 
'' best fit the construction of the sentence to express it 
" teach ; because, as I said before, in most places where 
"the word occurs, the discipleing is by present teach· 
" ing :"(i) But, on the other hand, the Dr. observes that 
" This very thing of choosing a new word on pur
~. pose for this sacrament, (viz. discipleing in general) 

( Ii) Wall's Defence again~t Gale, p. 17'..?. 
( i) \iVall's Defence, p. 176. 
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" is, of itself, a proof that it is not to be taken in the 
" same limited sense as the word teaching; for if it had 

" been to express teachiug, there were plenty of com
" mon and known \Vords in use for that."(j ) And let 
it be observed that one of these common and known 

words for teaching is used by our Saviour in the same 

sentence, in such a manner as to shew that it was not 

there to be considered as perfectly synonimous with 
matheteuein. 

The second course is pursued by Dr. Gill, who would 
have discipleship to mean conversion, and to be so essen
tially prerequisite to baptism as to exclude infant5. . On 

John iv. 1. he says, "The method Christ took was, 

'~ he first made men disciples, and then baptized them; 

" and the same he directed his Apostles to, saying, 'go 
" 'and teach, or disciple all nations, baptizing them 

" ' &c.' " My Opponent's New Testament goes so far 
as to translate it '' Coni1ert a11 the nations, immersing 

'' them!" On the present occasion he has treated this 
text as follows, viz. " I will appeal directly to the law 
" of Christ concerning this ordinance of his, which I 

" find in the commission to baptize." " The Jaw of 

" Christian baptism, as expressed in the commission, is, 
"Baptize the discipJcs, or the believers of the gospel. 

" It thus reads, 'Go ye, therefore, and teach aJ1 nations, 
" 'baptizing them in the name' &c. Now l\fATIIETEU

" SATE, the verb here renclered teach, is conceded by 

"aJ1 intelligent Paido-baptists to signify, mahe discijJ!es, 

" or discij1lc. This is unquestionably the proper rcn-

(j ) \\'all ':s Defence. p. 177. 
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" dering of the term MATHETEUSATE. The verb l\IA .. 

' ' THETimo, when governing an accusative, Parkhurst, 

" the Paido-baptist lexicographer says, signifies ' to 
" ' mahe a disciple.' p. 412. It is not the nations in
" discriminately, that were commanded to be baptized; 
" for TA ETHNE, the nations, being neuter, is not the 
''antecedent to AUTous, [them,] which is masculine, 
" and which is the accusative governed by l\IATHETEU
" SATE. Its antecedent is MATHET AS in the verb l\IA
" THETEUSATE. Again the phrase, ' teaching them to 
'~ ' observe all things which I have cmnmanded you,' 
"respects the disciples exclusively. For Christ did 
" never command nations indiscriminately to observe his 
" ordinances, but only his disciples. He commanded 
" all nations to repent and believe the gospel, and then, 
''as his disciples, he commanded them to keep his com

" mandments. Hence the word rendered teach in the 
'' 20th verse of Matt. xxviii. is not the same as the 
" ·word rendered teach in the 19th verse. It is DIDAS

" KONTEs, a word importing the office of a preceptor to 
"those \Vho had been put under his tuition. It is ex
,; pressive of that tuition which teachers owe to their 

" disciples or pupils. Two things or two classes of 
" duties were enjoined on the Apostles in this commis

'' sion. The first was the work of discipleing or ma
" hing dis_cij1les. The second was the education of those 
" disciples collected into churches or schools. Now 

" inasmuch as the Apostles were authorized by the Jaw 
"of Christ to baptize disciples, this law, in fact, amounts 
" to a prohibition of the baptism of those who are not 
" disciples. This I cannot no\v illustrate lJetter than 
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'' by a reference to the Appendix of Debate with Mr. 
"\Valkcr, to which Mr. M~Calla so often refers. p. 209. 

" ' A limited commission implies a prohibition of such 

'' things as are not contained in it, and positive laws 

" imply their negative.' The commission under which 

" the Apostles acted was limited, as every Christian will 

" confess. The duties of those who act under it arc 

" pointed out: and indeed every creature must act un

" dcr a limited commission, for the vdy term itself im

'' ports something committed from a superior, or from 
" the supreme."(ll) · 

In this argument my Baptist Opponent has certainly 

shewn, that all that Mr. Gale has written on the same 

text, is lost labour. In opposition to him, he proves that 

the Apostles were commanded to " discij1le all nations, 
baptizing them." Yet he tries to criticise us ont of the 

~pinion, that the apostles discijJlcd them in bapti:::ing 
them. That adults gave evidence of knowledge and con
version before baptism, I would not only admit, but in

sist upon. That they and their infants were formally 

discipled in baptism, I hope to shew. The only obstruc

tion presented by my Opponent's argument, is his en

deavour to shew, that if the apostles bajJti=ed discijJ!cs, 
they must have been disciples before they were bajJti:::cd, 
and, of course, could not be made disciples in baptism. 
\Vhen I hear such a plea from a man of such pretensions, 
I feel considerably inclined to hand him over to that ol<l 
lady, by whose common sense, he tells us, he was once 

pverpowered, notwithstanding all his philosophy and 

(k) Spurious Debate with me, pp. S~ , 1 !3, 114. 
' 
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divinity.(/) Not Jong ago I observed a housewife send

ing a messenger with thread to a seamstress. Her com

mission ran thus; '' Remember and tell her that this 
black thread is to sew the seams." My Opponent, on 
hearing this commission, would have said, ' Madam, if 
she is to sew the seams, they must be seams before her 
sewing them, and therefore her sewing cannot make 

them seams.' If, on receiving this answer, she were to 
report the thing to a recruiting officer in the neighbour
hood, he would probably give a commission to his ser

geant in the fo11owing words; "Go and enlist that Phi
losopher, giving him the bounty." On this commission 
my Opponent could meet the officer sword in hand, and 
prove that giving the bount,y does not make a soldier; 

although he would probably be very reluctant to try the 
experiment of receiving the bounty. The following 
argument on this subject will quadrate with the one 
which he has given, to prove that baptizing does not 
make disciples. It is as follows, viz. '' The v~rb enlist, 
when governing an accusative, it is conceded by all mili
tary men, signifies to mahe a soldier. It is not philoso
phers indiscriminately that are commanded, in this com
mission, to be enlisted. Philosopher is not the ante
cedent to him,; its antecedent is soldier, in the verb 
enl£st. For our Constitution did never command philo
sophers indiscriminately to observe the rules and articles 
of war, but only United S'tates' soldiers. It commands 
all citizens to obey the laws, and then as soldiers, it com
mands them to ~ubmit to military regulations. As, there
fore, t/2e bounty was to be given to none but soldiers, they 

(l) Spurious Debate with me, Preface, p. x. 
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must have been soldiers before the bounty was given. 

\Vhereforc, giving tlzc bounty, <loes not make a soldier; 

and 'ALI .. :\IY PIIILOSOPllY AND DIVIXITY,' my verbs 

and accusatives, my antecedents an<l relatives, woul<l be 

perfectly safe in receiving the bounty; although at the 

same time I should not like to try it." 
My Baptist Opponent thinks it of great importance to 

prove that our Saviour's commission <lacs not authorize 

the baptizing of the nations but the disciples. But when 

this point is gained, how docs it help his cause? If bajJ

ti=ing disciples proves that they must have been disci

ples before they were baj1tized; then "Perverting the 

deceitful balances," proves, that they were deceitful be

fore they were perverted-" Grind meal," means that 

it was meal before it was ground-and " Stripped the 
ualwd of their clothing," means that they were nal:.ed 
before Job strij1j1ed them ; (m) which things are absurd. 

If, therefore, st»ijJj1ing the naked makes him nailed; 

if giving the bounty to a soldier makes him a soldier; if 
falsif.1Jing deceitful balances makes them deceitful ·ba

lances; if sewing a seam makes it a seam; and if grind

iiig meal makes it meal, then \vhy may not baptt=ing dis

ciples make them discij1les ? 

It is certainly my Opponent's aim to prove that dis

cipleing does not, in any case, mean mere initiation, of 

which an infant may be the subject; but that it means 

that conversion, of which none hut an educated or en

lightened adult can be the subj ect. It is for this reason 

that, instead of" disci/Jle all nations," his N cw Testa-

(m~ Isa. x lvii. 2. Joh, xxii. 6 .• \m. \i ii . 5. , ot1 which last sec Hcbr. 
and E ngl. i\faq; in and l'ool's A1111utations on Job, xxii. 6. 

R r 
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ment reads " Convert aII the nations." But let us see 

how this will tally with his argument. There he informs 

us that, DIDASKONTES, teaching, as well as l\IATHETEU

SATE, disciple, "respects the disciples exclusively:" 

that is, teaching respects converted persons exclusively; 

since disciple and convert are, in his view, convertible 

terms. This he expresses more fully as follows, viz. 

"Two things, or two classes of duties, were enjoined on 

"the Apostles in this commission. The first was the 

" work of discipleing or making disciples. The second 

"was the education of those disciples collected into 

"churches or schools." That is, the Apostles were 

commanded, first to disciple or convert adults, and thr.n 

to educate or instruct them! ! Conversion first, instruc

tion last! ! This is bad enough; but I am afraid that it 

leads to worse. As my Opponent is for abolishing the 

whole order of the gospel ministry, he would teach the 

pe~ple that they should have neither instructors nor in

struction. But as he is opposed to the operations of the 

Spirit of God in regeneration, he is equally opposed to 

their conversion: so that, in reality, he is for no con

version, no instruction. Now we are for both the one 

and the other, and in their proper order. ·we believe that 

as far as adults are contemplated in our Saviour's com

mission, they are to be first instructed. This, by the 

immediate agency of the Divine S pirit, becomes an in

strument of their conversion. 'I'hen, when there is evi

dence of their conversion, they are baptized. It was, as 

Dr. ' Yall intimates, with a vi ew to this process, in the 

case of ad ults, that our English T ranslators put into the 

text the wor<l teach instead of discip le. B ut thei r mar-
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ginal rea<ling, which my Opponent has shewn to be 

strictly conformable to the Greek, evidently leaves room 

for another or<ler of things in the case of infants. In re

lation to them, my Opponent's exposition of the text, 

loses a 1)Qrtion of its absurdity, and looks like solid, 

scriptural reality. Infants, and infants only, should be 

first discipled, then instructed. In contemplation of in

fants, it may be truly said, as my Opponent has most in

consistently and improperly said concerning adults; that 

"Two classes of duties were enjoined on the apostles in 

"this commission : the first was the work of discijJ!eing 

"or muhiug disci/Jles; the second was the education of 
"those disciples collected into churches or schools." 

This is only saying that infants should first be discipled 

by baptism, and then brought up in the nurture and ad
monition of the Lord. 

'\Tith this vie\v of the subject, which my Opponent's 

own comment has made necessary, we discovc1· that this 

text affords the same authority for infant baptism, which 

another passage quoted by him, furnishes for female 

communion. The passage is, that Christ "gave it [the. 

bread] to his discijJ!es, and said, Take, cat."(n) He then 

produces another passage to shew that "there was acer

tain disciple there named Tabitha."(o) She, therefore, 

being a disciple capable of discerning the Lord"s body, 

must have been admitted to communion. 'Vherefore, all 

other female disciples of the same description should be 

admitted to the same privilege. 11! a similar way, we 

shew that the apostles were commissioned to "disci/1lc 

(11) ~fatt. XX\'i. 26. Spur. Debate with I\lr. \Valkcr, p. G9. 
('J) .\cts ix. 36, 
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all nations, baptizing them." We then shew that m
fants were recognized as disciples; and conclude, that 
the apostles must have made them so by baptizing them, 
as they were made disciples among the Jews "by circum
cision. 

In reference to this severe discipline, which was im
posed upon Jewish professors and their infants, Peter 

says, '' Now, therefore, why tempt ye God, to put a 
" yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither 
" our fathers nor we were able to bear?'' Dr. Gill says, 

that these disciples are " Gentile believers;" thus pro
?ably meaning to frown upon infant discipleship, because 
infants cannot believe. He admits, however, that this 

yoke embraces circumcision, though he says, that " by 
it here is meant ~ot circumcision only and barely." Now 
I would ask, What sort of disciples they were, on whose 
neck this yoke was first imposed? They were chiefly Jew
ish infants. I would again ask, "\Vhat sort of discij1les were 
they, on whose necks these J uclaizing teachers wished to 

i1npose this gi.:ievous yoke. when Peter spoke? \Vere 
they " Gentile believers" only? No, it was Gentile and 
Jewish believers and their infants; which would have 
still thrown the burthen of circumcision chiefly upon the 
infants, because a great proportion of the adults had been 
already circumcised. This then, she,vs, that the apos
tles understood their commission as \Ve do; and, that in 
discipleing all nations, they discipled believers and their 

~eed, "baptizing them." 
That Jews ancl Christians thus unclerstood the OI<l 

and New Testaments, cannot be reasonably disputed. 
Out of Dr~ Wall's many instances of Jewish ushge, I will 
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report only one, from Maimonides, as follows, viz. "An 
"Israelite that takes a little Heathen child, or that finds 

'' an Heathen infant, and baptizes him for a Prost(IJ!C: 
"behold, he is a Proselytc."(fl) Even Dr. Gill tells us, 
that "Jarchi interprets these children [mentioned in 

"Prov. xxxi. 28.J of disciples." The ancient Christian 

usage may be gathered from Tcrtullian, the great boast 

of the Ba1itists. His views of infant discipleship may 

be seen in a passage quoted already under the last point. 

He there lells us, that '' The Aposllc says, [in 1 Cor. 
" vii. 14. J that children born of a ho(11 parent of either 
"sex, are themselves holy, [that is fit for baptism,] as 

" well from seminal prerogative, as from the discipline 
'' of institution [that is, Christ's institution for making 
" discijJ!cs. ]"(r) That Tertullian really used this ex

pression to signify the ordinance of baptism, by which 

Christ requires us to initiate adult and infant discijJ!cs 
into the visible church, will appear by another passage, 

from the same author, which my Opponent introduces 

against Mr. 'Valker, in the following pompous manner, 

viz. " But I have another testimony of Tertullian to 
"read, which I hope will be heard with all the impar

" tiality you can command. It accounts for more than 

" the origin of infant baptism. It is doubtless one of 

" the best authenticated testimonies of antiquity.'' He 

then proceeds to give T'ertullian's account of certain 

unscriptural customs, by which he professed to initiate 

and build up discijJ!cs, and which, for that reason, this 

(/l) \Vall's Hist. Introduction, Sect. 4. 
(r) \Vall's Hist. Part l. Chap. 4. Sect. G. The Doctor has mis

taken the meaning of the word discipline here, as lhe Baptbts do in othL r 
plarrs. 
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Father calls disciplines, but which my Opponenf s trans
lation calls practices, as follows, viz. " If you demand 
"a Jaw for these practices, taken from the scriptures, 
" we cannot find one there." He should have trans
lated it in something like the following manner, viz. "If, 
" for these disciplines, and others of the same sort, you 
"require scriptural authority, you can find none."(s) 
Among these unauthorized disciplines, we find the sign of 
the cross, and the use of milk and honey, and trine im .. 
mersion in baptism. Doubtless, Mr. \Valker, against 
whom this passage was so vauntingly produced, will 
agree with Tertullian, that the sign of the cross and the 
baptismal use of milk and honey, are unauthorized in 
scripture, and that trine immersion or any other im
mersion, is unauthorized there: but he will also 
a$ree with the same Father in believing that Chris
tian baptism is Christ's instituted discipline, by which 
discipleshijJ is conferred upon those who have a seminal 
prerogative derived from a lwly parent of either sex. 
These infant discijJles are thus initiated into the visible 

church and have been considered as visible Christians, 
ever since the day that "The disciples were called 
" Christians first in Antioch." Some infants must have 
been thus discipled, immediately after this change of 
denomination, because, in old age they were the person
al aquaintances of Justin Martyr, who speaks of them 
in the folIO'\ving language, viz. "Several persons among 

'' us, of sixty and seventy years old, of both sexes, who 

(s) "Harum et aliarum ejusmodi discijzlinarum si legem expostulas 
scripturarum, nullam invenies." This is quoted in a note in Dr. J. P. 
Camr>bell's Review of Robinson, p. 133. • 
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"were discij1led to Christ in their cllildlwod, do continue 
"uncorrupted." They were discipled to C/1rist; an 

expression which shews that they were discipled, not 
by instruction or conve1·sion or by an unauthorized 
practice, as my Opponent would have it, but by baj1tism, 

the instituted disclj1line of Tcrtullian, who has declared 
baj1tism to be a discij1line, even in that passage which 
my Opponent praises as "one of the best authentica
" ted testimonies of antiquity," in relation to "the ori
" gin of infant baptism." It ought not to be omitted that 
when Justin Martyr speaks of their being discipled in 
their childhood, he uses the word jxcdon, the one which 

enters into the composition of Pwdoba/1tism; and the 
word which he uses for discij1led, is ematheteuthesan,(t) 

the very word used by our Saviour in commanding his 
apostles to "discij1le all nations, baj1tizing them." Is 
there then any room to doubt the correctness of my 
third point, that " As the scriptures recognize the dis

" cijlleshijJ of infants, infants must be contemplated in 
" our Lord's command to his apostles to disciple all na

" tions by baptism ?" 

You cannot now wonder, if I consider it proved, ac

cording to the tenor of my fifth proposition, that after 
the authoritative command recorded in the Old Testa

ment, ''The administration of this seal to infants has 

nc\·cr since been prohibited by divine authority; that 
is, this command of Go<l, origina1Iy given in the Old Tes-
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tament, is not repealed in the New Testament, but ra
ther confirmed." According to promise, this has been 
shewn from what is said in the new Testament, concern

ing " the me1nbers/iijJ of infants, the holiness of infants, 
and the discipleslzijJ of infants." 

My evidence in favour of a divine command for in
fant baptism has occupied more time than is usually spent 

on this subject. Respect to the good cause of truth, 
and to the understandings of my audience, required that I 
should pay a becoming attention to my Opponent's nu
merous contradictions and objections. None of these 
were advanced against my fourth proposition ; and there
fore, that proposition, though occupying one-fifth of the 
ground of my argument, was passed over in a few \vords. 
But when the other propositions were contradicted, it 
became necessary not only to refute those objections, but 
to develope an unusual portion of the ample stores of 
authority, which the scriptures contain in support of 
those propositions. These copious proofs are an evi
dence, not of the difficulty, but of the facility with 
which infant baptism is established. They shew, not 
the doubtfulness, but the certainty of the divine will. 
Neither is this certainty in the )east affected, by the fact 
that we arrive at the conclusion by a circuitous route; 
since the very same complication has been shewn to at
tend the argument for female communion and many other 
things equally plain. Let any one take the propositions, 
and duly consider them, clistinctly, and in their mutual 
relation, and 1)011dcr well the evidence by which they 
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arc supportc<l, and the conclusion to which they tend, 

nn<l he will not wonder that the great hotly of Christ's 

people, from the beginning, have been 11e<lobaptists. 

To them the scriptures shew plainly, that, 1. Abraham 

nn<l his seed were divinely constituted a visible church 

of Co<l. 2. The Christian Church is a branch of the 

Abrahamic Church : or, in other words, the Je\vish 

Society before Christ, an<l the Christian Society after 

Christ, arc one and the same Church, in different dis

pensations. 3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and 

Ch1·istian Baptism after Christ, arc one and the same seal, 

in substance, though in <liffcrent/orms. 4. The admin

istration of this seal to infants was once enjoined by di

vine authority; that is, God once commanded it. 

5. The n<lministration of this seal to infants h~s never 

since been prohiqi\ted by divine authority ; that is, this 

command of Go<l, originally given in the Old Testament, 

is not repealed in the New Testament, but rather con-· 

firmed. Therefore, there is now in force, an unrc

pealcd <livine command, for administering to believers 

and their infants, the initiatory seal of the Church, 

which, untlcr the Christian dispensation, is baptism. If 
the premises be true, the conclusion is inevitable: but 

the premises have been proved to be true ; therefore 

the conclusion stands; and my first argument for infant 

baptism, drawn from a divine command, i5 valid, accord

ing lo the infallible word of Go<l. 

Ss 
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ARGUMENT II. 
APOSTOLICAL PRACTICE. HOUSEHOLD BAPTISM. 

According to custom, my Opponent represents the 
argument drawn from household baptism as destitute of 
probability; and, if I remember rightly, there are some 
Pedobaptists who speak of it, as if it amounted to little 
or nothing more than probable evidence. I would ask 
such persons, upon what sort of authority do they re
ceive females to communion? Is it jJrobable or certain? 
They will say, with my Opponent, that the evidence is 
indubitable, because females are disciples, and for disci 4 

ples it was institut~d. Yet our Saviour gave no express 
command to administer it to a female ; there was no fe
male among the disciples to whom he administered it ; 
and there is no express record of Apostolical practice, 
in favour of female communion. If, without these, the 
evidence is certain, how much more so, if, like infant 
baptism, it could be supported by divine command and 
apostolical practice. This practice of111e apostles would 
have been taken as positive evidence, fully made out, if 
the Acts of the Apostles had recorded several instances 
in which heads of families communed; because heads 
of families would embrace females. Now we have evi
dence, in the Acts of the Apostles, that they baptized 
lwusdwlds, and we hope to shew that households embrace 
infants; and the fact that some households are without 
infants, is of no more avail in the one case, than the fact 
that some families have no female head, wiH avail in the 
other. In proving that infants are included in the bap
tized households of the New Testament, I shall, of 
course, make liberal use of Taylor's " Facts and Evi
dences," inuch of which Dr. Rice, of Virginia, has co
pied, with valuable additional matter of his o\vn. · 

Hut the strength of our argument cannot be duly ap
preciated, \\ ithout giving some attention to that of my 
0 p po11eut. He speaks as fo llo\v-s, viz. ~!<" 

* The reaaer will notice, that from p. 223 to note (u) on "p. 331, is Mr. 
C am 1,bell 's-ar t,ume11t. 



223 

'"Mr. M'Calb has acloptcd the criticism of Hice and 
Taylor on the words oilws and ot'.liia, and is to gi\'c us posi
tive evidence of infant baptism from the impo1·t of these 
words, l\1r. Ha11ston, who has writtc11 what he calls a 
'Jfricf Hcview' of the Debate at.Mount Pleasant, has adop
ted the same, and mightily boasts of the impol'ta11ce of the 
criticism. Mr. M•Calla te1ls us it is founded 011 the de
cisions of Aristotle and Plato, and lays the greatest stress 
upon it. Now we have not read Hice's Pamphleteer, 
but we have read some [a11] of the writings of Aristotle 
and Plato in the original, and we have read Dr. Samuel 
Rallston"s 'Condensed View' of the criticism, a11<l we 
boldly pronounce that it is a ''rduge of lies.' And we 
will go a little farther yet, and aflirm, that 11ot only is the 
criticism erroneous, but that assertions arc made in the 
'Co11<lense<l View' referred to, that are downright 
falsehoods. Mark it well, my friends, we ha\'e said 
falsf'lwod.~. 'Vhethcr intentional or not, is not my duty 
to say. But if I <lo not prove to the satisfaction or every 
one who understands English, and especia11y to any one 
who knows only the Greek alphabet, a11 that I have now 
afli rmc<l concerning this criticism and those assertions, I 
will say that I know neither English nor Greek. But 
this we will not attempt until Mr. M'Calla gives us the 
whole it. In the· mean time, we will request your at
tention to the households baptized, or 'family bap
tisms,' as some call them, mentioned in the New 'T'csta
ment. Of these there arc but four. Of three of these 
we have positive proof that all haptized were professed 
disciples, capable of hwring~ believing and obez;inb t.hc 
word. The only family that n<lmits of the least hesita
tion with respect to the members of it, is that of' Lydia: 
ancl if there had not been another family baptized in 
the nanative than this one, or if thc1·c hall been the 
same want of particularity in dcscribin~. inciclentally or 
explicitly, the baptism of the others, it would he utter
ly impossible for any man living to fm·11ish a positi,·c 
evidence of infant baptism from Seri pt111·e testimony. 
'Ve ha\?e, indec<l, already shewn, that the apostles 
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baptized none but professed disciples, by facts and ar
guments that Mr. M'Calla dared not to impugn; and 
therefore might be excused from noticing this ten 
thousand times refuted notion of infants having been 
baptized in these four families. But that the fullest 
satisfaction may be afforded to all interested, we will 
again condescend to visit the families alluded to. 
With respect to Lydia's family, of the circumstances 
of which there is the least said, and therefore the more 
room for conjecture, as we see in all the references to 
it by the Paido~baptists, we will just mention, that six 
things must be proved, before it can be proved from 
it, that we have positive evidence of apostolic prac
tice of infant baptism. 1. That Lydia ever had a 
husband. 2. That she had a husband lately. 3. That 
she ever had children. 4. That she had brought her 
children with her from Thyatira to Philippi, a jour
ney of 200 miles, mostly by sea. 5. That her chil
dren were then infants, and 6. That they were actu
ally baptized. All this must be done before Mr. 
M'Calla's positive can be adduced. JYow let me as/1,, 
can Mr. 1'1' Calla prove ANY ONE of these circum
stances? I positively answer, No, not one. Where, 
then, is his positive evidence to be obtained from Ly
dia's house? Indeed there is not probable evidence, 
much less positive evidence, of infant baptism in this 
family." "But just let us look at the circumstances 
of Lydia's family, and consider what is most probn ble 
in the case. 1. She shews herself to be the sole pro
prietor of her house, and precludes the idea of having 
a husband, in these wor<ls, Acts xvi. 15. 'Come into 
my house, and tarry with me.' 2. That she was an 
unmarried woman is probable from her manner of giv
ing the invitation, which indeed is the most singular 
invitation on record, 'If ye have judged me faithful 
to the Lord, come into my house.' It is equivalent to 
saying, if you have formed a good opinion of my being 
under subjection to Christ, you will not impeach my 
lnodesty, or :suppose me actuated hy any other rnoti v ~ 

\ 
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than the love of my Master, in inviting yon to sojoum 
with a woman. 3. 'fhat she was an unmanied wo
man at this time, is further evident from hc1· manner 
of life. She was a tra vclling merchant, an<l far from 
her own city. 4. It is also probable that the hrcthren 
mentioned in 4th verse, were members of her family, 
servants or relatives in her employ." "Thus, from 
a fair and full consideration of all the circumstances of 
Lydia's house, there is not the least ]WObahility that 
there was an infant in it. But if even it had been pro
bable that infants belonged to Lydia's house, we arc 
absolutely certified from other portions of the divine 
testimony, that they were not baptized." "The time 
has fully come when it becomes my duty, from a pro·· 
misc already given you, my friends, to prove that thi8 
new discovery made on pm·pose to aid the falling 
cause of infant baptism, is a refuge of lies. I have said 
that it is a refuge of lies. Many seek shelter under 
such refuges without knowing them to be s11ch. Per
haps this was the case with Mr. Rallston and my Op· 
ponent. Be this as it may, we are sure it is a refuge 
of lies, and that the alledgecl difference between oilws 
and oihia is not only an erroneous criticism, but that 
statements made concerning these terms are absolutely 
false. 'Vhether intentional or not, lies not in my way 
to ju<lgc or to express. 'Ve arc only concerned in 
what is sai<l, on the present occasion, and not in the 
motive or <lesign of the speaker or writer. I then po
sitively assert that in the bible, there is no more tlif· 
ferencc betwixt the use and application of the \Vords · 
oilws and oi/,ia than there is between the words bro
tilers and brethren. I suppose yon all know that the 
difference betwixt the wor<ls brothers and brelllren is 
only in the orthography or spelling of the words, and 
that there is no difference in the sense. Now for the 
proof. Paul says, 1 Cor. i. 16, I ha ptizc<l the oilws of 
Stcphanas, and in the same Epistle, a<ldresscd to the 
same church, in sp!!aking of the same family. Chap. x,·J. 
15, he calls this family the oikia of Stephanas. 'Y c 
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know,' says he, 'the lwuse/wld (TEN OIKIAN) of Stepha
nas that it is the first fruits of Achaia, and that they have 
addicted themselves to the ministry of the saints.' Here 
the same family, by the same writer, is called, in the 
same Jetter, both oihos and oihia. Any person that 
knows the Greek alphabet can see that this is as I have 
said. vVhere now is the truth of Mr. Rallston's decla
ration, p. -19. 'Hence,' says he, when we read of 
Cornelius and his house, of Lydia and her house, of the 
Jailer and his house; and of Stephanas and his house, in 
all of which, oilws and not oihia is used. He says, not 
oikia is used, but here I have shewn that it is! This 
proves the assertion false. And that you may see that it 
is erroneous, we have only to observe that Mr. Rallston 
and Mr. Rice and Mr.· M'Calla say, that oilda denotes 
servants, as the servants of Cesar's household, ( OIKIAS) as 
Mr. Rallston quotes it; an<l then so to translate it when
ever it occurs. Thus said Paul, Chap. i. I baptized the 
infants, (OIKOS) of Stephanas, and Chap. xvi. Ye know 
the servants, (OIKIA) of Stephanas that they were the 
first fruits, &c. and thus make the apostle give a repre
sentation of Stephanas as a father, in one place, as a 
slaveholder or master in another; having servants that 
were not servants, but freemen, addicting themselves to 
the service of the saints, when they were their master's 
property, and having no time at their own disposal. What 
contradictions and inconsistencies appear in a bold ad
vocate of this human tradition! But that oikos and oiHa 
are applied in the bible to the self-same family, and to 
the self··same house, will appear from a few references. 
I would only premise one remark, viz. that the differ
ence betwixt the families called oilws and those called 
oikia, is plead upon the a1Iegation that oilws literally 
denotes the dwelling place of the master or father of the 
house, and that oikia denotes the house: cabin, or hut, 
in which the servants or slaves lived. It is said that in 
their figurative application the same difference exists. 
As oilws signifies the master's dwelling house, it figura· 
tively denotes his children: and as oihia denotes the 
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servant's lio11sc, it figuratively denotes the servants that 
lived in it. The jailer's house is called, verse 31, oihos; 
in v. 32, it is called oillia; and in v. 34, it is again call
ed oihos. Once here it appears evidently to refer to the 
family, ' .Thon shalt be saved, and thy house.' 'T'hey 
spake the word of the Lord to all that were in his house, 
(01K1A).' This cYidcntly refers to the house, literally 
considered. Aud 3~1, 'He lc(l them into his house,' 
(on;:os) the place of abode. But whatc\'cr meaning we 
may fix to the word, it affects not the point for which 
we contend ; for the fact still remains, a11d it is 1111dcnia
ahlc, that the jailcr"s house is called hoth au oilws and 
an oihia. Mr. :M•Calla, or rather Mr. IL from whom 
the criticism is taken, aware that oilu'a is applied to the 
jailer's house, as well as oilws, will ha\'c it, contrary to 
appearance of probability, used metaphorically, and says 
that it means the jailer's servants, to whom he spake the 
word of the Lord. This is an evident assertion to suit 
the hypothesis. But suppose we should admit it for 
the sake of argument, then how does it stand? It sta1l<ls 
thus, he preached to the servants, and baptized only the 
oihos, the infants! ! ! The oilda was not baptized, but 
the oilws was. Paul and Silas, then, were more success
ful in discipleing the oilws than the oila·a. Mr. R's in
fants, they were more easily converted than the ser
yants. They spake the word of the Lord to all the jail
er's servants, but not to his wife nor children, if he had 
any! Partial preachers these. Assuredly they were 
Paido-baptists ! !" "'Ve shall, for the sake of giving 
s11flicient data to explode this absurd criticism, here re
gister more circumsta11tially and methodically, a mimber 
of plain evidences or proofs of its falsehood. 'V c shall 
first shew that oilws and oilda arc used by the inspired 
penmen of the N C\V Testament as completely synoni
mous. The Centt1rion!'s house, whose faith was so famed, 
and whose servant the ~Icssiah cured, is, by Luke, in 
the YI. Chapter. called .. ve1·sc Gth, oilu"a, and in \'crsc 
10th it is called oilws T'hc same house is hy Matthew 
called oil£ia, Chap. Yiii. 6. Jail'lls, the ruler of the sy-
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nagogue, whose daughter the Messiah brought to life, 
had a house, which Luke calls oilws, Chap. viii. 41; and 
and in the same chapter, verse 51, he calls the same 
house oil:ia. Mark calls the same house oilws, Chap. v. 
38, and Matthew calls it oihia, Chap. v. 23. In the pa
rable concerning the house divided against itself, which 
is recorded by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, it is called 
oikia, Matt. xii. 25, also oikia, Mark iii. 25, but it is 
called oilws cpi oikon, Luke xi. 17. In the parable 
conceming the house being attacked by thieves, record
ed by Matthew and Luke, Matthew calls it oikia, Chap. 
xxi v. 43, and Luke calls the same house oikos, Chap. 
xii. 39. The same house is called both oikos and oikia 
in the same verse, Luke x. 5. Into whatever house, 
( oikia) ye enter, say peace be to this house, (oilws.) The 
Messiah calls his Father's house both oilws and oillia, 
John ii. 16, and xiv. 2. The house of Martha and 
:Mary is called oikos, John xi. 20, and in the same chap
ter it is called oikia, verse 31. These few instances, 
selected from the four Gospels only, will show how much 
dependence ought to be placed on such critics, the very 
foundation of whose criticisms is laid in a falsehood, viz. 
that oikos and oillia literally signify a house, but not the 
same kind of a house. '\Ve have produced from the very 
portion of the Bible where they say this distinction is 
observed with the greatest accuracy, unequivocal evi
dences that both words are used to denote the same kind 
of an house. Many instances more can be produced. 
vVe shall expose the fallacy of this new discovery a little 
farther. These sagacious Doctors of divinity say, that 
oikia literally signifies the servants' house, and meta
phorically signifies the servants themselves. Thus Dr. 
Rallston, '-oihia signifies a man's household or servants.' 
Let us test the correctness of this assertion. Matt. x. 12. 
Salute the house when ye enter it, (oihia) i. e. salute the 
servants only. Matt. x. 13. If the house, (oikia) be 
wmthy, i. e. the servants. :Matt. xii. 25. Every house 
divided, (oikia) i. e. servants_, divided come to desola
tion. The Centurion, whose son Jesus healed, John iv. 



50, believed, with a1J his house. (oikia nit:) i. c. nll his 
serrnnts only believed . Matth. xiii. 57, A prophet 
hath no honour in his own house, (oi!t:ia) i. c. among his 
s);n-cs m· scrrn11ts. Joshua sai<l, :1s fur me.: ancl my house, 
(oikia) we will serve the Lord, i. e. myself and my 
se1·rnnts. Heceive him not into your house, (oikiu) i. c. 
into your kitchen among your sen·nnts. ln e\·e1·y ~Teat 
house, (oikia) there arc vessels of golcl and silver, &c. i. c. 
jn every great hut or cabin. ln my I1ather's house, 
(oilda) arc many mansions. , I forbear to expose this cri
ticism farther. Hundreds of instances similar to those 
adduced can be given. But we must not pass by the 
most important point, viz. that oilcos signifies sometimes 
children, and even infants, apart from their parent~. 
And what of this, ye sagacious critics! The worclfami~lJ 
in English, very often signifies the same thing! But does 
that prove any thing favourable to your hypothesis! So 
long ns the word fami(IJ, which yon say is the meaning 
of oilcos, frequently denotes a1J that live under one 
father, mother, master, or mistress, whether i11fants or 
adults, so long it remains to be <letermine<l, from the cir
cumstances of the case, who are the constituents or mem
bers of the family; and thus, after all your hoaste<l disco
very, you have to confess yourselves to be just where 
you were; unable to prove that thei·e C\'er was an infant 
in any house, oilcia, or family that was baptized. But 
you intended to carry some point by the discovery, and 
we know of nothing you could propose, except to lead 
captive the ignorant and unwary admirers of THE PA

TENTED PRIESTHOOD. For, Gcnt1emcn, you must know 
that oikos and oikia are used interchangeably in nil 
books, a11d by all Greek \niters, if you know any thing 
of Greek; and you must know, if you have read the 
Septuagint of the 01d Testament, that oik:os hundreds 
of times is applied to denote every kind of house OJ' fa
mily. The very first time it occurs is Gen. vii. 1, where 
Noah is commanded to take all his house into the ark, 
oikos. Now we all know that Noah's oilms was com
posed of three other oiltoi, and that each of tliese oikos 
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was composed of adults : four oikoi composed (Jms o 
oikos) all the house of Noah. The youngest child or in
fant in this house (oikos) was about 98 years old. This 
same oikos occurs 14 times in the first chapter of Num
bers, and includes under 12 occurrences 603,550 adults 
from 20 years and upwards. And so extremely far from 
truth and correctness is this criticism, that we can fur
nish instances where oikos signifies a man's servants. 
Thus Gen. xvii. 27, all the men of Abraham's house, 
oikos, of which there were 318 servants born in his oikos, 
were circumcised when Abraham's eldest son was 13 
years old. Observe:i not oikia, household, but oikos, 
house! But observe, God said of Abraham, he will or
der his children, (hoi huioi) and his household, oikos, 
yes, oikos, his servants, not oikia. Joseph was placed 
over the house of Pharaoh7 (oik·os,) i. e. over all his ser
vants, noble and ignoble, Gen. xli. -40. Solomon gave 
Hiram 20,000 measures of wheat, and 20 measures of 
pure oil every year for the use, for the annual consump
tion of his oikos. Assuredly Hiram must have had many 
infants to consume all this! ! Again, the whole house of 
Jacob is sometimes called oilcos, and pan oikia, Gen. l. 
22. xlvi. 31, &c. &c. To round off this bo1d period of 
learned criticism, Mr. Rallston adds, 'It is true, indeed, 
that the English Translators have sometimes rendered 
both words house, and sometimes lwuse!wld, but the dis
tinction is generally observed with accuracy,' (mark 
this,) and, adds he, 'certainly it would have been better 
to have uniformly rendered 011rns house, and OIKIA 

household, as they have done, (once) Phil. iv. 22.' Now, 
courteous reader, [hearer,] don't be startled when I tell 
you that it is a fact that our Translators, in the New 
Testament, have only once translated oilcia, household, 
and oikos three times, and that of forty three times 
household in the English Old Testament forty one times 
it is oikos, in the Septuagint, and only twice oikia ! ! 
'Vhen this is denied, we shall give chapter and verse. 
So speaks the Pai<lo-baptist, and so speaks fact. Now 
judge ye. Thus I have shewn that the wllole of this 



331 

criticism is a mere fabrication of an overweening imagi
natio11, say the best of it. 'Vere it Hcccssary I coulcl fill, 
from Classical authority, a respectable pamphlet of rcl'u
tations ol' this miserable refuge. ll11t as the Old and N e\V 
T'estamcnt were only referred to on this point, I confine 
myself exclusively to them," ''and clcsign it to stand 
here as a refutation of Taylor's, Hice's, Hallston's, and 
M'Calla's 11ew theory of positive proof. I should except 
Mr. Rallston, for he only calls the argument clcrived 
from the family baptism, 'presumptive evidence' of 
apostolic practice. Mr. M'Calla presumes a 1itt1c far
ther, and calls it positive proof. 'Ve will call it positive 
proof of positive presumption."(u) 

Thus has my Baptist Opponent entertained you. His 
ingenuity, wit, and severity, I leave you to admire. The 
charge of falsehood, which he has so liberaIIy brought 
against Mr. Hallston, needs no other notice than to re
mind you, that it is merely grounded upon his holding a 
different opinion from my Opponent. Mr. Rallston 
thinks, that even when oikos and oikia are applied to 
the same tenement or the same domestic community., 
they do not mean the same part of that tenement or the 
same persons of that community. My Opponent boister
ously asserts that they do mean the same, and that "any 
Jlerson that knows the Greek alphabet can see that" his 
opinion is right, and that Mr. Rallston or any other person 
who holds a different opinion is guilty of falsehood and 
lying, which charges arc so agreeable to him in this sad 
dearth of argument, that he repeats them as often as three 
times in one breath. 

Y ct whiJc my Opponent would thus stigmatize Mr. R.' 
for a mere difference of opinion, ought he not to he more 
careful of his own statements as to matters of fact? In 
relation to this criticism on oikos an<l oilcia, he has umc
servcdly asserted that "Mr. H.'" is the man "from whom 

(u) This argument, rhicfly elaborated since the real clebatc, is copied 
from Mr. Campbell's Spurious Rep<wt, where it will be found in the text 
and a large note of pp. ~62-~GS. ~78-::!83. 
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the criticism is taken."(v) Now this whole audience, 
whether acquainted with the Greek alphabet or not, 
knows that I did not take it from Mr. R. They know 
also that the Pamphleteer does not even publish it as the 
production of Dr. Rice of Virginia, hut as taken from 
Taylor, the Editor of Calmet's Dictionary. With this 
fact my Opponent shews himself to be acquainted: for 
in a former speech he called it " the criticism of Rice 
and Taylor, on the words oikos and oikia"(w) Know
ing this, what invectives could have conveyed his indig
nation against Mr. R. if Mr. R. himself had so far for
gotten the truth, as to claim originality in this argument, 
or to assert that I had taken it from him? Yet an asser
tion, which, in the judgment of our Greek scholar, wonld 
have constituted Mr. R. guilty of falsehood and lying, 
my Opponent, to answer a purpose(x) can make, with
out a blush. 

But whosoever originated this argument, my Oppo
nent is determined that no one shall make it good, if he 
can prevent it, by prejudgments and arbitrary restric
tions. He says, ''Mr. M'Calla aflirms, that there were 
" infants baptized in Lydia's house, let him prove it 
" then. But it is impossible. Ergo, Mr. M'Ca11a affi.rnis 
'' that which he cannot prove."(y) To make this under
taking impossible, as he thinks, he insists repeatedly and 
emphatically, that I must "prove POSITIVELY, that 
there were infants in this family." By this word POSI

Tl YELY, he means, according to the context, that I must 
fincl out Lydia's husband, and the number, age, educa
tion, and residence of her children. Upon such terms 
as these, I should be glad to know how my Opponent 

(v) Spuri.ous Deb. p. 280. T~is and the context are copied above. 
(w) Sµur10us Deb. p. 262, copied above. 
(x) Mr. Campbell's Spurious Debate divulges the reason of this wild 

stntement. There it appears that he was not possesf'ed of either Taylor's 
or ltice 's, or my argument, anrl, therefore, copied l\'lr. Rallston's for me. 
:\I~· Collateral Papers, published some time ago, shew, that this is only 
one of ma11y "refuges of lies" to which he wa~ tlriven by the scantiness 
of his materials and the badness of his cam,e. 

(y} Spurious Debate, p. 266. 
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would set about proving POSITIVELY from the scriptures, 
that Tabitha, or any other female, was ever a<lmitte<l to 
the Lord's table. Let him give ns her 11ame, in con
nexion with a <lircct statement of the fact, accompanied 
with the name of the a<lministrator, an<l the time, place, 
and circumstances of the communion. After his declin
ing this undertaking, as he certainly will, would you 
not think me a wonderful logician, to close the question 
of female communion, as he has <lone that of household 
baptism? Let us see how the argument would walk. 

''My Opponent aflirms that females communed with 
the Apostles. 

Let him prove it then. 
But it is impossible. 
EuGn, my Opponent affirms that which he cannot 

prove!!" 
- If those whom my Opponent politely calls " The 

Patented Priesthood," were to compose such a syllo
gism, he would hardly give them credit for jJalented 
powers of reasoning. In opposition to this he would tell 
us, as he has done, that the communion was administered 
to disciples: discij1les include ftmale believers: ergo, 
the communion was administered to female be-Wevers. So 
we say, Baptism was administered to households: house
holds include infants: therefore, baptism was adminis
tered to infants. Now the question in both these cases 
is this; Do disci/1les include females? Do households in
clude infants? To shew that households <lo not embrace 
infonts, my Opponent quotes Noah's household consist
ing of eight adults without one infant. 'Voul<l he think 
it conclusive in the other question, to remind him, that 
the first company of' communicants in the Christian 
church, consisted of eleven or twelve DISCIPLES without 
one FE)IALE? Does this shew that disciples <lo not in
clude females? My Opponent says, No. Then neither 
<loes the case of Noah, or any other case, shew that house
holds do not cm brace i 11fants. To prove his point, my 
Opponent pro<l11ccs n11e passage of scripture, calling 
Tabitha a lfaciplc. To prove mine, it will he convc-
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nient to shew that infants belong to households, by as 
many authorities as your patience can endure: and after 
so much has been said .on oikos and oikia by my Oppo
nent, it is to be feared that indulgence will be almost as 
diflicult for you, as it is necessary for me. 

There are certain principles which are acknowledg
ec.l, either expressly or practically, by all men of real 
learning, who undertake the explanation of words, 
whether in the scriptures or elsewhere. These princi
ples my Opponent takes for granted, and to them he 
virtually appeals for a verdict in his favour. As they 
are really in my favour, an express recognition of them 
would be an advantage; and the time occupied in stating 
them would be compensated by their shewing the bear
ing of the evidence adduced. They shall be transcribed 
from Classical and Theological scholars, und among the 
latter, from Baptist as well as Pedobaptist authority. 
The celebrated Duke de Montausier, who was the first 
promoter of what we call the Dauphin edition of the 
Classics, used often to say that in " The d{fficulties 
which occur to us in reading the works of the .!ln
cien ts," arising "from our not knowing in what sense 
they used such a word formerly," "the commentator 
should endeavour to determine the meaning of the word 
in question, by consulting how it is used b.1J the same 
author, in other jJlaces, where the meaning of it may be 
nwre evident; or by any other of the smne countr,y, and 
(as near as may be) of the same times."(:) On the 
same subject, the celebrated Thomas Hartwell Horne, 
in his Introduction to the Bible, directs us to "ascertain 
the notion affixed to a word by the jJersons in general, 
by whom tlze language either is now or forinerly was 
spoken, and csjJecially in the jJarticular connexion in 
wlzich such notion is affixed." " The nieaning of a 
word used by an,y writer, is the meaning affixed to it by 
those for whom he immediately wrote. For there is a 

(::) Quoted in the Preface of Parkhurst's Hebrew Lexicon, from 
Spence's Polymetis, p. 286. 
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kind of natural compact betwce1l tlwse 'Wllo write and 
thosr who spectla: a language; b.z; 'Which they are mutu
ally bound tu use words in a certain sense: he, there
fore, who uses such words in a dijf'erent signification, in 
a manner i•iolates that compact, and is in danger of 
leading men into error." •' The received s1~gnijication 
of a word is to be retained, unless 1veighty and necessar.l/ 
reasons require that it should be abandoned or ucglect
cd."(a) To the same purport, the late Dr. HylamJ, an 
crnincllt Baptist clcl'gyman of EngJand, says, "~ver.'I 
word should be talcen in its /Jrimary, obl'ious, and ordi
nary meaning, unless, there be something in the con
nexiou, or in the nature of things, which requires it to 
be tallen otherwise." '' iVhenever, by tlu connexion of 
a term, or by tlze nature of things, we arc obligtd to de
part frmn the /1rimar.lJ, obvious, and ordinary meaniug 
of a word, wc should dejJart as little as /Jossible from 
that meaning; and even with reluctance."(b) To these 
rules I ha\·e no objection, though an experienced po
lemic wi1J easily perceive that in the constmction of 
them, Dr. Ryland had his eye on the Baptist contro
versy. The same prejudice is so obvious in another 
rule, as to make it perfectly nugatory. It is as follows, 
viz. ~' \Vhatevcr is expressed in scripture, is conclusii•e 
ai·gumcnt: whatever is not expressed, is not conclusfre." 
If Dr. Ryland~ or my Opponent, or any other person can 
shew that female communion is fX/Jressed in scripture, 
then I will shew that infant lm/Jtism is exj1ressal there. 
But if they consider tile communion of discijJ!rs an 
c:rprrssion of female communion, then the. bajJ!ism of 

· lwnsclwlds is an expression of infant baptism. 
The application of the canons now rcacl, to the mattcl' 

in hand, is plainly this. There is a dispute about the 
mealling of the word household, as it is used a l'ew times 
in the N cw Testament~ in connexion \vi th baptism. 
The question is, Does this wortl lwusrlwld inelmlc in-

(a) Horne's Introcl. ml. 2. Part. '.:!. Chap. 2. 
(h) T:n lor's );ccond publication of Facts an<l E\·it!cnccs oa the iiubjcct 

of Baptisi11. p. 23. 
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/ants, as the \vord disciples inc]u<lesfemales? W c affirm; 
they deny. Both Baptists and P edohaptists agree that 
it must embrace infants, if the follcrn·1ng statements can 
be made good, viz. 1. The wo_rd lwusel10ld and its 
cognates.:o embrace infants, in the" prinrni·y, obvious, and 
ordinary meaning" of the words. 2. In the disputed 
passages, there is 1nothing connected with the word 
llousehold, which requires it to be taken otherwise than 
in its "primary, obvious, and ordinary meaning." 3. 
This was the meaning of the word household, among 
those for whom the authors of the disputed passages 
"inimediately wrote." 4. This was the meaning of the 
word household and its conjugates, in other writings of 
the same authors, and of cotemporary authors, and 
of former authors, Sacred and Profane, with whose 
writings they were more or less familiar. These posi
tions, therefore, I shall!' with divine assistance, endeav
our to make good, in the examination of the following 
Greek words and phrases. Oixw., na11oixia., na.gotxrn, naaa. 

:(a.gotxta.: Otxo~, o'-OS' Otxos-, na.> Otxo~, 1(ai•OtXEC1ta., :ncuotxtos-, :na.votxt, 

oixo8oµw., otxo8oµ'1j, :rta.o'a, Otxo8oµ'1, otxo8oµEw. These we shal1 
endeavour to consider, as they are used in relation to the 
material or spiritual HOUSE, the ecclesiastical or celes
tial, the national or sectional, the royal or pontifical, 
the patriarchal or domestic HOUSE : all of which, if \Ve 
mistake not, will confirm and iJJustrate the doctrine, that 
a household includes infants, and that the household bap
tism of the New Testament is infant baptism. 

You now see the scope of my argument, and you see 
what ought to be the scope of my Opponent's argument. 
It is incumbent upon me to shew that on::os, house, or 
household, and its kind1·ed words~ include infants. His 
object is properly to shew that they do not include in
fants. Yet is this the aim of the argument which he has 
actualJy given 11s? The gi·eater part of his time and 
strength have been spent in trying to shew the identity 
of oilcos and oilcia. A Baptist preacher of England, Mr. 
Anderson, the learned antagonist of the Editor of CaJ
rnet's Dictionary, has wastcc~ his strength in" the same 



way. If this course is rca11y calculated to defeat them 
in the main question, whether a ho11schol<l i11 cl11<1 rs i11· 
fo11ts, then their argument lays no obstru ction in my way, 
but is an actual :i.ssio;;ta11e e to me. Let us exam ine this 
ma ttc1· fur a moment. A mong those pi'Ssagcs wli ich 
speak of a house divided agai11st itseJf, A ncle rson shews 
that one Eva11gelist uses the word oilws, ancl two others 
11sc the word oilda. lVIy Oppone11t has shown the same 
thing in ... your presence. If they have gained their point, 
they have cstahlishccl the identity of these wor<ls : but 
docs this prove that neither of them includes infants? A 
more minute investigation will shew from the texts 
themselves, an<l from the comments and criticisms of 
my Opponent and other Baptists, that infants arc in
cluded in both. One of these passages says, ''If a lwusr., 
OIKIA. he divi<lcd against itself, that house, 011.;:u, can
not stand.::(c) Instead of tra11slating the word OlKL\ uy 
house, my Opponent's N cw Testament, in both these 
places, renders it family; and Dr. Gill says that it 
means "any fand~1;, small or great." Now we know 
that the majority of families, both small and great, have 
infantsj and that these infants arc liable to be the great
est sufferers in domestic broils. Anothe1· of these texts 
says, "Every kingdom <livided against itself; is bro11ght 
to desolation; and, OIKOS EPI on~o~, a house divided 
against a house falleth."(d) Bnt my Opponent's New 
'T'estament gives this quite another turn, as follows, viz. 
"By intestine broils any kingdom may be desolated, one 
family, 011.;:os, falling after another, 01Kox." Accord
ing to this translation, the name of oilws is cxp1·cssly 
given to every .fmni~lJ in the kingdom : for the kingdom 
is desolated in detail, familg falling after Jam i'~IJ· Is it 
possible to fin<l a kingdom whose families have no in
fants? This itself woul<l soon bring them to desolation, 
if there were no divisions a111011g them. But perhaps my 
Opponrnt means to <leny the existence of infants in any 
of these llouseltolds throughout the kingdom, however 

(c) !\lark iii. '.;;5 . 
p 11 

(<I) Luke xi. 17. 
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numerous and fruitful their Lydia's may be, until, for 
the honor of the sex, we can obtain some ncconnt of their 
husbands, as he requires in the case of our converted 
Lydia. I hope you now see that instead of laying ob
structions in our way, by his laborious criticisms on 
oilws, and oihia, he has ai<led in proving, that a house
hold, whether called by the one Greek name or the 
other, ordinarily includes infants. · 

If I understand those who make a distinction between 
oikos and oikia, they consider the first as comprehend
ing the children of the householder, and the second as 
including the rest of the family, particularly the servants. 
These appear to consider the servants as excluded from 
household baptism, because the New 'Testament says no
thing of baptizing any person's oilda, but the oikos only. 
As this position was taken by some Pedobaptists, Mr. 
Anderson of England thought it, of course, his duty to 
say the very contrary. He accordingly makes a great 
display of learning to prove "that OlKIA signifies family, 
exclusive of attendants;" and "that ornos has the sense 
of family, including domestics." (d) You may perhaps, 
ask how this will comport with my Opponent's very 
positive assertion that " there is no more difference 
betwixt the use and application of the words oiJ:os and 
oikia. than there is between the words brothers and 
breth;·en :" yet, inconsistent as it may seem, l\fr. Ander
son also labours to prove that they are synonimous; and 
it does not lie in my way to dispute the matter with 
them. Household circumcision \vas administered to the 
infants of servants, as well as those of the master; be
cause they were all to be trained up in the way they 
should go: and, as for the difficulty suggested by the 
circumcision of so many adults in Abraham's family, this 
is removed by inspired testimony; that they were al
ready , " trained up by him in religious exercises," as 
Dr. Gill expressly admits.(e) On this subject I agree 

(d) Taylor's pamphlet, entitled, "The Bapfats Self-com-irted, by the 
Re''· \Villi am Anderson," p. 30, · · · 

(t') Gen, xiv, 14. • 
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with the sentiments expresse<l by the Synod of New 
York and Philadclphin, A. D., 1786, and by our Gene
ral Assembly, in the year 1816. The Act of the former 
reads thus: " The following case of conscience from 
" Donnegal Presbytery \Vas overtured, viz. 'Vhether 
"Christian masters, or mistresses, ought in duty to have 
" such children baptized, as arc under their care, 
" though born of parents 11ot in the communion of any 
"Christian church? Upon this overture Synod are of 
" opinion, that Christian masters and mistresses whose 
"' religious professions and conduct are such, as to give 
" them a right to the orclinancc of' baptism for their own 
" children, may, and ought to, cle<licatc the children 
"of their HOUSEHOLD to God, in that orclinance, 
" when they have no scruple of conscience to the con
" trary." The ~11bsequent Act of our General Assem
bly reads thus: ''The Committee to whom was referred 
" the following question, viz. Ought baptism, on the 
" profession and promise or the master, to be ad minis
" tered to the children of slaves? reported, an<l their 
" report being amended, was adopted, and is as follows, 
" viz. I. That it is the duty of masters who arc mem
'' hers of the church, to present the children of parents 
" in servitude to the ordinance of baptism, provided 
'~ they arc in a situation to train them up in the nurture 
" and admonition of the Lord, thus securing to them the 
" rich advantages which the gospel provides. 2. That 
"it is the duty of Christ's ministers to inculcate this doc
'' trinc, and to baptize all children of this description, 
" when presented to them hy their masters."(() Our 
church, then, has already agreed with my Opponent 
and :Mr. Anderson in believing that 01Kos , house or 
household, includes servants. That it certainly includes 
infants, we now proceed to prove, from the proposed 
examination of itself and the words r elated to it, in the 
followi11g sections and particulars. 

(f) ,\ s:;~ m l1Jy'~ Dlg~!.t , pp. 95, 97. 
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I. 
OIKIA. 

This word has, in one instance at ]east, been the oc
casion of much stumbling to Baptists and Pedobaptists. 
This one instance is 1 Cor. xvi. 15, 16. "I beseech 
" you, brethren, (Ye know the HOUSE of Stephanas, 
'' that it is the first fruits of Achaia, and that they have • 
" addicted themselves to the ministry of the saints,) 
" that ye submit yourselves unto such, and to every one 
" that helpeth with us, and 1aboureth." On this pas
sage an able vaiter of our own country, Dr. Rice, in his 
Pam phieteer,( o) speaks as fo11ows, viz. " I confess, 
" however, that this passage, as it stands in the Original, 
" presents difficulties in its grammatical structure, 
" which I do not know well what to do with. I speak 
" here not as a theologian or polemic, but simply as a 
" grammarian. And adopt what system of doctrine I 
" may, the difficulty presses on me: nor do I stand alone 
" in this case. The harshness and difficulty of the Ori
" ginal has embarrassed every commentator that I have 
" s~n. Th~ best solution of the sentence that I have 
'~ met with, is to be found in the pamphlet already 
'".quoted, under the title of Facts and Evidences on the 
" subject of Baptism." Dr. Rice then gives a long ex
tract from one of the able pamphlets ofTaylor, the English 
Editor of Cahnet's Dictionary; a part of which reads 
as follows, viz. '' The passage ..... respecting the 
" lwusehold of Stephanas is a· tissue of difficulties. The 
" first remark on it is, that, as it stands, it is neither 
" Greek, grammar, nor common sense. It cannot be re
" gularly construed. All commentators have felt this, 
"an<l have attempted to fo1:ce it into sense by supple
" mentary words." At last this eminent scholar onn
cludes that we should drop from the text all that part 
of th e 15 th \·erse, which our Translators have enclosed 

(o) p. 58. 
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in parenthesis, and that we should consider it as only 
intended hy the Apostle as a marginal note; hut one 
which was..,unskilfully introduced into the text too early 
to leave any trace in our ancient manuscripts 01· versions. 
This conjcct11ml emendation, he thinks absol11tely ne
cessary, to preserve the pnssa~e from the aus11rclity, of 
commanding the whole Corinthian church, and Stepha
nas among them, to submit to his servants, or, at Lest, 
his children, intenclccl by /wuse/zald, as some think. 

I confess myself utterly averse to taking such liberties 
with the Original text, merely because it appears harsh, 
ungrammatical, and hard to he unclerstoocl. 'V 011 ld not 
this plan, generally a11<l uniformly pursued, make a new 
bible? or, rather, woul<l it not make bibl es as nllmerous 
and various as the tastes an<l understandings of critics 
and commentators? T!iis would certainly make sad work 
of our only infallible standard, not excepting thnt por
tion of it which was written by Paul_. the penman of the 
text; in whose epistles, as Peter tells us, " are some 
things hard to he understood." 

I am inclined, however, to clouht, whether Peter would 
attribute this charncter to our text. 'T'hc dilliculty, with 
us, monstrous as it is said to be, appears to arise only from 
a slight inadvel'tcncy in interpreting the reference of a 
single \vord. The worcl sucH in the 16th verse, may be . 
11nderstoo<l to refer to one of two things in the 15th verse; 
that is, either house or saints. Ir to the former, then 
the passage is difticult: hut if to the latter, it is easy 
and consistent. This will appenr, I think, when the 
subject has received that patient investigation, which 
our highly respectahle ·ohjector5 have given to other pas
sages of scripture. 

If the wor<l sucu refer to the house of Stephanus, 
then the Apostle seems to require, that as the lwusc/10/d 
or children of Stephanas had minisll'red to the saints, 
therefore, the church of Corinth, and even Stephanas 
himself~ must submit to these children. This would 
teach, that where a house of children exercises a Le
nevole11t ministry, or IH~AcoxuY, to Christians, th ey, 
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thereby, acquire a right to govern their parents, con· 
trary to the Apostle's instructions to Timothy, that 
Deacons should have a character for " ruling their 
children and their own houses wel1 ;"(o) instead of let
ting their houses rule them. Instead of this ministration 
to the saints giving a right to rule, the same Apostle, in 
the next epistle~ declares, that it is itself an· evidence 
of submission. " Whiles by the experiment of this 
DEACONHY, ministration, they glorified God for your 
professed HYPOT AGE, submission, to the gospel of 
Christ." It seems, therefore, that sucH cannot refer to 
the house of Stephanas, as Christians are not required to 
submit to children. 

If, however, we can 1awfu1ly construe the \Vord suctt, 
as referring to the saints, there is no difliculty in the 
matter; because the scriptures as uniformly require us 
to submit to saints, as to g9vern children. Peter says, 
'' Like\vise, ye younger, HYPOT AGETE, subrnit your
" selves unto the elder: yea, all of you, HYPOTAS

'' SOMEN01, submit yourselves one to another."(fl) In 
" accordance with this, Paul, the penman of our text, 
says to the Ephesian saints, ,, H YPOT ASSOMENOI, sub
" rnitting, yourselves one to another, in the fear of 
"God."(q) Let us now paraphrase the passage ac
cording to this view, reading the translation given by 
Macnight, and approved by m'y Opponent, and, (strange 
to te1l,) copied into his New Testament. It is as follows, 
viz. " Ye know the farnily of Stephanas, that it is the 
first fruit of Achaia, and that they have devoted them
selves to the DEACONRY, ministry, to the saints. I en
treat you, therefore, brethren, that ye HYPOT ASSEST1rn, 

subrnit yourselves to such, [that is to the saints,] and 
to every joint worker and labourer, [in the gospel, 
especially.]" 

This interpretation has the advantages of containing 
no monstrous sentiment, but a meaning which is per
fectly scriptural; it preserves the text from any need of 

(o) 1 Tim. iii. lZ. (ft) 1 Pet. v. 5. (q) Eph. v. :i. 
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j11g11lation; and it makes the pronoun sucn, refer to a 
nearer and more natural antecedent, instead of one more 
remote. The amount of the passage is this; that Paul 
be.sceches the Christians of' Corinth to submit to the 
saints, by minist~ring to them, as the household of Stc
phanas had ministered to them, and thus submitted to 
them ; and as all imints should submit to one another, 
and serve one another. This should remove the dilli
culty, on the part of the Pedohaptists. 

But it was obserYcd that the Baptists also stumble at 
this pasrnge: for they insist that it prO\'es that the 
OJKIA, household, of Stephanas, consisted of adulLli, 
who officiated as deacons, or preachers, or both. Ad
mitting, then, that oilws and oilda have the same mean
ing, they consider this as proof that the baptized 011rns, 
lwusclwld, of Stephanas, consisted of these same adults, 
who officiated as deacons or preachers, or both. T'his 
conclusion, however, must rest upon one of two posi
tions, both equa11y false. One is, that there is no other 
ministration allowed in the Scriptures, besides an offi
cial deaconry. But they might as well say that submis
sion is always oflicial, and that none but adults can yield 
submission and obedience. It may be easily shewn from 
Scripture that there arc personal and pecuniary minis
trations or deaconries~ which the saints may and <lo re
ceive from children. \Vhen Jesus went to Bethany, it 
is said, "There they made him a suppP.r, and Martha 
1>EA<.:ox1z1rn, scrvcrl."(o) \Vas hers an o.fjicial deaconry? 
or was it above the capacity of children uncler thirteen 
years old: whom Jews and Christians consider subjects 
of infant circumcision and baptism? There nre, proba
bly, fc\v of us who arc not in the habit of seeing such 
ministrations from children, black and white, bond and 
free. Again; Paul says, "llut now I go unto Jerusalem, 
to DEACOXIZE, minister, unto the saints. (jJ) If this pe
cuniary ministration was an oflicial deaconry, then Paul 
held the oflice of a deacon in the church, although this 

(o) Jnn. xii. :!. (fl) Hom. X\', '.:?S. 
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office was originally instituted for the r elief of the Apos
tles, whose office was entirely distinct . Dr. Gill, there
fore, praises the Apostle's condescension, in submitting 
to this inofiicial ministration, "though this migh t seem 
" below his office as an ajJostle, an<l as what more became 
"an inferior officer, a deacon in the church." But if 
children may minister foo<l to the saints, surely they may 
minister money also. Let the collectors of the sabbati
cal contributions in our churches say, whether children 
never throw in their mite. l\tlany of us are acquainted 
with interesting anecdotes upon this subject; and they 
are becoming more common, as it is more common for 
parents to teach their children to give their pocket mo
ney to pious and benevolent objects, rather than for the 
mere gratification of their palate. Tims the :first posi
tion of our opponents will not stand. And as for these
cond, that lwuselwld always excludes infants, we hope to 
shew that this is equally untenable. To this we now 
more directly proceed. 

The word oilda, ndw under conside1·ation, often desig
nates places or property. Such is thought to be the case, 
when our Saviour, as reported by three of the Evangel
ists,(g) censures the hypocritical Scribes and Pharisees, 
for devouring widows' hnuses. Dr. Gill believes it to 
mean the goods deposited in their houses. My Oppo~ 
nent's New Testament, however, in all three of these 
places, renders it families~; ye ''devour the families of 
widows." Now if widows have infants, and these in
fants belong to their fmnilies~ then infants are included 
in the word oilda, by the decisiun of my Opponent's 
own incomparable translation of the New Testament. 
Even where this word does signify property, it is apt to 
be that sort which has infant tenants. The Septuagint 
uses this word for those "·tents'' in which the "plain 
man" Jacob was said to dwell.(h) vVe all know what 
sort of a Jami~'! Jacob had, to occupy these tents. This 

(g) ~fatt. xxiii:.24. l\fark xii. 40. Luke xx. 4.7. 
(h) ben. XX\', ..: '. 



word is used in that text also, whic h says, "' 1\ s for the 
stork, the fir-trees arc ht'r house .'' N o\\' we know that 
the house or nest cf birds is usua ll y built for no othe r 
end than the accom modation of their .11rnmg. In<lccd 
.M r. Thomson, a favourite transla tor or 111 y Oppo11c11t, 
considers these directly intended in the text. Hi s t rans
lation of the Septuagint says "The family of the stork 
account them their own." Akin to these texts is that one 
which says, ''Hut in a great house, there arc not only 
vessels or gold and of silver, but also of wood aml or eal'th, 
and some to honour, and some to dishonour."(i) This 
great house is Jiterally the place and the property of the 
owner: but Gill considers it a figure of the church. 
\Vhethcr this great house contains any small vessels or 
not, may he learned from the same Apostle, who spoke 
to the Corinthians, "e\·en as unto babes in Christ ; .. j ) 
an<l snicl to the Hebrews, "Every one that useth milk 
is unskilful in the word of righteousness: for he is a 
babe.:'(/~) Passing over many instances in which this 
word directly denotes fomiHcs with infants, we shall only 
specify two or three. Moses says to Israel , '• Thou slrnlt 
rejoice in e\·ery good thing which the Lo1'<l thy Go<l 
hath given unto thee, and unto thine house."(!) Dr. Gill 
txplains it, ''To them and their families, by which they 
were comfortably pro,·ide<l for." Herc the word is ap
plied to every family in that miraculously fruitful na
tion, and is used in connexion with that provision which 
God made for the youngest infants in those families _: 
with which the parents are said to rejoice, as the jailer 
<lid with a11 his house. J ercmiah said to Zedekiah, 
"and thou shalt live, an<l thy lwusc . ~' (m ) Dr. Gill says, 
''not only himself, but his wives an<l children and ser
'l'ants." It appears, then, that oihia is 11sed in the Greek 
Scri ptures of the Old and New Testament, to include 
children and servants. The same thi ng ap pears more 
glaring, if possible, in that passage in whi ch Jose ph says 
to his brethren, ''Fear not; I will nouri sh you and your 

(i) 2 Tim. ii. 20. 
(/) De11t. xxvi. 11. 

x x 

(j) 1 Cor. iii. l. (1· ) Ilrb. '" l :l. 
(m) Jer. xxx,·iii. 17. 
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OIKu.s, households.~'(n) The Hebrew word(o) which is 
here translated OIKIAS by the Septuagint, is a collective 
noun, signifying, as Parkhurst says, "young children." 
Calasio explains it by" CmTus SEU MULTITUDO PUEIW

RUM ET INFANTIUM, a collection or m:ultitude of c/iild
'ren and infants." The latter, with the Vulgate and 
Tremellius, has rendered it in the text, by the word 
PAUVULos, little ones; exactly the rendering of our 
English Bible, "I \vill nourish you and your little ones." 
The manner in which the word is used throughout the 
Scriptures, proves this to be its real meaning. Robin· 
son, after his fashion, would make them all young men 
and women, as he does the "little ones" of Tertullian : 
hut Ezekiel expressly distinguishes these "little child
ren" as our translation hus it, from old men and \vomen, 
from young men and maids. (p) And the history prece
ding our text, speaks of these little ones as nurslings 
which need to be carried in waggons, with their mothers 
and the aged Patriarch Jacob. Pharaoh says, "Take 
you waggons out of the land of Egypt, for your little ones, 
and fop your wives, and bring your father, and come." 
~'And Jacob rose up from Beer-sheba; and the sons of 
Israel carried Jacob their father, and their little ones, 
and their wives. in the waggons which Pharaoh had sent 
to carry him. "(q) It is no wonde1·, therefore, that when 
Jo~eph promises to nourish them and their oi!das, Dr. 
Gill should explain it, as he has done, in the following 
wor<ls, viz. '~I will now·Z:sll you and you1· LITTLE 
"OXES; provide food for them and their families, not 
''only for themselves and their sons, now grown up, but 
''their grand children, and evl:n the ,youngest and lattst 
"of their famiUes should share in his favours." In this 
instance the Septuagint uses OIKIA not as a general term 
including infants, lmt as a particular and distinct desig ... 
nation of infants. If, then, as Mr. Anderson and my 
Opponent alledge, OIKIA and onrns are syuonimous, 
OIKOS also must designate infants; and the housdwld 
bapt~sm of the New Testameut be infant baptism. 

(n) Gen. l. '.2 1. (o) ~r;, 
· (fl) Ez. ix. 6, (q ) Gen. xh'. ~9. Xl\'i , 5 . 
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JJ. 

PANOIKIA. 

Taylor quotes from Apocryphal Greek, that Haman 
was " hanged at the gates of Susa, suN TB PAXOIKIA, 

" witlt all ltis household ;"(s) among whom \Vere ten 
sons. This was in conseq11ence of Esther's obtaining a 
decree, empowering " the Jews which were in every 
" city, to gather themselves together, and to stand for 
" their life, to destroy, to slay, and to cause to perish, 
" all the power of the people and province that would 
'' assanlt them, both little ones and women."(t) This 
decree was intended as an off.-,ct to a preceding one "to 
''destroy, to kill, and to cause to perish, all Jews, both 
"young and old, little children and women. ''(u) It must 
be evident to every candid and intelligent person, that 
it was Haman's intention to destroy every Jewish sub
ject with his whole household, ".11oung and old, little 
children and women;" that it was the intention of Mor
decai and Esther to destroy C\'ery assailant, with his 
" LITTLE ONES and women :" in consequence of which 
retaliation, thousands of infants actually perished, some of 
whom most probably belonged to the numerous /Janoikia 
of Haman. 

II.I. 

PAROIKIA. 

"Now these are the names of the children of Israel, 
which came into Egypt; every man and his household 
came with Jacob."(v) For household here the Septua
agint reads PAnoIKL\.(w) Dr. Gill considers it as em
hracing "their families, wives, children, and servants." 
After the armed adventurers of the tribe of Dan had se
cured Micah's priest, it is said "They turned and de-

i
R) Apocryphal Esther xvi. 18. (Gr. 12.) in Bap. Self-convict. p. 45. 
t) Esther \'iii. 11. (u) Esth. iii. 13. (v) Ex. i. 1. 
·w) I observe that the :\fargin of Cal:isio reacls /wnoiki. This is the 

reading of Grab : but the Septuagint of\ Vechclius, and the Venetian edi
tion, bulh weighty, read /wroilda. 
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parted, nnd put the little ones and the cattle and the 
carriage before them."(x) Dr. Gill believes that these 
predatory emigrants carried their wives with them, 
though they are not mentioned. As for these " little 
ones," the Doctor considers them their '' children." 
"Little ones" is a literal tra~1slation of the H ebrew,(,y) 
and is an exact accordance with the parvulos of the 
Latin Vulgate, of Junius and Tremellius, of Trommius, 
and of Sebastian Castanio. The Vatican Septuagint has 
TA TEKNE, children, a go_od rendering, though a bad 
reading. Grab has a better reading, jJanoihia; and 
best of all, the Airline Septuagint reads paroikia. This 
reading is reported by' Calasio, in the margin of his He
brew Concordance, and found in the text of the Franc
fort Septuagint, used by Kircher and Trommius in their 
Concordances to the Septuagint. Here then, is an in
stance in which this ancient version uses paroikia, not 
as a general term including infants, but as a particular 
and distinct designation of infants. The conclusion to 
which analogy would lead us is obvious. 

IV. 
p ASA p AROIK.lA OR p ANOIKlA. 

The first is the reading _of the Francfort edition, and 
the second of the Vatican and others, in Gen. I. 2::l. "And 
•'Joseph dwelt in Egypt, he and his brethren, and all 
': his father's numerous lwust!wld." Dr. Gi~l says, 
" Not only he but his brethren aud their families." The 
p1·eceding verse shews that these families \Vere composed, 
in gteat part, of "little ones," there called oikia. These 
jnfants, then, must, of course, be included in pasa pa
noilda, which appears intended to magnify oihia doubly. 

v. 
OIKOS. 

Like oil:ia this sometimes signifies jJro/Jerty, BONA, 

.f ACU LTATEs, as Hedcricus explains it. The Lord said 

(x) Judg. xviii. ~l. CY) :iu 

• 



to David, "I gave thee thy Mastcr'.s house.''(::) Gill 
says " his family, his wives, servants, wealth and rich
" es." Solomon says, " If a man would give all the 
" substance of his house for love, it would utterly be 
" contemned.''(a) So the thief ''shall give all the 
"substance of his lwuse."(b) So Jehoram's enemies 
" carried awav all the substance that was found in the 
" king's lwus~."(c) Pharaoh says to Joseph, " Thou 
" shalt be over my lwuse."(d) Gill says, " have the 
'' care of his domestic affo.irs, and be the principal man 
"in his palace and court." While with Potiphar, Jo-
seph said, " Behold my master wotteth not what is . 
''with me in the /wuse."(e) Gill says, ''what goocls or 
" money are in it." Concerning the dinner which Jo
seph gave to his brethren, he gave orders ''to the ruler 
"of his house." Gill says, " his steward;'' and so Mo
ses calls him in the context.(j) The steward of the 
house was to take care ~f the property which was in the 
house. But when this word denotes the building itself, 
and stil1 more when it is applied to persons, it illustrates 
and confirms the doctrine that household baptism is in
fant baptism, as we shalJ sec in the fo1lowing particu
lars. 

I. The JJfaterial or JJfechanical House. For a few 
examples we would refer to the house of Zacharias and 
l\fary ;(g) the house which the owner suffered to be 
broken through ;(h) the king's house, nnd houses of the 
people, which the Chaldeans burned with fire.(i) They 
burnt moreover the house of 'the Lord, which was a 
figure of the church, with all its members, infant and 
adult.(j) Our Translators have once rendered 011rns, 
temjJ!e ;( /;,) an cl where they say, "Your house is left 
unto you desolate,"(!) Gill considers it as including "the 

(=) ~Sam. xii. 8. (a) Cant. Yiii. 7. 

l
b) Pro\'. vi. 31 (c) 2 Chr. xxi. 17. 
d) Gen. xii. 40-4. So Gen. xiv. 8. and Acts Yii. 10. 
r) Gen. :xxxix. 8. 
() Gen. xliii. 16. 19. ~Gen. xxxix. 4. 5. Ps. cv. 21. 

($°) Luke i .. 40. 56. (/~) Luke .?'ii .... 39. 
(z) Jer. xxx1x. 8. (J ) Jcr. 111. 1..,. 
(k) Luke xi. SI. (l) :Matt. xxiii. :;s. 
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" temjJle, formerly the house of God, but now only 
" theirs." ·with the burning of this house, Ezekiel 
express)y connects the slaying of their sons and daugh
ters ;(m) and the Septuagint considered Ezra as impli
citly recognizing this connexion, when he calls it "The 
"house of the great God, which is builded with elect 
'~ stones,"(n) according to their rendering. As they 
have here called the constituents of the material temple, 
elect stones, so they have elsewhere applied the epithet 
elect, to the foundation and chief-corner stone of the 
spiritual ternple.(o) In this they are copied by the Apos
tle Peter, where he speaks of the spiritual house being 
built up of lively stones. {p) It is evident, therefore, 
that the building of the material house of elect stones, 
is intended to illustrate the building of the spiritual 
house of elect stones, and of infants, of course, if there 
be any elect infants. That there are elect infants, is 
admitted even by the most rigid Calvinists; among 
whom I desire always to be ranked. On this subject my 
sentiments are exactly expressed by our excellent Con
fession.(q) As almost all errorists believe in the univer
sal election of inrants, both sides should agree that they 
belong to this house. · 

2. The Spiritual House. Paul says of Christ, that 
he is a faithful ruler "a son over his own house ; 
'' whose house are we, if we hold fast the confidence and 
"the rejoicing of the hope firm unto the end.·''(1·) The 
angel said to Mary, "He shall reign over the house of 
"Jacob forever."(s) Dr. Gill says, " As his father 
" David reigned over the Idumeans. Syrians, and others, 
" as well as over the house of Judah, and Israel, so this 
" his son shall reign over both Jews and Gen ti Jes : his 
" kingdom shall be from one end of the earth to the 
" other, even over all the elect of God." Now if 
there are infants to be fonnd among ''Jews and Gen
" tiles ;'' if there are infants to he found ''from one 

(m) Ez. xxiii. 47. 
(o) h::t. xxviii. 16. 
(q) Chap. 10. Sect. 3. 

(n) Ezr. v. 8. 
(ft ) l Pet. ii. 5. 6. 
(r) Hebr. iii. 6. (s) Luke i. :iJ. 



351 ) 

" cml of the earth to the other;" and if there arc in
fants to be found among " all the cJcct of God ;;' then, 
according to this commentary of the great D1·. Gill, in
fants m'11st be included in that " house of Jacob/' over 
which Christ shall reign for ever. 'I'he fact that cvcl'y 
converted adult becomes a spiritual infant in regenera
tion, will be foun<l, on examination, to be nwre for us 
than against us. In relation to this spiritual birth, the 
scriptures speak as follows. " Sing, 0 barren, thou 
that <li<lst not bear ; break forth into singing, an<l cry 
aloud, thou that didst uot travail with child : for more 
arc the children of the desolate, than the children of the 
marrie<l wife, saith the Lor<l."(t) In reference to this 
desolate church it is sai<l, "Goel sctteth the solitary in 
families,(u) Gill understands this of converts, who "arc 
'· set in families, or placed in gospel clrnrchc~, which, 
"as families, have a master over them, who is Christ the 
"Son and first born, of whom they arc nameci; where are 
"saints of various ages, sizes, and standing; some fathers, 
" some young men, and some children." Paul had to 
speak to the Corinthians, '"even as unto babes in 
'' Christ."(v) To the Hebrews he said, "For C\'erv 
" one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of l'ight~
" eousncss, for he is a babc."(w) Concerning the ex
cellent woman, Solomon says, ''She riseth a]so while it 
is yet night; and giveth meat to her hou::,e/wld, and a 
portion to her maidens.''(x) Dr. Gill says that "spirit
" ually may be meant by her household or fami1y, the 
" same with the family of Christ, that is named of him
'" self, which consists of various persons, fathers, )'011ng 
"men and children." As to the maidens, the ministers, 
these are to distribute " milk in<lccd to babes, and meat 
" to strong men." Of this same woman, Solomon ~ays, 
., She is not afraid of the snow for her lwuselwld: for 
" all her household arc clothed with scarlet. ''(.y) Gill 

(t) Isa. liv. l. Comp. (;aJ. iv. 26. 27. 
(u) Ps. lxviii. 6. (-r1) 1 Cor. iii. 1. 
(-:••) Hebr. v. 1:1. (.r) Pro\'. xxxi. 15. 
(y) Pro'" xxxi. 21, 
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admits that this passage has a literal meaning, and that 
of course, literal infants are included in this woman's 
household: but when he spiritua1izes it, and considers 
the scarlet clothing as pointing to Christ' s blood, <loes 
he mean that no literal infants have the benefit of this 
crimson covering? Certainly not. Then, as I said before, 
the fact that adults become spiritual infants by regenera
tion, by no means refutes the doctrine that there \ are
litera1 infants in the spiritual household, but rather es
tablishes it. When Peter says, " Ye also, as lively 
" stones, are built up a spiritual lwuse,"(z) Gill says 
that these lively stones ''lie in the same quarry, and 
" are the same by nature, as the rest of mankind, till 
'' dug out and separated from thence, by the powerful 
" and eflicacious grace of God." Now I would ask, 
are there no literal infants in nature's quarry? and are 
there no literal infants which are " dug out from thence 
" by the powerful and efii.cacious grace of God ?" You 
will answer, Yes. Then there are literal infants belong
ing to the spiritual house. But the Doctor believes 
that there is a sjJir£tual house of Antichrist as well as 
of Christ. When Solomon says, '' The Lord will de
" stroy the house of the proud,"( a) Gill understands 
it generally, as including all proud persons, "their/am
~' ilies, their children, and posterity;'' and particularly, 
'' the house of the foolish and adulterous woman, the 
"idolatrous church of Rome." Now I ask, are there 
no infants in the families, children, and posterity of the 
proud? Are there no infants in the house of the Roman 
Harlot? The Anabaptists say that infant baptism is a 
main pillar of Papery. Yet they themselves must and 
do acknowledge that the spiritual lwu:se of Christ has 
infants, as certainly as the SjJiritual house of Antichrist. 
Analogy, therefore, \vould teach us that household bap
tism is really infant baptism ; although we should be 
very ftr from following the Roman Antichrist in their 
corruptions of this ordinance. 

(z) 1 P et. ii. s. (a) Prov. xv. 25. 
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3. The Ecclesiastical House. Several texts quoted 
on the spiritual !1ouse, arc instances which apply. prima
rily nnd literally, to the domestic house hcr·caftcl' to be 
con'>idcrc:d: but Di·. Gill, by an allowabl<' allcgorizing, 
applies tliem to the invisible church, and also, in general, 
to the visible church, the ecclesiasiical house. On that 
passage in \vhich Solomon's woman "giveth meat to her 
household, and a portion to he1· maidens ;" Gill says, 
" It is by these the churrh giYes meat to her household." 
'Vhen Solomon says, "He maketh the barren woman to 
'' keep house, and to be a joyful mother of children." 
Gill says, ''This may be applied to the church of God, 
" as it is to the congregation of Israel by the T'argum." 
But if this application be made, it must recognize literal 
infants in ·the church of God j for they belong to the 
congregation of Israel; and they are certainly included 
in the hrmse here mentioned, in the literal sense of the 
passage, according to an express statement of Dr. Gill, 
which we may take a future opportunity of quoting. The 
me'mhcrship of infants in the Jewish and Christian 
churches alike, shews itself plainly, to one who traces 
through the N cw Testament, this important word house
hold. ~'Now, therefore, ye arc no more strangers and 
foreigners, but fellow citizens with the saints, and of the 
household of God ; an<l are built 11 pon the foundation of 
the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ himself being 
the chief corner stone."( b) Here the Jewish and Chris
tian societies are considered as one lwuse!tnld, built upon 
a common foundation, and united by a common corner. 
But it is certain that lwuselwld circumcision was in-
fant circumcision; and if the Jewish household in
cluded infants, why 11ot the Christian household? It 
is said moreover, that "Moses verily was faithful in all 
" his house, as a ser\'ant, for a testimony of those things 
"which were to be spoken after." Dr. Gill says, ''He 
'"was 11ot a scrrnnt in the \rnrlcl~ and with respect to 
'~civil things, an<l the affairs of Pro,·idcnce_. but in the 

(h) Eph. ii. 19-~'.:!. 

Yy 
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" church of God," even "in the house of Israel, or 
"among that people which were the Lord's family "(c) 
Whether the '' Lord's family," as it existed in the 
'' house of Israel" had infants or not, judge ye. It is 
undeniable that infants did belong to the Jewish ecclesi
astical house. But Paul's words which immediately 
follow those just now quoted, iwove the identity of the 
Jewish and the Christian ecclesiastical house: ''But 
"Christ as a Son over his own house, whose house are 
" we.'~(d) In the preceding verse, Dr. Gil) could see 
plainly that an ecclesiastical house was meant: His com
mentary would have been more correct and perspicuous, 
if he had told us the same of this last verse, which be
longs to the same sentence; especially when the same 
Apostle tells a Christian minister how to behave himself 
''in the house of God, which is the chw·ch of the living 
"God."(e) But there is reason to suppose that the Doc
tor meant a church, when he spoke of a spiritual house, 
as he does in his exposition of Peter's "sjJz'.ritual house,'~ 
where he says, "'I'hese living stones, being laid and "ce
'' mented together, in a gospel church-state, become 
"the house of God in a spiritual sense."( f) In con
formity with these .views, the ecclesiastical house to 
which I belong, considers itself a spiritual house built 
upon a spiritual foundation. In speaking of the judica
tories of the church: our Constitution says, ''These as
u semblies ought not to possess a1iy civil jurisdiction, 
''nor to inflict any civil penalties. Their power is 
" whoIJy moral or spiritual, and that only ministerial 
" and declarative."(g) According1y they say, "There 
" is no othei· head of the church but the Lord Jesus 
" Christ:"( lz) even he of whom it is said, "The stone 
" which the builders refused, is become the head stone 
" of the corner.''(i) Gill tells us that those rejectors 

(c) Gill on H ehr. iii. 5. and Num. xii. 7. 
(d) Hebr. iii. 6. (e) I Tim. iii. 15, 
(f) Gill on 1 Pet. ii. 5. 
(g) Form of Gov. Chap. 8. Sect. 2. 
(~) ~onfes~ ... of<'l Faith. Chap. 25. Sect. ei 
(i ) I s. c:xx1 ~ 1 .... 2. 
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are '" those who \Vere the support of their ci vii state, 
" and the maintainers of it ; but more especially their 
"ecclesiastical builders." "They refused to make use 
''of him in the spiritual building." This spiritual ec
clesiastical house in \vhich the Jews refused to use this 
head corner stone, had infant", beyond all contradiction; 
and one instance in which they rejected him from their 
building, was, \vhen "All the people answered and 
"said, His blood be on us and on onr "children."(j) Dr. 
Gill says, " It is a notion of the Jews, that the guilt of 
" innocent blood, and the bloocl of that innocent man's 
" children, lie not only upon the persons immediately 
'' concerned but upon their children to the end of the 
" world.'' " This imprecation of theirs has been no
" toriously verified in them .. , ''On the generality of 
" them his blood was, in the sense they wished it." 
'' And to this <lay this dreadful wish of the blood of 
"Christ upon them is to be seen in their miserable, ab
'' jcct and captive state ; and will be, until &uch time 
" as they look to him whom they have pierced and 
" mourn." This appears to be contemplated by that 
prediction that " J u<lgment must begin at the house of 
" God."(k) 'Vhen this judgment <lid begin, the in
fants of this house of God were in some cases actually 
eaten by their own mothers, as we are informed both by 
scripture prophecy and the history of Josephus. But 
before this just and dreadful judgment against the 01<1 
Testament ecclesiastical house, with its a<lults and in
fants, Christ came "unto the lost sheep of the house of 
"/smel,"(l) with its adults an<l infants: and he is still 
'' an High Priest over ·the house of God,"(m) with its 
" adults and infants, ancl '" he shall reign OYer the house 
"of Jacob forever :·'(n) for even in the New 'T'cstament 
dispensation, ''the promise is 11nto you an<l to your 
" children.'' 

(j) Matt. xxvii. 25. 
( /) i\fa.tt. X\'. 24, 
(n) Luke i. 33. 

(k) 1 Pct. iv. 17. 
(m) Hehr. x. ~I. 
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4. The Celestial House. The Septuagint makes Job 
say, " Hades is my oilws."(o) If the unseen world is 
here meant, it must be that state of departed spirits in 
which Job's Redeemer lived.(p) There must certainly 
be infants there. Whether Job referred to this happy 
rest or not, we know that our Saviour did, in a passage 
where the evangelist uses a \vord, which my Opponent 
says differs from oikQs, no more than brotlurs differs 
from brethren. He says, ''In my Father's 01K1A, house, 
" are many mansions."( q) Some of the mansions in this 
house must certainly have infant tenants. So Paul says, 
"\Ve have a building of God, an OIKIA, house, not made 
with hands, eternal in the heavens.''(r) 

5. The .Nation.al House. As the passages to be ad· 
duced under this particular, can hardly be understood 
without the doctrine of imputation, it wiJI be weJI to re
member a few plain authorities in support of this im
portant scriptural truth. Concerning the wicked, Job 
says, ''God layeth up his iniquity for his children."(s) 
Dr. Gill says, ''God does not punish them [the wicked] 
" now for their sins in their own persons, yet he will 
" punish them in their children, for whom he reserves 
"the punishment of their iniquity." "And when they 
" have filled up the measure of their fathers' sins, by 
" their own transgressions, the deserved punishment 
'' shall be inflicted, according to Ex. xx. 5." The Lord 
said to Israel, "But as for you, your carcases, they shall 
" fall in this wilderness. And your children shall wan
'' der in the wilderness forty years; and hear your 
'' whoredoms ;"(t) that is, "the punishment of their 
"idolatries," as Dr .. Gill says; for, says he, " It was 
" on account of them, their children wandered so long 
" in the wilderness." Jeremiah, in speaking for his peo
ple, says, "Our fathers have sinned, and are not, and 
" we have borne their iniquities;"( u) that is, according 
to Dr. Gill, '' the punishment of them, or chastisement 

( o) Job xvii. 13. 
( r) ;; Cor. \". 1. 
(u) Lam.'"· 7. 

(ft) Job xix. 25. 
(s) Job xxi. 19. 

(q) Joo. xiv. 2. 
(t) Num. xiv. 3~, S3. 
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" for them: this is not said by way of complaint, much 
" less as charging God with injustice, in punishing them 
'' fol' their fathers' sins, or to· excuse theirs, for they 
" were ready to own that they had consented to them, 
"and were guilty of the same; hut to obtain mercy and 
" pity at the hands of God .• , How different this lan
guage of the great and pious Bapti:c;t Commentator, from 
that of the impious and Deis~ical Hobinson, my Oppo
nent's master; and, at present, the <larling of the Bap
tist church!! The same doctrine is plainly taught in the 
following passages. " Prepare slaughter for his chil
" clren for the iniquity of their fathers; that they do 
'' not rise, nor posses5 the lan<l, nor fill the face of the 
" world with cities."(v) Millions of infants thus perish
ed in " the nations whom the Lord <lestroyecl before the 
"children of Israel ;"(w) and afterward in the Jewish 
nation itself, concerning which, Christ said, "A11 these 
'' things shall come 11 pon this generation."(x) The same 
is true of Babylon, which, in one place, Jeremiah calls 
" that nation,"(y) in another, " the daughter of Baby
" Jon;"{=) in which latter place the Septuagint uses 
orn:os, house, for daughter. That all these national 
houses are full of infants cannot be denied. It is re
markable that the Septuagint often puts the \Yor<l house 
for children, and children for !louse. Thus, when the 
Original reads "0 children of Israel!" the Septuagint 
reads "0 house of Israel !''(a) \Vhen the Original con
demns Mount Sier for slaughtering "the ckildren of Is
rael," the Septuagint has it "the house of Israel :"(b) in 
which national house, infants are certainly included; as 
in many other instances of a similar description; in one 
of which, while the Septuagint has 01Kos, house, other 
Greek translators, (as Trommius shews,) use HUI01, chil
dren ;(c) thus shewing~ that house and cldldren were in
terchangeable terms. This is farther confirmed from the 

(v) Isa. xiv. 21. ('w) 2 Kings xxi. 9. (.i:) :Matt xxiii. 36. 
(y) Jer. xxv. 12. (.:) Jcr. li. 33. (a) Am. iii. 1. 
(b) Ez. xxxv. 5. (c) Ez. ii 3. For other cases alkdged, see Ez. 

xxxvii. !:?I. Jer. xxiii. 7. X\'i, 1 lo Ez. ::.di,·. 9. xxxvii. Zl. 
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other fact just mentioned; that where house is in the 
Original, the word chilch·en js often found in the Sep
tuagint. ·when Ezekiel· distributes his two sticks to 
the two nations into which the twelve tribes had 
been long divided, he assigns one to " all the house 
of Israel," or to the " children" of Israel,( d) accord
ing to the Septuagint, in such a way as to embrace 
every infant in the nation. : Many other instances of this 
rendering also are at hand.(e) Analogous to this ancient 
way of translating Hebrew into Greek, is the way in 
which the Ancients rendered Greek into Syriac ; when 
speaking not of the national, but of the domestic house, 
whether this domestic house be designated by vilws or 
oikia, or panoiki, and whether the children of this house 
be mere infants, or children of an age to hear the gospel 
and receive instruction, yet young enough to be discijJled 
upon the faith of their parents. In the New Testament 
we are told that Paul and Silas spoke the word of the 
Lord to the jailer " and to all that were in his OIKIA, 

house." The Syriac Translation says, " to all the 
children of his house." Immediately after we are told 
that the jailer " rejoiced, believing in God, PANOIKI, 

with all his house.'' The Syriac says~ "and; or then, 
rejoiced both he and all the children of his house, in the 
faith of God." In the same chapter it is related that 
Lydia " was baptized and her OIKos, house." The 
Syriac says " and the children of her house. ''(f) That 
this \".as done upon her faith, is evident from the language 
of her invitation to her instructors, which my Opponent 
says, "is the most singular invitation on record.''( g) He 
may well be amazed at the whole transaction; since it 
not only proves, that through Lydia's faith, she and her 
household was baptized, but gives us reason to believe, 
that the joy of the jailer's household, was just that sort 
of happiness which must have been diffused through the 
household of Lydia, and is generally communicated to. 

(d) Ez. xxxvii. 16. (e) Joshua xxi. 45. Lev. xvii. 3. xxii. 18. 
2 Sam. vi. 5. Jer. ii. 26. Ez. iii. 1. xii. 24. iv. 3. • 

(f) Acts xvi. 15. 32. 34. (g) fpuriws Debate with me, p. 2fS. 
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the household or a pious Pcdobaptist, through the faith 
of the head, and the covenant blessings of the baptized 
members. 

6. The Sectional /louse. As the whole nation was 
called a house, so was each section or tribe. To decide 
the dispute concerning Aaron's priesthood, the Lord 
commanded Moses to ~'Speak unto the children of Israel, 
"and take of every one of them a ro<l, according to the 
"house of their fathers, of all their princes, according 
"to the house of their fathers, twelve ro<ls."(h) These 
twelve rods were for the twelve tribes or twelve section
al houses into which the national house of' Israel was 
distributed. That each of these houses had a great pro
portion of infants, will not probably he disputed ; espe
cially as we can give an authentic account or their twelve 
fathers, which my Opponent thinks so important in the 
case of Lydia? In this sense oilws occurs in the Septu
agint as often as fifteen times in one Chapter. In one 
of these places, God says, "Take ye the sum of all the 
" congregation of the children of Israel, after their fomi
" lies, by the house of their fathcrs."(i) Gill says, "Jlf
'" ter their families ; into which their tribes were clivi
" <led: by the nousE of their fathers; for if the mother 
''was of one tribe, and the father of another, the family 
'' was according to the tribe of the father, as Jarchi 
"notes, a mother's family being never called a family, 
'' as Aben Ezra observes." Out of these sectional houses 
Moses made a selection of such as were over twenty 
years and not superannuated, nor otherwise unfit for wa1:. 
The selection 'shews that the million of children from 
whom they were drafted, belonged to the houses as well 
as themselves. This passage my Opponent has t1·cated 
in the following artful manner, viz. ''This same oi/ws 
"occurs 14 times in the first chapter of Numbers, ancl 
"includes under 12 occurrences, 603,550 adults from 
"20 years and upwards."(j) This sweeping declara
tion was made in such a way as to strike your minds with 

(h) Num. xvii. 2. 3. (i) Num, i. 2. 
U) Spuriou! Dt>bate with me, p. 282, }.:ote. 
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the impression that these twelve houses were composed 
of adults only, ancl that the including, of which he 
speaks, referred to the sum of the twcive particu]ars, 
each of which consisted of male aciults exclusively. If 
so, it wou]d be a far more briJliant case than the house 
of Noah, which consisted of eight adn1ts without one in
fant; ·and ~ar more impressive than the family of Christ, 
which consisted of more than eight DISCIPLES, without 
one female communicant. But on examination, it turns 
out far otherwise. Instead of these warriors constituting 
the tribe, fami~y, and house of their fathers, they were, 
as Dr. GiJI says, only "a11 IN every tribe, family, and 
"house, that were above 20 years of age, hea1thfu1 and 
"strong, and fit for war.-'' In this respect, they resem
bJed the twelve princes who drafted them. Instead of 
their composing the house themse]ves as Noah's adnJts 
did, it seems, according to Moses, that "each one was 
FOR the house of his fathers;" as Dr. GiJI says, "FOR 

"the tribe he beJonged to, with which it might reason
"' abJy be supposed he \Vas best acquainted, and cou]d 
"more readily take the number of them.-''(k) At a sub· 
sequent period of the Jewish history it is said that Na
shon was a "Prince of the oikos of Judah. "(l) Now 
it may be asked, were there any infants in this oikos? 
and did or did they not owe a11egiance to N ashun as 
members of the oikos over which he was a prince? In 
this' pJace the Hebrew reads children instead of house, 
as the Septuagint reads children in several other places 

. where the sectional "house" is found i.n the Original, 
embracing infants in it.(m) 

7. The Royal House. Under this particu]ar we have 
again to notice the punishment of children and grand 
children for the sins of parents. The Lord told David 
that the famine was "for Saul and his bJoody house; 
"because he s]ew the Gibeonites." On which~ account, 
long after Sau] was dead, the Giheonites said that they 
wou]d not accept a pecuniary ransom " of Sau], nor of 

(k) Gill on Num. i. 44. 45. (/) 1 Chr. ii. 10. 
(m) See Joshua X\"ii. 17. x,·iii. s. Ez. xxv. 12. Hos, i. 1: 
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" his lt0use,"(n) but demanded that seven of that house 
should be cxccntc<l by way of retaliation. Five of the 
seven were Saul's grandchild1·en, the sons of his <laugh
ter Michal, by llarzillai. Concerning the royal son of 
N ebat, God says, " I will bring evil upon the house of 
Jeroboam," " and will take awav the remnant of the 
" lwuse of Jeroboam." In this house there was a chil<l, 
concerning which it is said, " All Israel shall mo111·n for 
"him and bury him; for he only of Jei·oboam shaJJ 
"come to the grave, because in him there is fo11nd some 
" goo<l thing, towal'lls the Lord Goel of Israel in the 
"house of Jeroboam.'\o) 'Vhen God said to David, 
" The sword shall• 11ever depart from thy house," '' I 
'' wiJI raise np eYi] against thee out of thine own house," 
he says, "the chi I<} also that is bom unto thee shall 
" sui·ely <lie :"(jJ) leaving us to conclude that this child 
h'elongcd to his house~ as the child of J erohoam belonged 
to his house. \Vlicn Go<l said by the Prophet Amos, 
."I will 1'ise against the hnusr of J erohoam,''(q) Gill con
siders it to mean ''the family of Jeroboam.'' \Vhen it 
is said that Zimri "'slew all the house of Baasha,''(r) 
Gill says that it means ''his wholefamil!J, all the child
" ren that he ha<l ;'' an<l "not only his /Josterity, bnt 
all any way ·related to him.'' 'Vere there no infan~ re
lated to him? \Vhen it is sai<l that" Jehu was executing 
''judgment upon the house of Ahah, ''( s) Gill says that 
this royal house of' Ahab included "Joram his son and 
" seventy more sons.'' Strange if there were no infants 
among them! \Vhen Nathan said to David, ''The L01·d 
" telleth thee that he will make thee a11 house."( t) this 
house prominently contemplated an infant yet to be 
born. The very next verse says, " I will set 11p thy 
"seed after thee, which shall proceed out of thy how
" els, and I will establish his kingdom.'' Fl'om the first 
of these verses, Gill understands that God will "not only 

(n) 2Sam. xxi. 1. 4.. (o) 1 King ; xi v. 10. 13. Comp. X \', ~9. 

1
/l) 2 Sam. xii. 10. 11. 14. (q) Am. v.i. 9. 
r) I Kgs. xvi. 11. 12. (s) 2 Chr. xxii. 8. 
t) 2 Sam. vii. 11. Comp. 12-1~. 
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" build up his fami~lj and make that numerous, [by 
" giving him rnapy infants, of course,] but establish the 
'' house of his kingdom.'' The next he says "has re
" gard to a future son of his not ,yet born; not .Absa
" lorn nor .Adonijah, nor any of the rest born in Hebron 
"were to succeed him in the kingdom, but one qs yet 
" unborn." It will not do to say that this prophecy 
contemplated this unborn son as grown to maturity, and 
fit to reign, before he belonged to his father's royal 
house. There is incontrovertible evidence at hand 
that he belonged to his father's royal house the moment 
that he was born. This evidence is contained in a pro
phecy concerning one of his royal successors: viz. 
" Behold, a child shall be born 'Wtlo the house of Da
., vid, Josiah by name."(u) But these prophecies con
template ultimately that King who is the Root and off
spring of' David, whom Dr. Gill considers as introducetl 
into the house of David from the moment of his concep
tion. The rapturous song of Zacharias tells us that 
God '' hath raised up an horn of salvation for us, in the 
"house of his servant David."(v) Gill says, ''In Da
" vid's family, he being now conceived· by a virgin of 
" his house, and who, in a little time, would be born in 
"Bethlehem the citv of David.'' There is no need~ 
therefore, to go in se~rch of Lydia's husband, or of th~ 
jailer's wife, in order to tell what sort of houses they 
were, which were baptized upon the faith of the pa
rents. 

8. The Pontifical or /;.,'acerdotal ~House. Eli, the 
High Priest, of the house of Ithamar, was addressed 
as fo1lows; "Wherefore the Lord God of Israel saith, 
" I said indeed that thy house and the house of thy fa
'' ther should walk before me forever: but now the 
" Lord saith, Be it far from me; for them that honour 
'' me I will honour, and they that despise me, shall be 

. (u) l Kgs. xiii. ~. To this add l Chr. xvii. '.:l3. 2 Sam. vii. 27. l Kgs. 
XI. 38. ' 

("v) Luke i. 69. 
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'" lightly esteemed. BehoJ<l, the tlays come that I will 
" cut off thine arm, and the arm of thy fathcr~s house, 
'' and there shall not be an old man in thine house. And 
" thou shalt see an enemy in my habitation, in all the 
" wealth which Goel shall give IsracJ: antl there shall 
'' not be an old man in thine house forever. And the 
" man of thine, whom I shall not cut off from mine 
" altar, shaJl be to consume thine eyes and to grieve 
'' thine heart : and all the increase of thine house shall 
" die in the flower of their age/' (or" <lie men,'') as 
the Margin reads.(w) Here is a numerous house with
out one old man. As to these young men, the question 
is, were they in the flower of their age, when they first 
became the increase of Eli's house? If so, they were 
the only instance of the kind since the <lays of Adam. 
Instead of " thine arm ·and the arm of thy father·s 
' house," the Septuagint reads " thy seed and the seed 
''of thy father'i' house." "Tith this Dr. Gill's Commen
tary agrees: for he says that his arm means "his child
" ren, which are the strength of a man, and the sup
'' port of his family :'' as when Jacob ca11s Reuben 
" the beginning of my slrength,"(.r) the Septuagint 
calls him " the beginning of my clzildrtn :'' and this he 
was, the moment that he was born. This arm of Eli's 
house, therefore, \Vould ha,·e cm braced his infants, if 
he had had any, and did actually, as Dr. Gill admits, 
embrace the children of his sons, concerning which the 
Dr. says, "The cmLDREX they left "·ere VERY vouxa:'' 
and if the memorable lcflabud, one of these very ,young 
children, who was born j\1st after the death of his father. 
had been said to join his bereaved mother in the mourn
ing of despair, it wo11lcl have no more proved him an 
adult, than the fact that the jailer's house pa1:ticipnted 
in his joy of faith~ pro,·es them to be adults. Rachel~s 
new born son did actually participate i11 his mother's an
guish, when she caJled his name IlExox1, the son of m,y 
sorrow; and it was perfectly consistent with the Ian-

('<v) 1 Sam. ii. 30-33. (r) Ge11. :dx. 3. 
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guage of the scriptures for his first smile to be constru
ed into a participation of his father's joy, when he call
ed his name BENJ A:mN, the son of my right hand. 

9. The Patriarchal House. In accounting for Da
niel's calling Evilmerodach, the son of N ebuchadnezza1·, 
when he was really his grandson, Prideaux remarks 
that "This is to be understood in the large sense, where·· 
"in any ancestor upward is often called father, and any 
"descendant downward, son, according to the usual 
''style of Scripture.'' This extensive range of family
ascent and family-descent is sometimes comprehended in 
the patriarchal house. Pindar, in an address to Xeno
phon, calls him, and his father, and grandfather, " the 
( 01Kos,) house, thrice victor in the Olympic games."(y) 
Taylor has shewn that Paul once uses oikos for family
ascent. "If any widow have children or grandchildren, 
[as my Opponent justly renders it,] let them learn first 
to shew piety to their own 01Kos, house, and to requite 
their progenitors ;"(z) which are their own house. It 
more generally means family-descent. Lycophron calls 
the adulterer, "OIKOPHTHOIWN, a corrupter of lzouses;" 
and Ignatius, writing to the Ephesians, says that "ROI 

OIKOPHTIIOROI, corrupters of houses, shall not inherit 
the kingdom of God." Houses are evidently thus cor
rupted by the introduction of illegitimate infants: for, as 
Taylor, (from whom these cases are borrowed,) observes, 
the adulterer is "not merely the seducer of wives, but 
"the corrupter of the blood, of the fmni~y-descent, by 
'"introducing a spurious brood."( a) This is a promi
nent feature in the definitions of a house~ which the same 
author has given 11s from Aristotle and Cicero. The for
mer says, ''A house is a ~ociety connected together ac
~' cording to the course of nature, for long continu
" ance."(b) To this long continuance Cicero adds the 
relation of aflinity, which the Ol<l Testament recognizes 
in the <laughters-in-law of the /ww;f of Noah, and \vhich 

(!1) 2cl edition of Taylor's Facts ancl Evidences, p. 33. 
( .:) l Tim. v. 4. ( a ) T aylor's 2d Ed. of Facts & Evic1. p. 3~. 
(b) Facts and EdJ. bt Ed. p. 131. • 

\ 
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the N cw Testament recognizes in the house divided 
ngainst itself', the daughter-in-law agai11~t her mother· in
Jaw.(c) There is also a very express scrjpt11ral recog
Hition of Aristotlc:s idea of long co11ti1111a11ce, in one of 
David's prayers. "Therefore now let it please thee to 
'' bless the lwu~e of thy sennnt, that it may coutinue for 
'' ever before thee: for thou, 0 Lord God, hast ~poken 
" it, and with thy blessing let the house of' thy servant 
"he blessed for ever."( cl) The long continuance of 
David's lwuse is implied even in the threat, ''Now, 
therefore, the sword shall never depart from thy 
lwusc."(e) Dr. Gill says that this was fulfilled in the 
slaughter of" lzis /1osterif.1;, through their wars with the 
children of Israel and other nations." It has already 
been shewn, under a former particular, that Ids posterity 
numbered many infants which were devoured by the 
sword. These infants, then, belonged to his house. Ac
cording to this plan, of visiting the iniquities of the fa
thers upon the c hil<lren, to the third and fourth genera
tion of them that hate him,(/) he punished the posterity 
of polluted Harn, in the line of Canaan.(g) Not only so, 
but with the pious patriarchs, God blessed their houses 
also ; as may be seen in ''the lwuse of Jacob, which 
came into Egypt."(lt) This house consisted of seventy 
souls, including many infants. To his father, Joseph 
says, "There will I nourish thee, (for yet there are five 
years of famine,) lest thou, an cl thy household, and all 
that thou hast, come to poverty.':(i) Herc the Septua
gint does not use the word oilws, hut other Greek Trans
lators <lo, as Trommius informs us, and Gill informs us 
that his houselwld here means "his whole posterity;'' 
which certainly embraces infants. Upwards of seventy 
years after this, the Pat1·iarch Ephraim, the son of Jo
seph, lost a son and three grandsons by the sword of cer
tain plunderers from Gath; subsequent to which moum
ful loss, his wife " bare a son, a11cl he called his name 

1
c) Fa,r.ls :rn<~. F.~·i<I. 211d E<I. p. :14. ~ •• 
d) 2 Sam. v11. 2Y. 1e) 2 ~am. XII. 10. 
f) Ex. xx. 5. g) (;t>n. ix. 22-'.:?5. 

(h) Gen. xld. '.27. JJ. 1) Gen. xh'. l l. 
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Beriah, because it went evil with his house."(j) Gill 
observes that this infant " in some measure made up for 
the loss he had sustained," in his house: then of course 
this child must belong to his house, as soon as he comes 
into the wor1d. So, as soon as Joseph the reputed ,father 
of Jesus was born, he "was of the house and lineage of 
'' David."(k) But Christ was said to be "in the house 
of his servant David,"(!) before he was born; " He 
being now conceived by a virgin of his house," as Dr. 
Gill observes. 

10. The Domestic House. Heee we :find the house
holds of Lydia and the jailer, which have been the in
nocent occasion of so much dispute. Along with these, 
Dr. Gill reckons the house of Zaccheus, concerning 
which our Saviour says, '' This day is salvation come 
to this house :"(m) [that is, " to the inhabitants of . 
this house;" as Dr. Gill informs us the Arabic Version 
renders it. J On this passage the Dr. says, " Some
" times the Lord takes one of a city, and two of a fami
'' ]y; and sometimes whole families, as Lydia's and the 
"jailer's, and here Zaccheus's, as seems probable." In 
this controversy, it is of no great importance whether, 
on the one hand, we lose Stephanas, upon the authority 
of some Greek writers,(n) who believe him to be the 
jailer, removed from Philippi to Corinth ; or whether, 
on the other hand, we gain Fortunatus and Achaicus, 
upon the authority of some Greek manuscripts and the 
Vulgate, which associate these names and their houses 
with " the house of Stephanas,'' as the Apostle's "first 
fruits of Achaia."(o) In the same chnrch, the Apostle 
baptized Crispus and Gaius,(j1) without telling us whe
ther they baptized their households, or whether they 
ha<l any or not. With respect to Crispus the defect is 
made up by another writer, who informs us that he had 
a large lwuselwld.(q) But even then it is not mentioned 

(j ) 1 Chr. Yii. 23. (c. 21. 22.) 
(k) Luke ii. 4. The same may be said of Mary. Luke i. 27. 
(l) Luke i. 69. (m) Luke xix. 9. 
(n) Asserted by Dr. Gill on 1 Cor. i. 16. 
(o) 1 Cor. xvi. 15. &Gill there. (ft) 1 Cor. i. 14. 
(q)_ Acts xviii. 8, 
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that the lwuselwld was baptized. Of this. howcYcr, 
there can be no doubt, since there is the same reason for. 
baptizing his house that there is for baptizing the jailer's; 
and the baptism of '' many of the Corinthians~' is men
tioned in the \'ery same sentence. The1·e is reason to 
belie\'e that these "·Many" were composed of whole 
houses and separate individuals; and that this was not 
applicable to Cori11th only, but that this gospel ordi11a11cc 
followed the gospel itself, which, as Clcn1c11s Alc:xan
<lrinus 5ays, " Spread itself over the whole world, con
" verting equalJy Greeks and Barbarians, in every nation 
" and village, and in all cities, whole houses and scpa
" rate inclividuals."(r) 

To prove that the Apostles practised /1011.selwld hap
tism .• it is not necessary to fin<l n m11Jtiplicity of instances 
in scripture. If many cases of lwuse/wld baptism be ne
cessary to prove apostolical practice, then many cases of 
female communion are as necessary to prove :qrnstolical 
practice. Bnt if such evidence be req11isite. we shall 
not only have to relinquish female communionJ as an 
npostolical practice, but we must give up even male 
communion also, since there a1·e not as many recorded 
cases of male communion as there are of lwusehold bap
tism. 

Neither is it necessary to have a minute cletail of 
names an<l ages in a household, to ascertain the pre~e11ce 
of infants, since this is implied in the n:ry word itself. 
On this subject my Opponent reasons as follows, viz. 
" So Jong as the wordfamily, which you say i~ the mean
" ing of on~os, frequently denotes all that li\·e 1111cler 
'.' one father, mother, master, or mistress, whether in
" fonts or adults, so long it remains to be clctrr111inrd.
" from the circumstances of the case, who are the co11-
'' stituents or members of the family ; and thus after all 
" your boasted discovery, you ha\'e to confess your
" selves to be just where you were; unahle to prove 
"that there was an infant in any lwuse, 01K1A, or family 

(r) Taylor's ~nd Eclit. p. 1111. 
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"that was baptized."(s) The amount of this reasoning 
of my Anabaptist Opponent, is as follows ; A house 01· 

family embraces adults and infants: Therefore, when 
we are told that a house or family is baptized, we are to 
understand that there are no infants in it, unless there 
is additional proof of this fact!! ·But if a house em
brace adults and infants alike, why is additional proof 
required for one, and not for the other? To be consistent, 
he ought to reason as follows ; A house or family in
cludes adults and infants: Therefore, when we are told, 
even by infallible testimony, that a house or family is 
baptized, this is no proof that there was a baptism of 
either adults or infants, unless there is additional evi
dence of one or the other, or both ! ! So in relation to 
the other ordinance. The word disciples embraces 
males and females : Therefore, \vhen we are told that 
disciples communed, we are not to understand that fe
males communed, or males either, without additional 
evidence! ! 

To shew the absurdity of this, let us see how it wiJI 
affect what Dr. Judson, the Baptist missionary to India, 
has said about houses, in his journal of Nov. 11, 1822. 
It is as follows, viz. " Unclerstan<l that, according to 
" the public registers, 40,000 houses have removed from 
" Ah-mah-rah-pore to Ava the new capital, and that 
" 30,000 remain. The Burmans reckon ten persons, 
" great and small, to a house, which gives 700,000, for 
"the whole population of the metropolis of B11rmah."(t) 
Now I ask, Is any additional proof necessary to shew 
that half of the persons included in these 70,000 houses 
were of the age to which infant baptism is administered. 
But suppose that they had all renounced Paganism and 
e

0

mbraced Judaism ; and Di·. Judson had told us that 
70,000 houses were circumcised : would this alter the 
case? Suppose again, that this Baptist missionary had 
proselyted them all to. Christianity, and had told us "that 

(-') Spurious Deb. with me. p. 282. Note. 
(I) Missionary Herald, Vol. 19. p. 392. • 



70,000 houses; reckoning "ten persons, great and small, 
to a house,'' had been baptized by his hand~ ; conl<l any 
one doubt that he had t11med Pedobaptist again? But the 
very "'circumstances of the case/' which my Opponent 
<lcm:mcls, are found here, in the Christianizing of J cws, 
who arc accustomed to introducing infants into the 
church. Y ct these circumstances were found in the 
lwuselwld-baptism of the N cw Testament, which, as 
we have shewn, \Vas taken from the /wuse/wld-circumci
sion of the Jews. 

'Vhen Dr. Judson found the jails of modern Asia fur
nished with tanks of water, he gave it instead of' proof 
that the jailer of ancient Europe was immersed. It 
would be much more reasonable for him to have said 
that as the modern Asiatics " reckon ten persons, great 
'' and small, to a house," therefore the baptized houses 
of the ancient Asiatics included infants. 

\Ve do not, however, depend upon modern usage~ for 
the doctrine that a household includes infants. This 
appears to have been the general understanding, at ]east 
as far back a~ the time of Boaz, the great-grand-father 
of David. \Vhen this pious man called upon his coun
trymen to atte~t his marriage with Ruth, " All the pco
" ple that were in the gate, and the elders, said, \V c 
" are witnesses. 'rhc Lord make the woman that is 
" come into thine house like Rachel a11cl like Leah, 
" which two did build the HOUSE of Israel; and do thou 
" worthily in Ephratah, and be famous in llcth-lchem: 
" and let thy HOUSE be as the HOUSE of Pharez, whom 
"Tamar bare unto Judah, of the seed which the Lord 
" shall give thee of this young woman. So Boaz took 
" Ruth, and she was his wife: and when he went in 
'" unto her, the Lord gave her conception, ancl she bare 
" a son."(zt) How did Hachc1 ancl Leah build the house 
of Israel? By giving him infants. ·what sort of a house 
was the house of Pharez? One which rapitlly increased 

(u) lluth iv. 11-IJ. 
3.....\ 
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by the accession of numerous infants. or what materials 
did these friends and witnesses wish the house of Boaz 
built, that it might resemble that of Pharez? '' Of the 
seed, [the infant offspring,] which the Lord shall give 
thee of this young woman." And how was his house 
built in fact? " She bare a son.'' And, as Taylor has 
already reminded us, this passage shews, that the mean
ing here attached to the word house, was familiar to "all 
the people that were in the gate, and the elders." To 
consider the word house, as embracing infants, was then 
common to civil courts and ordinary conversation: and 
from the manner in which they refer to their ancestors, 
they evidently considered this the meaning attached to 
the word, by the earliest patriarchs, and in the. very first 
book of Moses. To this very passage of Ruth, Dr. Gill 
refers, in illustration of our Marginal rendering of Gen. 
xvi. 2, where Sarai, after giving her handmaid to Abram, 
says, "It may be that I may be builded by her." On 
this text the Doctor says, "For women, by bearing chil
" dren, build ujJ an HOUSE, see Ruth iv. l I, hence a 
''son, in Hebrew, is called BEN, from BANAH, to build." 

Other passages of scripture giving it the same signifi
cation, are numerous. " God setteth the solitary in a 
house ;"(v) that is, in a family of children. ''He maketh 
the barren woman to dwell in an house, and to be a joy
ful mother of clzz'ldren."(w) As Achan an<l his family 
perished together ;(x) and as the sons of Zedekiah were 
slain before his eyes ;(y) so it is said of Korah and his 
compan y, "And the earth opened her mouth, and swal
lowed them up, and their house$_, and a11 the men that 
pertained unto Korah, and all their goods."(.:-) ·who 
these houses are, is explained in the context, " And 
Datlrnn and Abiram came out, and stood in the <loor 
of their tents, and their wives, and their sons, and 
t!teir little children, PARVULI S suIS," as Junius and 

(v) P~. lxviii. 6. H ebr. LXX. & E ng. :\farg. 
(w) J>s. cxiii. 9. Hbr. L XX. & Eng. i\Iarg 
(x-) Jo:,h. vii. 24. (y) Jcr. xxxix. 6. ( :: ) Num. xvi. 3:2. (comp. '27. ) 
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Trcmellius render it. Dr. GilJ thinks it possible that 
houses here may mean tents. Not so the Septuagint: 
for, in the immediately preceding context, they inter
polate 01Kous and SK.EX AS, houses and tents .(a) There 
is an instance now before me, in which both these words 
incl11<lc the family. " And thou shalt know that thy 
tabernacle shaJJ be in peace; and thou shalt visit thy 
lwbitatfon, an<l shalt not sin. ''(b) T'he word tabernacle 
here, which Dr. Gill says, '' inc1u<les all that dwell in 
his house~ his family/: is 01Kos, house, in the Septuagint. 
The wor<l habitation ': including his family also/' as 
Dr. Gill says, is SKENE, tent, in the Septuagint. 

The very great freq11ency with which infants are con
ncctecl with their parents in the <lomestic house of the 
scriptures,. look o mnch like the spirit of Pc<lobaptism, 
that Dr. Gi1l sometimes makes a fruitless attempt to 
escape this consequence. 'T'he following text is an ex
ample. " The \vickec.l are overthrown and arc not ; 
but the house of the i·ighteous shall stand.:' ( c) The 
Doctor denies that house here means "f amil!J, as the 
" generality of interpreters, for the Jamil!) of the righte · 
" 011s may be extinct, and especially not continue as 
" righteous." The same reason might be given for 
'' coutra<licting the inspired dec]a1·ati0n of Peter, "The 
promise is unto you and to your children."(d) But Dr. 
Gill cannot continue such a strain uniformly. 'Vhen So
lomon says, "Through wisdom is an house builded; and 
by understanding it is established;" the Doctor's Com
mentary says, ''The pl'Osperity of a man 's family is 
continue<l and securell by his prud ent conduct." 

In case of Esther's r efusal to act for the J ew.s, Mor
decai's denunciation was " Tho11 and thy father' s house 
shall be <lestroycd.::(e) \Vhen it is said iu J ob, ~'The 
increase of his house shaJJ depart,'' (/ ) Gill s:i.vs, "Either· 
his children or his substance.:' Compare th is 'vith the 
prophecy, " Then will I build you!' and not pull you 

(a) Yer~e 30. 
(d ' Acts ii. 39. 

(6) Job v. 24. 
te) E~th. iv. J4.. 

(r) Pro\·. xii. i. 
(f) Job xx. ~3. 
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down ;"(g) which, Gill says, is a promise of "' increase 
in numbers, wealth and riches." It is by the birth of 
children that a house is huilt up or increased in numbers. 
These are also embraced in the promise of Saul to the 
man who should slay Goliah; that he would " make his 
father's house free in Israel."(h) Also, in the prayer 
which our Saviour directed the apostles to make, 
"Peace be to this house.''( i) 

In the following half dozen instances, Gill considers 
the word house as equivalent to family, and neither he 
nor any other will probably deny that infants are in
cluded. The people are required to support the priest, 
"that the blessing may rest in thine house.''( a) ''And 
"the Lord blessed Obed-edom and all his household.''(p) 
" And thou shalt rejoice in every good thing which the 
"Lord thy God hath given unto thee and unto thine 
" house.''(q) " Therefore now let it please thee to bless 
" the house of thy servant." "An<l with thy blessing 
" let the house of thy servant be blessed for ever.''(r) 
'' And all the people departed every man to his house, 
"and David returned to bless his house·"(s) "VVoe to 
" him that coveteth an evil covetousness to his 
" house."( t) 

When it is said again, " Then David returned to 
"bless his lwuselzold.''(u) Gill says, ''his wife, child
" ren and servants."' When it is sni<l that " Esau took 
"his wives, and his sonsj an<l his daug hters, and all the 
" persons of his house,"( v) Gill in terprets, " his men
~' servants and maid-servants that were horn in Ms house,, 
" or bought with his money.': 'Vhen Jacob "had a 
"large family to provide for.-" as Gill observes, then 
he said to Laban, "'Vhen shall I pro vide for mine O\VU 

~' lw,use also?" (w) 'Vhen the prophet tel1 s us that wicl\ -

(g) Jer. xlii. l O. 
(i) Luke x. 5. 
( ji ) 2 Sam. Yi. 11. 
(r) 2 Sam. vii. 29. 
(t) Habb. ii. 9. 
(1 1 ) (~c1). xxxvi . G. 

(Ii) l Sam. x vii. 25. 
(a) F.z. x li\·. :10. 
(g ) D eut, XX Yi. J 1. 
(s ) 1 Chr. xvi. 4~1. 
(11 ) 2 Sam. vi . 20. 
('ii') ( ~('II. :xxx. :w . • 
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c<l governom·s "oppress a man and his lwuse/~(X ) Dr. 
Gill interprets that they'' distressed a man an<l hisfami~'I 
for the present, and his posterity after him. My Op
ponent's N cw Testament reads, " By intestine broils 
'' any kingdom may be desolated, om: fami~IJ (!toust) 
'' falling after another [!wuse. ]"(y) If these families 
ha<l no infants, they would come to desolation without 
intestine broils. No doubt my Opponent will admit that 
they may generally have infants, as there is nothing said 
about their baptism. But suppose the text to read in 
this way; "By the Spirit an<l ordinances of God~ any 
" kingdom may be Christianized, oncfamily being hap
" tized after another." How sadly that would alter the 
case. All the infants in the realm would immediatcly 
disappear, like those of Lydia, Stephanas, and the jail
er; an<l the Moloch of Anabaptism would make it as 
desolate in a moment, as intestine broils could make it 
in many years. If~ after this devastation, more gene1·a} 
than that of Pharaoh or Herod ; if while every suhjcd 
was mourning, 1ike Ephraim, that ''it went evil with his 
"lwuse,"(z) Providence should give to each a Beria!t, 
as he did to that venerable Patriarch, then it may be 
said of this infant son in every family, as Dr. Gill said of 
Bcriah the son of Ephraim, that he ''in some measure 
'' rna<le up for the loss he had sustained" in his house. 

\Vhen the wise man says, " Every wise woman build
" cth her house,''( a) Gi11 un<lerstands that she does it 
not only hy her piety, prudence, and industry ; but "by 
'' her fruitfulness, as Leah and Rachel built up the 
"house of Israel.'' 'Vhen it is said, "She lookcth 
" well to the ways of her lwusehold :"(b) Gi11 considers 
it as meaning "her children and servants. ' ' \Vhen it is 
said of this wise woman, that "She giveth meat to her 
"household;"( c) Gill, in spiritualizing th e passage, 
makes houselw!d to inclu<le children and babes. Paul 
says that a bishop must be '" One that ruleth well his 

(x) .Mic. ii. 2. 
(z) 1 Chr. Yii. ~3. 
( Ii ) Prm·. xxxi. 2i. 

(y) Luke xi. li. 
(a) Pro,·. xi,·. 1. 
(r) Pro\·. xxx i. l.~ •. 
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" own house, having his children in subjection with all 
"gravity. F01· if a man know not how to ru1e his own 
'' house, how shall he takP- care of the church of God?" 
"Let the deacons be the husbands of one wife, ruling 
''their clu:ldren and their own houses well."(d) These 
houses Gill considers as embracing ''the fmnily, wife, 
"children and servants.". 

Sometimes Moses directs the priests to eat the sacrifi
ces with their sons and daughters, all of which are in
fants before they are adults; and frequently he says, 
"Every one that is clean in thy house shall eat of it. ''(j) 
Gill says, "Their families, wives, children, and ser
" vants." vVhile they eat together God says, "Thou 
"shalt rejoice, thou, an<l thine house!wld."( k) Accord
ing to Gill, this requires that they should " eat their 
'' food with cheerfulness an<l gladness, making a feast of 
" it, and keeping it as such, he and his whole family, 
" his wife and children, or as many as were with him." 
That the households here meant, embraced myriads of 
infants, no one will deny. A 'question might arise, 
Would the number of these infants be in the least dimin
ished, if, in both passages, we were to add the words, 
"believing in God," which have stumbled so many, in 
the baptism of the jailer's household? The addition of 
the words will not make the least difference in the sense, 
because without faith it is impossible to please God by 
eating and rejoicing. '' Every one that is clean in thy 
"house shall eat of it, [believing in God.]" " Thou 
"shalt rejoice, thou and thine household [believing in 
"God.]" If the fact, that the command implies this 
much, does not exclude infants, would the expression of 
the words exclude them? The scriptures condemn him, 
" who eatetb not of faith,"(!) They also say, " If any 
" would not work, neither should he eat."(m) Because 
infants cannot believe or work, are they to be excluded 

(d) 1 Tim. iii. 4. 5. 1~. . 
(j) Lev. x. 14. Num. xviii. 11. 13. 31. Deut. XY. 20. 
(k) Deut. xiv. 26. (/) Hom. xi,·. ~. 
(m) '.2 Tht>ss. iii. 10. 



( 375 

from eating? But if precepts and jJrohibitious concern
ing faith do not extend to infant!', as far as faith is con
cerned, why may not this hold true with regard to nar~ 
ratfres? 

Yet it is not admitted that the narrati\'e of the jailer 
is encumbered with this difficulty. except with tho~c who 
misunderstood our translation. The jailer "rejoiced, 
"believing in God with all his house." This, it is con
fessed, affords some pretext for attributing faith to the 
jailer's house: yet I could !'oon voint you to a passage 
which no one misunderstands, a11d which the collocation 
of our Translators has made much more liable to perYCr
sion. It is the following. "For he hath ma<le Mm to be 
"sin for us, 'll'ho knew no sin.~~(n} Is it Christ or our
selves who knew no ~in? T'o give a correct answer, the 
relative, ·wlzo in 011r Translation, must not be allowed to 
refer to the last antecedent, as in common cases. My 
Opponent's favourite Thomson of our own country, has 
placed the relative by its prope1· autcceclcnt. "for he 
" hath mule hi-Jn who knew no sin, a sin offering for us." 
In this he follows the great body of the European trans .. 
lators, who themselves follow the Latin Vulgate and the 
Greek Original. "For him iclw knew no sin, he hath 
" made sin (or a sin offering) for us." This is the order 
in which the Greek and Latin words stan<l, as far as the 
pronouns in question a1·e concerned; and it seems strange 
that our Tra11slators should alter this order, when it 
could have no other effect than to obscure the sense. 

The great difliculty in the narrative of the jailer, 
arises from a similar misplacing of words. In this text, 
DE SAcY, the Homan Catholic Translator, has hit the 
meaning more ob\'1ously, by more closely following the 
order of the origi11a) : '"Et it se rrjouit avec toute sa 
" maison croyant en Dicu: And he rejoiced with all 
a his house belicvi11g in Goel.~' In this he follows the 
ancient Latin Yulgate "Et lcetatus est cum omui domo 
sua credcns deo: Aud he 1·ejoiccd with all his house be· 

(11) : Cur. v. :1. 
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Jieving in Cod." Such is the construction of these lan
guages, as to make the word, believing, applicable to 
the jailer only. These translations strictly follow the 
Original in arrangement and sense. "xcu 17ya:>.:>.iacw.'Z'o 

,, navotxt 1tE1tt)EVXW) 'Z'w Osw:" and he rejoiced with all his 
house believing in God." The meaning of it is evidently 
this, that " He, believing in God, rejoiced with all his 
'; house." The Apostle commanded him to believe, and 
promised that he and his house should be saved. Ac
cordingly he did believe, "and was baptized, he and 
"all his straightway." And it was no more difficult for 
his infant household to catch the infection of his joy, than 
for the children of the J cwish priests to rejoice with 
them as mentioned above, on the text, " Thou shalt re
" joice, thou and thine household." 

But if the sacred writer had expressly said that the 
converted jailer had a believing household, or "faithful 
children/' as Paul requires that bishops or elders should 
have, it would have been no certain evidence that 
these infants were converted. Whether I can give you 
a satisfactory reason for this or not, I shall endeavour to 
support the position. The Apostle says, "If any be 
blameless, the husband of one wife;i having fait!iful clzihl· 
ren ,"( e) then they may be bishops or elders. Now if 
these faithfuls are intelligent convffts, then converted 
children arc a necessary qualification for the ministerial 
office; and that man who has an infant incapable of faith, 
is not fit for this oflice. This is too absurd. Dr. Gill, 
therefore, says, "By faithful children cannot be meant . 
" converted ones, or true believers in Christ; for it is not 
"in the power of men to make their children such ; and 
" their not being so can never be an objection to their 
•'being elders, if otherwise qualified. At most, the 
" phrase can only intend, that they should be brought 
" up in the faith: in the principles, doctrines, and ways 
"' of Christianity, or in the nurture and admonition of 
" the Lor<l ." The Doctor's ".flt rnost," tho11gh a lit-

(e) Tit. i. 6. 



3- .... I I 

tle short of the mark, is much better than an interpre· 
tation which he hacl offered a few lines before. There 
he says that these faithful children meant "Legitimate 
ones, born in lawful wedlock;" ancl a<lds, that it is, ''in 
the same sense as snch arc called god(1J and hol!J, in Mal. 
ii. 15. 1 Cor. vii. 14." In the second Point of the fifth 
Proposition of my first Argument, it was shewn that the 
word holy, in 1 Cor. vii. 14, did nJt mean legitimate_: 
and you were reminded that the Baptists of the present 
day arc inclined to relinquish this interpretation. 'Ve 
need not occupy your time, in refuting the notion that 
faithful means legitimate, since neither Doctor Gi11, nor, 
as far as I know, any other human being, has ever at
tempted to prove it. There is no more evidence that 
the legitimacy of the eider's children is here intended, 
than there is, that the jailer and his children rejoiced in 
their ltgitimac.IJ. But the Doctor has given us a part 
of the truth, when he says that these faithfuls arc such 
as "should be brought up in the faith, in the princi· 
ples, doctrines, and ways of Ch1·istianity, or in the nur· 
ture and admonition of the Lord." This is admitting, 
that, according to Scripture, infants may be cal1ed faith-
fuls, because their parents are bound to bring them lljJ 

in the faith. As parents formally recognize this obliga· 
tion, in the baptism of thei1· children, why not say at 
once, that unconscious infants may be cal1cd faithfuls, 
when they are ba/Jtized? This would be the whole truth, 
as it was held by the ancient church, unsophisticated hy 
modern Anabaptism. '' Theodoret, Oecumenius, Chry
sostom, Theophylact, and all the Greek Scholiasts/' as 
reported by Taylor, call certain New Testament fami
lies "Faithfuls,'' not because they we1·e all be!iucrs, 
or capable of believing, but because they were " ba/1-
ti=ed .families."(!) Augustin, as reported hy Wall, 
tells Boniface, that "An infant, though he be not yet 
"con~titnted a faitl{ful, by that.faith which consif-ts in 
f' the will of believers; is yet [constituted a. faithful,] 

(/) Baptists Sclf-com·ictc<l. p. 59. 
3 B 

• 
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"by the sacrament of that faith : for as he is said to be
" lieve, so he is called a faithful, not from his having 
"the thing itself in his mind, but from his receiving the 
"sacrament of it.''(g) According .to Dr. Gill, an in
fant may be called a faithful in the Scriptures, because 
he should be brought up in the faith; but, according to 
the ancient church, an infant is called a faithful, be
cause he receives the sacrament of faith, in baptism. 
Admitting, then, that the jailer,s household is said to be
lieve, (which is not the fact,) still these interpretations 
would place them where they ought to be. 

In the case of Lydia,(h) there is nothing said about 
any one being faithful except herself. "If ye have 
judged me to be faithful to the Lo1·d, come into my 
house, and abide there.'' This would be a strange invi
tation for one to give, who had not a settled abode there 
herself, as some insinuate, but was only a travelling ad
venturer. That it was her fixed residence, appears, 
from her occupation in a wealthy line of business, and 
from her being able to entertain four missionaries for an 
indefinite time. That there were four in company, is 
plain from the context. The beginning of the chapter 
informs us, that Paul found Timothy at Lystra, and that 
he took him on this expedition. In the very text which 
records the baptism, Luke, the author of the narrative, 
associates himself with them, and in the 19th verse, Si
las is placed in the same company. Of these four per
sons, only two, Paul and Silas, were dragged to pri
son ;(i) leaving the other two, Timothy and Luke, stiJl 
in the house of Lydia; whither the prisoners returned 
to comfort, not to baptize them, as soon as they obtained 
their liberty. "And they went out of the prison, and 
entered into the house of Lydia: and when they had 
seen the brethren, they comforted them and depart
ed ;'J(j) leaving them, as is thought, still in the house of 
Lydia, to organize and nou rish the Philippian chm·ch. 

(g ) \ Vall's Hist. of Bap. Bo0k 1. Chap. 15. Sect. 4. Suh~ect. 4. 
(h) Acts ~\'i . (i) \'er!:>e~ 19. 25. '.29. (j) \'nse 40, 
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But although Lydia was pleased with the company of 
these brethren, the Baptists appear to wish that they had 
sought other quarters. It will not do to say that Timo
thy and Luke were the household of Lydia, which Paul 
baptized: and yet they try to believe that the household 
which was baptized, and the brethren who were com
forted, were the same persons; and adults, of course. 
They, therefore, wish you to believe that Lydia's ser
vants and grown children were her household, and that 
her grown children and servants and other adult con
verts were the brethren whom Paul and Silas comforted. 
This, however, is conjecture, without evidence, and 
against evidence. It is without evidence, because this 
adult assembly of children, servants, and other Philip
pian converts at Lydia's house, is no where recorded nor 
hinted at, except in uninspired conjectures, and those, 
it appears, of a modern <late. It is against evidence ; 
because the inspired record furnishes us with the names 
of the brethren whom Paul and Silas comforted at Ly
dia's house, while the whole tenor of the narrative marks 
the absence of adults in her baptized household. It is 
quite possible that after they ha<l been for some time un
der the influence of Christian prayers, instruction, and 
example, this household became as worthy of notice, as 
that of Stephanas, which, though baptized on the fa
ther's profession, was after\varcls commen<lecl for minis
tering to the saints, according to their age. ability, and 
opportunity. Much more would this commendation 
have been deserved an<l recei,·ed, if, instead of being 
promising children, Lydia's household hacl consisted of 
converted adults. If such hacl been the case, how natu
ral woulcl it have been, for the historian to tell us that 
Lydia's lwuselwld, as well as herself, resorted to the sea 
shore to worship ; that the Lord opened their hearll) as 
well as hers; that they, as we11 as she~ attended to the 
things which were spoken of Paul; that they, as well as 
she, were faithful to the Lord ; :rncl that fo1· this reason, 
they joined her in beseeching, a11<l aided her i11 constrain
ing Paul and his companions to enter their common resi-
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dence. How different the account which the sacred 
writer has given! If it were not for baptism, we should 
never have known that she had a household. They are 
never once mentioned, except in receiving this ordi
nance with her. It is Lydia alone who resorts to the 
sea-shore; Lydia alone whose heart is opened; Lydia 
alone who attends to Paul's preaching ; Lydia alone who 
is faithful to the Lord; she alone beseeches the preachers 
to visit her; and she alone constrains' them to enter her 
house. But "She was baptized, and her household!" 
and thus proves household baptism to be infant baptism. 

VI. 

HOLOS OIKOS. 

This appears to be generally considered as synony
mous with pas oikos. Accordingly, while Luke points 
out the household of Cornelius by the latter phrase, Eu
sebius describes it by the former.(k) It wiII not be de
nied that when Baasha ''smote the whole house of J erobo
am,"(l) there were some children in that house. Nor will 
this be denied in another instance ; where it is said that 
Zimri ''slew the iulwle house of Baasha :"(m) where 
Dr. Gill says, that it means "his whole family, all the 
children that he had," '' that not only his posterity, but 
" all any way related to him should be cut off." When 
Paul says, that '' Moses verily was faithful in his whole 
house, as a servant,"(n) Gill properly understands this 
whole house to mean the Old Testament church, which 
had millions of infants. Yet when the same Apostle says, 
that certain deceive rs of his-day '' subvert whole 
lwuses,''( o) the Baptists answer, that "whole houses 
could not be subverted, unless they had first been con
verted;'' and, taking it for granted that no infant can be 
said to believe or be converted, they would have us con-

(k ) Acts x. 2. See T aylor's" BJ.ptists Self-convicted," .P· 41, Note. 
(l) 1 King:; xv. 29. ( m ) 1 Kings xvi . 11. 12. whereth1sis twicesaid. 
(n ) H cbr. iii. :. 5. wht:re this is tw il-t: said. (o) TiL i. 11. 
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elude that these whole houses, subvt'rted by false teachers, 
were composed of adult converts, instead of unbelieving 
and unconverted infants. And so they think of the family 
of Crisp11s, when it is said, that '' Crispns, the chief 
ruler of the synago~ue, ueliered on the Lord, with his 
whole house."(J1) But to this it is answered that this 
baptism of uelievc1·s, each on his own profession, would 
not be called house!zold baptism, but the baptism of sepa
rate in di vi duals. 

This distinction was expressly recognized among the 
Greek and Latin Fathers, who cel'tainly had some ac· 
quaintance with the Greek language. Clemens Alexan
drinus, who lived in the second century, says, "The 
" doctrine of the Master of Christianity did not remain 
" confined to Judea only, as the philosophy of the Greeks 
'' was confinecl to Greece: but it spread itself over the 
" whole world, converting equally Greeks and Barba
" rians, in every nation and village, and in all cities, 
" whole houses, and sej)([rate individuals."( q) Here we 
find that separate individuals, making a personal pro
fession, are distinguished from whole houses, embracing 
infants incapable of this profession: yet both are said to 
be converted. How this was understood, before the refine
ments of Anahaptism perplexecl the church, may be 
learned from a passage of Augustine, which has, if I mis
take not, been quoted in relation to the ,iailer's house
hold. His worcls are as follows, viz. " 'V hen an infant 
''that has not yet the faculty of faith, is said to believe, 
" he is said to have faith, because of [baptism] tile sacra
" ment of faith; and to be converted (CONVERTI~nE SE) 

" to God, because of [baptism] the sacrament of conver
" sion." And so an infant, though he be not yet consti
" tute<l a beliu.:cr, by thatfaith which consists in the wiJI 
" of believers, yet he is, by [baptism J the sacramt121 of 
" that faith_; for as he is said to believe, so he is called a 

(/z) Acts xviii. 8. (q) otxot:) O"-ov) xat '~'a ixa.)01·. Taylor's 
.Facts and };t•idencrs, fir~t cdit10n, London 1818, p. 116. Second edition, 
Lo11tl.on, 1819, p. 106. 
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" believer, not from his having the thing itself in his 
" mind, but from his receiving [baptism] the sacrament 
" of it.''(1·) 

Let it not be said that this is giving human authority 
in divine things. This common-sense understanding 
which the church of God has always had of the subject, 
has already been shewn to be founded upon the infallible 
word. Remember that children are there declared to 
have entered into covenant; and, certainly, faith and 
conversion may be ascribed to them as correctly as cove
nant-making, and they are ascribed to them in the same 
sense, as the Fathers, just now quoted, have explained. 
If this language may not be used, concerning infants, on 
account of their participation in the external ordinances 
of religion, I should like to know what the Baptists 
would make of a passage of scripture, in which such lan
guage is applied to irrational domestic animals, on account 
of their participation in the privations of a public fast. 
The proclamation of the king of Nineveh says, " Let 
'' man and beast be covered with sackcloth, and cry 
" mightily unto God: yea, let them be conve1·ted every 
'' one from his evil way, and from the violence that is in 
their hands."(s) The word converted is here used, be
cause, that is the force of the Original and of all our 
translations, and is expressly used by the ancient Latin 
Vulgate, which reads convertatur; as a modern French 
Bible reads, " que chacun se convertisse ;" the very 
phraseology used by Augustine, when he said that it is 
possible for infants " CONVERTERE SE; to convert them
selves, or be converted," in a certain sense, by receiving 
the sacrament of conversion. These, then, belonged to 
the whole house of Crispus, and the whole houses which 
were subverted by false teachers. 

( r ) \Vall's History of Baptism, Book 1. Chap. 15. Sect. 5. Subsect. 4. 
(s) Jon. iii. 8. 
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vu. 
PANOIKESIA. 

In the use of this word, Thucidides speaks as fo11ows, 
viz. "In the manner above mentioned, were the A the
" nians, for a long series of time, scattered about the 
" country, in towns and communities, at their own dis
" cretion. And as not only the more ancient, but even 
" the latter Athenians, quite down to the present war, 
" had still retained the custom of d\velling about the 
"country PANOIKESIA, with their whole houselwlds."(t) 
In this place, panoikesia is used to include the millions 
of children, which are born to a whole nation, in many 
successive generations. 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, uses the same word in 
the same meaning, in the following passage, viz. "And 
"very great numbers removed, PANOIKBSIA, with their 
" whole lwuselwlds, some of whom returned when the 
"affairs of the city were composed: but others re
" mained where they werc."(u) 

The same writer says, "And by this usage they forced 
" those \vho were unable to bear it, to leave the country, 
"with their wives and children, and to take refuge in 
" the neighbouring cities .... but the greate~t part also 
"of these had removed, l'1.xonms1A, with their whole 
" households, and ]caving their [ dwel1ing-J houses 
'' empty, Jived in the country."(v) 

Thucidides uses the word to embrace a11 the infants of 
Greece in general. He says, "How horrib1c will it 
"seem for Platea to be destroyed by Lacedaemonians ! 
" -that yom· fathers inscribed the city on the tripod of 
'' Delphos, in justice to its merits ;-and that, to :;;atisfy 
'' the Thebans, you expunged it, tx ;'(ai•'l' o s- '?' ov fa1..r.•'LX ov 

"1'(a1·otx"iaw,from all the whole household of Grecce."(ll' ) 

(t) Taylor's " Bapfots :r;cl f-convicted." p. 49. 
( u ) Do. p. 48. (v) Do. p. 49. ('W) Do. p. 49. 
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From the speeches, which, for historic effect, arc put 
into the mouths of the seven celebrated Maccabean 
brothers, one \Vould suppose that none of them 'were in
fants: yet ''this family appears by the history to have 
" consisted of sons from under the age of eighteen, to 
" about three years old ; that is, lately weaned." Gre
gory Nazianzen makes them say, '' Let the issue be 
" fixed and unmoveable as to us, navoixEaia. ~Eqia,i•wg 11 vai, 
" that the whole household obtain the crown."(x) 

VJII. 

PANOIKIOS . 

. According to Diodorus Siculus, th~ Carthaginians in
tended, if urged by necessity, to emigrate, in a body, to 
a certain island. His words are, "For they hoped, 
'' that being masters at sea, as they then were, they 
" might easily, (unknown to the conquerors,) transport 
"themselves, PANoIKrous, with their whole households, 
" into that island."(;z;) 

In another passage, the same ancient writer explains 
panoikioi by -tE"wc..iv xai 'Yvvc.Hxwv children and wives; whom 
certain Roman fathers and husbands were afraid to ha
zard by a protracted and disorderly flight. They, there
fore, "removed: navomoi, with their u,ilwle households, 
" [that is their wives and children, mentioned above,] 
" to the neighbouring towns and villages."(.:-) 

There is similar evidence in Dionysius of Halicarnas
sus. He informs us that the country of the Antemnates 
and Creninenses, and the city of Cmstumerium were 
conquered by RomulusJ and reduced to the rank of Ro
man colonies. From the two former he conveved to 
Rome many volunteer emigrants, '~together witl; their 
"wives and children." In like manner, from the latter, 

(x) Taylor's "R1ptistsself-convicted.'' p. 50 T&ylor, of course, l'(foses 
10 translate bv the word household. 

(y) Do. p. ~6. 47. and N ote. (::) Do. p. 47. • 
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"several brave men joine<l him, bringing with them con
'~ si<lerablc powers, togcthe1· with P.\NUIKIA, their 
"Zl'lwle houstlwlds ;"(a) e\'i<lently embracing their 
wi\·cs and children. 

IX. 

PAS OIKOS. 

The angel told Cornelius to send for Peter, '' who 
"shall tell thee words, whereby thou, and all thy house 
''shall be saved."(b) The historian tells us that this 
was "a <levout man, and one that feared God, with all 
"his house."( c) By this, Dr. Gill understands that "he 
''brought up his family in a religious way." From 
this the Dr. certainly believed that Cornelius had cllild
ren ; and that they were included in all his house. 

Rahab~s house in which her relatives obtnine<l safety, 
Dr. GilJ seems to think a figure of the church of Christ. 
According to him, the spies whom she entertained, 
" represent the ministers of the gospel, who are the 
"messengers of Christ and the churches.'' \Vhen they 
directed her to bind the scarlet thread in the win<low, 
Dr. Gill considers them as preaching, by this figure, the 
same doctrine taught in Mk. xvi. 16. '' He that be
lieveth and is haptize<l shall be saved, but he that bc
lieveth not shall be damned." Now let us see whether 
these typical ministers of the gospel, a1lowed infants to 
enter their figurative church, or not. . Hahab"s request 
was, " Shew kindness unto my father's lwusc."(d) She 
made no express stipulation about infants, because they 
were included in the house; antl to exclude them, 
\Vould he as inconsistent with the religion of the Jews, 
n.s it was inconsistent with her own wishes. According
ly, the spies said, "Thou shalt bring thy father, and thy 
''mother, and thy brethren, and ALL THY FATIIEUS 

(a) Taylor's "Baptists sdf-C'on,·icted," p. 47. 48. 
(h) Acts xi. 14. (r) Acts x. 2. (d) Jnsh. ii. I~. 

3 c 
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" HOUSEHOLD, home unto thee." (e) It probably never 
entered into any one's mind, to suppose that the children 
of Rahab's connexion were exclu<le<l from this refuge ; 
and it ought never to have entered their mind to suppose 
that the chiloren of believers were to be excluded from 
that visible church, of which her house is thought a 
:fignre: especia1ly as our Saviour has required us to suf
fer them to come to him, declaring that of such is the 
visible church. 

x. 
PANOIKI. 

Of the jailer it is said, nraicicta.o'a't'o t'tai•ooct, 1'tE1't)EVXW) 't'<-J 

0fw, believing in God he rejoiced WITH ALL HIS HOUSE. 

On this, Taylor says, "Observe, he rejoiced jJanoiki; 
" but he did not believe jJftnoiki. Rejoicing was an act 
" of the person; believing was an act of the mind : 
'' there is no instance known of jJanoiki being referred 
"to an act of the mind."(/) He observes that as this 
word ''is referred to bodily action, in which infants share 
" without volition, without understanding, or expression 
" of any kind, on their part, so it always signifies the 
''whole, the entfre of a family: every individual with
" out exception : it includes all and excludes none: for, 
" if a single one be excluded, the term becomes abso
" lutely inapplicable. And this accounts for the infre
" quent use of it; as it is J not constantly that a whole 
" family resides together, or continues so combined as to 
" form one band, and to he capable of one and the same 
'' individual action, the same fate, &c. at the same time. 
"And this, again, agrees \vith a young family, since the 
" separation of the members of a family usually takes 
" place, after the el<ler are grown up ; aiitl if but one 
"be detached from the family, the term is invalida
" tccl.''(g) 

(e) Josh. ii. 18. ( f) napti :ots sclf-co1wictcd. p. 42. 
(g) Baptists sclf-convictcll. p. · 51. 52. • 
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Among the instances collated by this able writer, 
there is one which appears to give pecu]i~r countenance 
to this position. It is a case in which Jmnoihi includes 
every member of the family, old and youug, strong and 
feeble, male and female, withont a<ln1itting a single ex
ception. It is the family of Pithius the Ly<lian, as re
lated by Herodotus. The faithful subject wished only 
his eldest son to remain at home, while all the rest, ca
pable of bearing arms, accompanied Xerxes in the Gre
cian expedition. To his humble petition, the haughty 
tyrant made the following reply; "Infamous man! you 
"see me embark my .ALL in this Grecian war: myself, 
"my CllILDREN, my brothers, my domestics, and my 
"friends ;-how <lare you, then, presume to mention 
"your son, you who are my slave, an<l whose duty is to 
"accompany me on this occasion, PANOIKrn, with all 
"your house, and even your '"ife."(h) 

Admitting the correctness of these statements in part, 
still an antagonist of Mr. Taylor, "argues, that the jail
er's family must have been a<lults, because they 're
joiced in God.'"( i) Yet why may not infants partici
pate in their parents' joy, in one religious ordinance, 
as weJI as partake of' their sorrow, in another ordinance? 
That they do the latter is admitted by the Baptists them
selves. 'Vhen the prophet orders the church to assem
ble for a solemn fast, he says, "Gather the children, and 
those that suck the breast."(j) Gill speaks of these suck
lings, as those ''who were involved in the common ca
'' lamity and distress, were obliged to fasting, and whose 
"cries might affect their pai·ents, and engage them the 
"more to humiliation and repentance for their sins, 
''which brought such miseries, nol only upon them
" selves, but upon their tender 'infants; and they might 
" think their cries would move the pity and com passion 
"of Go<l." It is not at all uncommon, for the Scrip
tures to attribute rejoicing to bodies of men, \vhich in-

(Ii) Baptbts Sclf-c011victctl, p. 50. 
(i) Second Edition uf Facts anu Evitlcnccs, p. 12'2. 
(j) Joel ii. 16. 
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elude thousands and millions of infants. To save time, 
I pass over several instances, which are now before 
me.(k) Although Dr. Gill would have it, that the babes 
and sucklings. which rejoi'ced at our Saviour's coming, 
were adults,(!) yet he admits, as has been she'Yn already, 
that rejoicing is attributed to literal infants, in the law or 
Moses, where he tells the priests to rejoice in the good
ness of the Lord "unto thee and unto thine lwuse.''(m) 
He says, ''rejoice thou and thine household,"(n) by 
which Dr. Gill understands ''he and his family, his wife 
and children, or as many as are with him." 

On the same subject of sacerdotal families being sup
ported by the sacrifices and other emoluments, Josephus 
uses the word panoiki; ''So that he, PANorn:i, with all 
his house, might eat them in the holy city."(o) That 
infants are here included is absolutely certain. But to 
them, in company with their parents, Eusebius attributes 
conve1·sion; because, as Austin said, they received the 
sacrament of conversion. His words are as follows, viz. 
''And by the same word of the gospel, many of all ranks 
"were converted to the worship of the God of the uni
" verse; so that at Rome itself, many who were eminent 
''for their 1·iches, and for their descent, did, PANonn, 

"with all their lzouse, and their kindred, embrace the 
"way of salvation."(p) Where Moses speaks of the Is
l'aelites who went into Egypt, some ancient Greek trans
lators, as Trommius informs us, reckon them to be, 
" every man, PANOIKI: with all his lwuse."(q) which 
Dr. Gill says, includes ''their families, wives, cllildren, 
" and servants." 

In a ra1·e Apocryphal book, \Ve have an account of 
Ptolemy's cruel persecution of the Jews, µ,E-ra. rvva.i;iv xa.G 

1'F.x11ai>, with -their wives and children." He forbade any 
one to harbour even the youngest of them, at the peril 

(k) 2 Chr. xxx. 25. Ps. xcvi. 11. xcvii. 1. xiv. 7. cxlix. 2. 
(L) Ps. viii. 2. Matt. xxi. 16. (m) Deut. xxvi. 11. 
(n) Deut. xiv. 26. 
( o) Baptists Self-convicted, p. 44. 
(/1) Do. p. 52. Second Edition of Facts and Evidences, p. 105. 
('/) Ex. i. I. • 
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of losing his own infants and all belonging to him. The fol
lowing is a part of the edict. "Whoever, therefore, shall 
,, prOtCCt any One Of the Jews, ano ')'ft;CltOV J.4EXt;t V1]1ttoi•, 
H }J.EXt;t i'wv vno µo.sw.twv,jrom t/ze elder to tfleyounger,to tfte 
'" babes at tile breast; he shall be punished with ignomi
'' nious torments, PANOIKI, with alt his lwuse:"(r) that is, 
the oldest and the youngest, cvt!l1 tender sucklings; aa
cording to a retaliation customary in those times, as 
already noticed in the history of' Esther. (s) 

· The learned Editor of Calmct's Dictionary is confident 
in the opinion that panoihi designates a numerous fami
Jy.(t) This appears to be the understanding of Es
chines, who compares the Athenians, when offen<le<l, to a 
nest of wasps, who never cease their molestations, '"until 
some one &ttack and destroy them, PAN"OIK1, with all 
their house."(u) Let it be remembered that one female 
wasp is the mother of ten. thousand young, in a few 
weeks; and the Athenians had more than this number of 
infants in tJ1eir panoi!li. If the jailer had one for a thou
sand, some of them must have been infants, if he were 
young enough for his charge, and for the character and 
actions attributed to him in the inspired narrative. '' If 
we investigate it, we shall find that he could not be an 
old man; but rather in the hey-clay of life. His first in
tention after the earthquake-' he clrew his sword, and 
would have killed himself'-is not the character of age, 
which usually takes events more coolly, and is much 
more deliberate in determination. The action is that of a 
fervid mind. In like manner, 'he called for lights, and 
sprang in:' the original well expresses the strenuous 
action of a robust body ;-of a man in the vigour of life: 
here is no decrepitude, no old age, with creeping steps, 
forcing an attempt to advance with some rapidity : it is 
the vehement burst of' a man in full strength: yet this 

(r) 3 ::\face. iii. 18. llapfots Sclf-com·icted, p. 46. where no.i•otxta., 
but in Aldus, now before me, no.i·otxt. 

(.!) Esth. iii. 13. viii. 11. 
(t) Second t:d. of Facts & Ev. Revised, p. 113. lH. 
(u) Baptists Self-co11\'ictctl, p. 51. 
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man had a numerous family. He appears to have been 
a soldier ;-soldiers seldom marry very early in life: his 
numerous family, then, according to nature, must have 
contained young children."(v) With these he rejoiced, 
and with these he was baptized. 

• XI. 
OIKODOl\IIA, OIKODOME, AND PASA OIKODOME. 

The first of these words is used to denote spiritu.al 
edification ;(w) so also is the second, in a great measure:(x) 
yet even here, our doctrine is supported by analogy: 
for the house of the mind, whether good or bad, is built 
up, not only by mature thoughts, but by those which are 
new-born, or even not yet brought to light. James says, 
" When lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin; and 
sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth <leath."(y) The 
Psalmist says, " Behold, he travaileth with iniquity, and 
hath conceived mischief, and brought forth falsehood.''(=) 

In the use of the third phrase, Paul says, ''In whom, 
" PASA OIKODOME, all the building, fitly framed toge
,, ther, groweth up unto an holy temple in the Lord."( a) 
Dr. Gill believes that this house " grows by an accession 
'' of new stones, or of souls called by grace;" and is des
tined at last to receive the whole "number of God's 
" elect." If, therefore, there are any elect infants; any 
infants saved by grace; then there must be an accession 
of infants to this bui]ding. Macknight, my Opponent's 
standard, considers this building as the gospel church. 
Their accession to it, then, must be by baptism. 

("l') 2nd Eel. of Facts & Ev. Revised, p. 114. 
( 'ZV ) 1 Tim. i.-4. 
(x) I{om. xiv. 19. xv. 2. 2 Cor. xii. 9. 1 Cor. xiv. 3. 5. 12. 26. x. 8. 

x iii. 10. E ph. iv. 29. 16. 1 Cor. iii. 9. Eph. iv. 12. Job x x. 28. 2 Cor. v. 1. 
(y) James i. 15. See Gill, who here quotes Kimchi on Ps. vii. 14. 
(z ) Ps. vii. 14. See also Prov. xix. 27. Job ~v. 35. jls. lix. 4. 13. Jer. 

xlix . 30. Rom. vii. 5. 
(a) Eph. ii. 21. 
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xrr. 

OIKODOMEO. 

The usc of the verb, to build, may throw m11ch light 
t1pon the present question. This word is used in rela
tion to all the infants of " the Jewish nation, both as to 
church and state,'~ as Dr. Gill thinks, in that passage~ 
where God says, ''That which I have built will I break 
" dO\vn, and that which I have planted I will pluck up, 
'' even this whole land."(b) 

Paul says, " Every house is buildcd by some one." 
Gill says, " This is true of houses properly taken, or 
" improperly, as nations, tribes, families, and kin<lre<l. '' 
I would ask, How arc nations, tribes~ families and kin· 
dred built? AH arc willing to admit infants into such 
buildings. Paul says, moreover, " He that built all 
things is Go.d ."(c) Dr. Gill understands this "of Christ, 
and of his building the church :" but there must be no 
infants there. Let us, however, examine this word far
ther, under the following particulars; as it relates to 

1. The SjJiritual Building. It is in relation to ~pi
ritual things that Paul says, " If I build again the things 
\vhich I destroyed, I make myself a transgrcssor.'·" (d) 
" Knowledge puffeth up, but love buildet!t up.n(c) 
There arc many similar instances, in which om· Trans
lators render this word by, edify~ which is etymologically 
synonimous. " Edify one another." "All things do 
not edify."(/) They frequently render the Original by 
the word build, \vhen spiritual things are ultimately in
tended, as Dr. Gill teaches. "l~or which of you in
tending to build a tower, sitteth not down first, and co1111t
eth the cost, whether he have suflicient to finish it?"' 
" This man began to build, and was not able to finish .~'(g) 

(b) Jer. xh·. 4. (c) IIC'b. iii. 4. 
(e) 1 Cor. \'iii. 1. (.() 1 Thcss. '" 11. 

1 Cor. xiY, 17. 4. Acts ix. 31. 

(d ) (;al. ii. 18. 
1 Cor. x. 23. St·e ::i? ... o 

(g) Lukc xiY. '.28. :w. 



( 392 ) 

A saint ·is likened to "a wise man, which built his house 
upon a rock."(h) Are no infants built on this rock? 

The Apostle Peter says, " Ye also, as lively stones, 
are built up a spiritual house."( i) \Ve have already 
had occasion to notice Gill's commentary on this passage; 
in which he represents all men as lying naturally in the 
same quarry: but some are graciously dug out, " and 
made fit for the spiritual building.'' If any infants are 
dug out of nature' s quarry, and made subjects of grace, 
then some infants ''are built up a spiritual house." The 
law of Moses ordained that the man who refused to 
" build ujJ his brother's house,"(j) should have his foot 
bared like a slave. No one doubts that literal infants 
are here meant. Dr. Gill says, " In the mystical sense 
of it, as Ainsworth observes, it spiritually signified, that 

· such as would not beget children unto Christ, (or preach 
his gospel for that purpose,) it should be declared of 
them, that their feet are not shod with the preparation 
of the gospel of Christ." Thus, whether it be literally, 
or spiritually understood, babes are included. 

2. The Ecclesiastical Building. This is intimately 
connected with the former, as are the church visible and 
invisible. Even when Peter says that Christians are 
built 'ltjJ a spiritual house, Gill says that they, " in a 
"gospel church-state, become the house of God in a 
" spiritual sense." The church is said to be a spiritual 
society, not as opposed to a visible society, but as dis
tinguished from a political body. Concerning church 
courts, our excellent standards say, " These assemblies 
" ought not to possess any civil jnriscliction, nor to in
" flict any civil penalties. Their power is vvholly 
" moral or spiritual, and that only ministerial and <le
·" clarative."(/l) Omitting many passages which might 
be quoted we shall refer to a very fe,v, and those in Jere
miah only. He says, "Again I will build thee, and 

(h) Matt. vi i. 24. 25. Luke vi. 48. 49. 
(i) I Pet. ii. 4. 5. (j) D eut. X X \', $), • 
(k) Form of Co''· Chap. 8. Sect. 2. 
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thou shall he built; 0 Yirgin of ls1·ael." "And it 
'• shall come to pass, that like as I ha Ye watcltc<l over 
" them, to pluck up, and to break down, and to throw 
" down, and to destroy, and to afllict ; so will I watch 
" over them to build, and to plant, saith the Lord."( l) 
" I will !mild you, and not pull you down."(m) " I will 
"build them as at the first :"(o) that is, with believers 
and their seed. As for the Gentiles, that is, the Christian 
church, '' They shall be built in the midst of my pea
" pie :"(n) that is, engraftetl on the old stock, as Paul 
teaches us; and, as Dr. Gill says, " partaking of the 
" same privileges and ordinances as the people of God." 
The administration of the seal of initiation to infants, 
was once a highly valued privilege and ordinance of the 
people of God. Believers scripturally <lemand the same 
privilege and ordinance now. 

3. The Domestic Building. Herc we come to the 
primary meaning of the law of Moses, which commands 
a survivor to ''build ujJ his brother's house."(jJ) Solo
mon says, '' Through wisdom is an house lmilded, and 
" by understanding, it is established/'( q) that isJ says 
Gill, "The prosperity of a man's family is continued 
''and secured by his prudent conduct." Again, 
" Every wise woman buildetli her house."(r) Gill says 
that this is done, in part, "by her fruitfulness, as Leah 
'' and Rachel built up the house of Israel." Hachc] de
sired thus to buil<l up the house of Israel ; and for that 
reason she "said unto Jacob, Give me children, or else 
" I <lie."(s) Her reason for giving llilhah to her lrns
band, was "that I also may be built by her," as the He
brew an<l our English Margin read : or " that I also 
" may have children by her ;"(t) as the Septuagint an<l 
the English Text rca<l. From this passage, Dr. Gill re
fers to a former one, in which Leah, acting the same 
part, says, "It may be that I may be lmi!dtd by her ;" 
according to the Margin: "It may be that I may obtain 

(l) Jer. xxxi. •1. ~8. 
(o) Do. xxx1ii. 7 
(r) Prov. xiv. 1. 

3 D 

(111) Do. xlii. 10. 
( /t ) Dcut. xxv. 9. 
(s) Gen. xxx. 1. 

(11) Do. xii. 16. 
(q) Prov. xxiv. 3. 
(t) Do. xxx. 3. 
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" children by her;" (u) accor<li ng to the Text: On both 
of which, Gill comments in the fo11owing words, viz. 
'':For women, by bearing children, build ujJ an house, 
';see Ruth iv. 11. hence a son in Hebrew is called BEN, 

"' from nANAH, to build." To this same passage in 
Ruth, the Doctor refers concerning another of the Pro~ 
verbs, which contains the command, ''build thine 
" house;" (v) to confirm Jarchi's interpretation, that a 
man should "take a wife, when he is able to mantain her, 
" whereby his house may be built up; see Ruth iv. 11." 
This passage we have already discussed in the tenth 
Subsection of the fifth section of this Argument on 
Household Baptis;n. It was there shewn, that this 
phraseology was generally used and understood, as we 
use and understand it, by " all the people that were in 
the gate, and the elders" of the Jewish nation, in the 
time of Boaz, the great grand father of David ; that 
such language with such a meaning, was common to 
civil courts and ordinary conversation ; and that, from 
the manner in which they refer to their ancestors, they 
evidently considered this the meaning attached to such 
words and phrases, by the earliest patriarchs, and in the 
ve1·y first book of Moses, where Dr. Gill has shewn that 
a ne\v born son is ca11ed bcn, because he forms a part of 
the domestic building, and that \vhen women desired 
children, they expressed a hope that they might be 
built ujJ. 

V't.,. e wil1 11mv recall your attention to the ru1cs of in
terpretation -by which we were all agl'eed that this dis
cussion should be conducted. I will not now repeat 
those which were copied from the Duke de Montausier 
t1ntl Thomas Hartwell Horne; but only those which 
were reeeive<l from the Baptist Dr. Ryland, with a view 

(u) l; eu. X\'i . ..;. (11) Prov. x:xl'v. 27. 
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to this very controyersy. They arc as follows, \ iz. 
'' Rvery word should be taktn in its /Jrinwr;t;, obvious, 
and urdhwry meaning, unless there he .vnncthing in 
the conne.vion, or in the nature of things, 'l.l'hich re
quires it to be tallen otherwise." " IVhenel'er, b!J the 
conne.r:ion of a term, or by the nature of things, we 
are obliged to dc/mrt frorn the /1rimary, obvious, and 
ordinary meaning of a word, we should depart, as lit
tle as j1ossible, from that meaning, and even with reluc
tance." Our object is to ascertain the meaning of the 
word household, connected with the baptism of se\·eral 
families in the N cw T'cstament. The q 11cstion is, Docs 
this word household include i1ifants, a~ the word disci
/Jlcs includes females? In support of the aflirrnativc of 
this question, I have, according to Dr. llyland's rules, 
and others which were quoted, proved the folJowini:; 
statements, viz. I. The word household antl its cog
nates, embrace infants, in the "primary, obvious, and 
ordinary meaning~' of the words.(w) 2. In the disputed 
passages, there is nothing connected with the word 
household, which requires it to be taken otherwise than 
in its "prirna1·y, obvious, and ordinary meai1ing. ~' 
3. This was the meaning of the word lwusclwld. among 
those for whom the antho1·s of the disputed passages 
immediately wrote. 4. This was the meaning of the 
word household, and its conjugates, in other writings 
of the same authors, and of contemporary authors_, and 
of former authors, Sacred and Profane. \Ve, therefore, 
conc1ude, 1egitimate1y, that household embraces infants, 
and that household baj1tism is infant baptism. 

(w) That is, when these words arc u-.ed in rclat:on to the :u1i natr", a111l 
not the in;rnimatc world. 
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As we are now closing my first Topic, The scrij1tural 
subject of baptism, it would not be amiss to take a very 
cursory review of the two arguments of which it con
sists; Divine command, and .Jlj1ostolical practice. In 
support of the first argument, we established, upon a. 
scriptural basis, the five following propositions, viz. 1. 
Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a visi
ble church of God. 2. The Christian church is a branch 
of the Abrahamic church: or, in other words, the Jew
ish Society before Christ, and the Christian Society af
ter Christ, are one and the same church in different dis
pensations. 3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and 
Christian Baptism after Christ, are one and the ~mme seal 
in substance, though in differentforms. 4. The admi
nistration of this seal to infants was once enjoined 1.by di
vine authority; that is, God once commanded it. 5. 
The administration of this seal to infants has never since 
been prohibited by divine authority; that is, this com
mand of God, originally given in the Old Testament, is 
not repealed in the New Testament, hut rather confirm
ed. Regardless of their own prejudices or the empty 
declamation of others, 1et my hearers examine these pre
mises in detail; let them calmly contemplate every arti
cle, and weigh the consequence of admitting them all. 
There is no person of candour and intelligence who can 
deny, that if these propositions are true, then there is 
now in force, both in the OJ cl and New Testaments~ an 
unrepealed divine command, for administering to believ
ers and their infants, the initiatory seal of the church, 
which, under the Christi an dispensation, is baptism. 
Bnt let it be r~membered, that I have not asked you to 
take the premises on tru st. T hey have been put to the 
most rigid test, und the rnure they are tried by the word 
of Goel, the more does their truth appear. We must, 
therefore, in good conscience, believe the inevitable 
conclusion from these scriptural premises, that there is a 
DIVINE COMMA1'JD f or thr bap tism of'infants. . 
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On the Second Argument, .11/Jostolical jn·actire, we 
have carefu11y examined the llouselwld BajJfism of the 
N cw T'estament. 'To ascertain the meaning of 01Kos, 
house, or household, we have patiently explored the 
worcls Oikos, Oillia, Oilwdomco, with their numerous 
conjugates, whether used in relation to the material or 
spiritual house, the ecclesiastical or celestial, the nation
al or sectional, the royal, or pontifical, the patriarchal or 
domestic house. In this investigation we have seen, that 
a promise of a house or household, is a promise of in
fants ;--that a house is given or built, repaired or in-
creased, by the birth of infants _:--that where good is 
said to be in a house, it is in infants ;--that when evil 
is threatened or sent upon a house, infants die ;--that 
the death of infants is the rolling and flowing away ancl 
destroying of a house ;--that the moving of a house, is 
the moving of infants; and the establishing of a !wysc, 
the settling of infants.-Infants have been shewn to 
participate in the riches and poverty of a house, in the 
joys and sorro\vs of a house, in the blessings and curses 
of a house, and in the mercies and j ndgmcnts of a house. 
---'Vhen the solitary man is set in a house, he is 
placed among children; and when the barren woman 
sits in a house, the meaning is, that she has an infant 
offspring.--To govern a house, is to govern children; 
and to provide for a house, is to take care of children.
To feed a house, is to feed infants; and when a house 
eats, infants eat.--According to uniform Script11re 
usage, the circumcision of a lwust, would mean the cir
cumcision of infants; and uncler the teaching of God's 
'Vord and Spirit, we are compelled to believe, that the 
ha/Jtism of a house or household, is i1~fant ba/Jf ism. 
'Vhercfore, the proposition with which this Topic com
mences, is true, that " Tile Scrij1tw·cs consider il~fan ts 
as suitable~ though not exclusive subjects of C/n·istian 
Baptism." 

If, then, Infant ba/1tism he found in the scri/Jf urcs~ 
it is no ''human tradition," as the Challenge nsserts~ 
and as my Opponent has undertaken to pron·. You 
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have heard and weighed his evidence. I am not aware 
of having unduly neglected to meet any thing of his, 
which deserved the name of argument. I am yet dis
posed to plead, not guilty, to the charge of observing a 
factitious and pernicious ordinance. May your judg
ments be formed by grace, according to truth and jus
tice. As for ourselves, we feel bound to stand by our 
present scriptural system, in the midst of reproach and 
opposition, looking to the Spirit of Christ for strength, 
and hoping for the blessing of God upon an institution 
which is founded upon DIVINE COMMAND and APOSTO

LICAL PRACTICE. 

END OF VOL. I. 



NOTICE. 

The Prospectus informed the public, of the Author's 

reasons for publishing the first volume separately, and 
before the matter of the second was written out. 'Vhat 
remains to be treated, can be seen by looking over the 
division in page 24. It is hoped that those \vho may be 
satisfied with the discus~on of the first topic, which oc
cupies this first volume, will be no less so with the six 

remaining Topics, \vhich we hope will occupy no more 
than a second volume. \Vhether life, health, and op

portunity, will be granted the Author, or not, is known 
to our all wise and gracious Sovereign only. His will 

be done. His name be glorified. The prayers of read

ers arc requested for the writer. 
I hardly know how to close this volume, without mak

ing some sort of acknowledgment, ho\vsocver inade

quate, of my obligations to Mr. Joseph P. Engles, an 
elder of our church, and one of the best linguists and 

teachers in America, for hi~ friendship in procuring 
books, and revising the MS. 
















