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PREFACE.

Ix consequence of a general challenge, long published by
Mr. Alexander Campbell, and at last accepted by the Author,
a debate was held in Washington, Kentucky, in October, 1823,
on Christian Baptism. With the expectation that it would
last three hours, or a day at most, Mr. 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 the Robinson School exposed.”
To this he replied in a Duodecimo 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 are 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 suppressed in a printed
publication. As Mr. 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 truth,
by introducing new matter on my part, and by very frecly
condensing the matter delivered on the stage.



v PREFACE.

As the audience who attended the debate was cliefly 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 made
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 Hebrew and Septuagint Scrip-
tures. Without this method, ordinary readers would be ut-
terly perplexed, in searching authoritics, whereas, those of
better opportunities need be at no great 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 wkere the credit of the reporters is untouched and almost
intangible, the plan may be sometimes continued in this pub-
lication. Detections of errors will be thankfully received.

If my friends and the friends of truth knew the difficulty
with which I write, they would no longer censure me for un-
avoidable delays, but help me to give thanks to that God,
whose mercy has enabled me to progress thus far in the work.
To him it is sincerely and 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 portion of truth which it contains, to the good of all
denominations.



MR. CAMPBELL’S LATE PAMPHLET.

It is amusing to observe the time and labour which Mr.
Campbell and his testifying satellites have spent, in assigning
to him and his Antagonist, their respective grades in the scale
of talents ; without being able to come to any certain estimate,
at last. IfI 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, and that his Antagonist was a Sim-
pleton. This certificate shonld be signed by Alesxander Camp-
bell himself, and by a competent number of Neurrar Unitarians
and Baptists, 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 and his wit-
nesses, from the unhappy appearance of inconsistency and sclf-
complacency which they now assume. At present they certify
that he could change sides and beat me ; whereas he says that
ke did once advocate my side, and was overcome by an old
woman. During the debate, he often represented me as incom-
petent and inadequate to the task which I had undertaken; in
his book written afterward, he represented me as competent and
adequate : in his late pamphlet his witnesses certify that I am
incompetent and inadequate; yet in the same pamphlet he extols
my defence so far as to say that ¢ nothing better has ever been
said, and nothing better can be said,” on my side of the ques-
tion. After thus exalting me to a level with any Pedobaptist
who ever wrote, lie gets three of his witnesses to certify, that
“Mr. Campbell was successful in argument, and greatly the
superior of Mr. M¢Calla in point of talents.” Therefore, of
course, he is greatly superior to any Pedobaptist who ever
wrote.
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As an apology for this strange proceeding, in a man of cou-
mon sense, he would have the community believe, that it is only
a retaliation upon me, for claiming a superiority of talents over
him. If ! have ever done so, it has entirely escaped my memory.
Nothing but inexcusable pride and 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 claimed the victory in the debate; and [ believe that a ju-
dicious community will admit my claims, when they read my
own argumel‘lt, instead of one forged for me by an unprincipled
adversary. Yet, be it remembered. that I claimed the victory,
not on account of superior talents, but because I advocated
God’s truth, and because the God of truth condescended to ena-
ble a feeble advocate to defend his cause against a powerful as-
sailant.  With regard to Mr. Campbell’s talents, we are all, in
a great measure, agreed. He considers them great, and so do I.
Their superiority to mine he has established by several certifi-
cates. [ do not deny it. 'Why, then, so much about a matter,
on which there is no issue?

We are not so well agreed on every thing said by him and his
witnesses. Mr. Vaughan has made a very dashing general ac-
cusation, about the affair of Captain Buckner. Itis time enough
to make & particular answer, when he shall make a particular
allegation.  Until then, I must be satisfied with pleading nof
guilty to his general charge.(a¢) In the mean time, let it be re-
membered that Captain Buckner was a member of my church,
and so wniformly and perseveringly attached to me, as a Chris-
tian Pastor, that, before my leaving them, he declared that if he
were possessed of his former means, he wounld pay my salary out

(@) This reminds me, that Mr. Campbell mentions certain things.
which he says were published against me in Lexington, subseuent to my
departure from that place. Their truth he takes for granted, because
they have never been contradicted. To this I answer, that I have never
got a sight of them. T publicly solicited the writer and his phalanx to
come out, like men, while I was on the spot. But they chose, like Mr.
Vaughan, to shew their bravery, after the mountains lay betweenus.
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ol his own pocket, rather than part with me. Mr. Vaughan ad-
mits that this warm friend is ¢ a man of incorruptible integrity.”
If so, it seems to me, that Mr. Vaughan himsclf must be some-
what deficient.

In another charge of his, he has not left us to mere presump-
tive proof. Unhappily for this witness, he does not always deal
in vague generalities, but, by venturing a specification, has
shewn himself indisputably guilty of the very erime, with which
he charges an innocent man. ‘The following are the facts. In
ny exposure of Mr. Campbell’s report, I had written to Mr.
Edgar the following words, viz. ¢ You were very well satisfied
“that T had encountered Mr. Campbell, until your mind was
* changed a few months afterward, by information received fiom
“ his neighbourhovd.  Fouw then told me, that, from unanswera-
** ble evidence, his character was too low to justify so formal a
“notice by any respectable man ; and that, in defence of my
“own character, an apology should be made to the public.”
Compare this with Mr. Vaughan’s certificate, and a note which
Mr. Campbell has published as Mr. Vaughan’s, and which T 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 did
¢ nat inform Mr. M+Calla by letter, that you were a man of too
* low a character for him to have any thing to do with. [This
& Mr. M¢Calla said in his pamphlet.J? According to this pam-
phlet of mine. Mr. Edgar’s communication to me, was a verbal
one, made a few months after the debate, and, of course, before
I had remaved from Kentucky to Philadelphia. "The words are.
 You then told me.” Mr. Vaughan certifies that my pamphlet
said that this communication was ¢ py LErTER.” Now it ap-
pears, from Mr. Vaughan’s own shewing, that Mr. Edgar has
never denied that he ¢ told”> me this, as my pamphlet declares:
he only denies that he communicated it by letter, a thing which
my book does not declare, but which Mr. Vanghan has forged for
it.  Now where does the real falsehood lie ?

Another of Mr. Campbell’s witnesses subjects himself to a
very easy refutation. ¢ Mr. Moses Ryan, ence a zealous Pedo-
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baptist,”” as Mr. Campbell states, testifies as follows, viz.
¢ 1 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 Janguage in Ro-
¢¢ binson’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.
¢ M<Calla’s vulgar, abusive, and ungentlemanly language, to-
¢¢ gether with his base misquotations of the Scriptures and
¢¢ Robinson’s History of Baptism.”

From this certificate, it appears that I have been guilty of
vulgar, 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 all my correct
quotations from the Scriptures, and other books. If there is
any meaning in langunage, this is the meaning of the above
testimony.

Let it be remembered that this witness attended 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 of 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 one and two pages; which, accord-
ing 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 misquotations of the
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Bible and Robinson ! This mnust 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 proved, that, during the debate, Mr. Campbell ridiculed my
inaccurate quotations of scripture, and in his subsequent report,
accused me of making “material alterations” of the sacred text.
It can also be proved that I called upon him for specifications.
He has never, to my knowledge, condescended to produce one
instance, in which I interpolated or misquoted Mr. 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 Mr. Walker,
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 dounc the
same, if I had ever given him an opportunity. May God accept
my sincere and humble thanks for preserving me from such
crimes, and 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 unsatisfactory way of proving
the correctness of his reports, by the objections of thase who im-
peach them. Mr. Walker published several pages of exceptions
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 ¢ altogether would not
make one page ;’° and then preteuds that if all these exceptions
were well substantiated, his Report ¢¢ would appear from Mr.

B
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* Walker’s own treatise to bea correct representation of the con-
‘“troversy.” My exposure of his Report in our case gave a very
great number of particulars. Of these he speaksas follows, viz.
‘¢ Even when all the particulars he gives are excepted, still the
¢t debate as published by me is worthy of the title and credit
¢ which it has received.” Now let us examine the title and
credit which it has received, and compare these with mny excep-
tions. . ' A

The title as published in the printed Prospectus, is ¢¢ A De-
¢¢ bate on Baptism, between Mr. W. L. M<Calla, of Kentucky,
¢and A. Campbell, of Virginia, held in Washington, 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 peraiLep.” 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 tle
presence of many witnesses. In the title 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 fuithful and impartial detail of all the arguments
which I delivered in W ashington, Kentucky, in a numnber of
speeches, which commenced on the 15th and closed on the 22nd of
Octob. 1823, lasting seven days; for the sabbath was left out.
This ie a fair account of the title of his book.

Now for the ¢¢ credit which it has received.” Mr. Campbell’s
own explanation of this expression is to be found in the certifi-
cates of his witnesses, who profess to have heard the debate, as it
actually took piace, and then to have read and compared his print-
cd report. They testify that so far as they «heard and read,”
« Mr. Campbell has given in his publication of the debate, both
“ in substance and rFory, fairly and substantially, aLt the argu-
¢ ments offered on both sides of the question.” One calls it “a
ruLL, fair, and faithful exhibition of all the principal arguments
and topics.” Another says that it contains ¢ all the matter and
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argument advanced by bath disputants.”  Aunother adds, ¢ very
generally the plraseology itsclf’  "Thus much for the credit of
the book. Now add this to the title ; and we are authorized by
¢ the title and credit which it has received,” to expect that
M. Campbell’s book will furnish a defailed report, full, fuith-
ful, and impartial, in respect of matter, form, and phrasealogy,
of «ll my topics and arguments, in the seven duys debate in Ken-
tucky, Oetober, 1825.

Mr. Campbell has assured us that this is the real character of
the report, even after admitting all the exceptions which I have
made. The judgment of candour will consider him as virtaally
adwitting the correctness of my exceptions, in fact, since, serivus,
numerous, and tangible as they are, he has not overthrown a sin-
gle one of them ; but reposes himself upon their supposed harm-
lessness. Taking my objections, therefore, for granted, let us
compare them with some of the alledged features of his book,
and in the undisturbed possession of which he thinks that my
eﬁceptions leave it. ‘This must, of course, be done with great
brevity.

1. He promises a peTArLED report. My objections, which
lie has virtually admitted, prove from the book itself, that a
great part of it is professedly an ABR1DGED report.

2. He anil his witnesses call it a FuLL report. My objections
shew from his own book, that a great part of it contessedly
records short sums, specimens and abstracts, iustead of full
speeches, while there is not even a specimen recorded of very
much that I said.

S. He and his cerlificates call it a rarTuruL report My
objections, which he has virtually admitted, shew very nume-
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, and 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, and nonsense;
they shew that the body of my quotations he has suppressed,
while he has partly supplied their place, by greatly and stupidly
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enlarging others, and quoting for me, from books which I had
never ramed, nor even seen.

4. Itis called an imparTiaL report. My objections shew that
lie, though one of the parties, constitutes himself a judge of the
weight of argument; and when Mr. Campbell the Judge, has
decided against the relevancy of arguments opposed to Mr.
Campbell the Party, he then forbids Mr. Campbell the Reporier
to record them. This is a very cheap sort of impartiality.

5. He and his witnesses alledge that his report has the above
qualities in respect of marTrER. My objections prove from his
printed book and my manuscript notes, that the matfer of my
speeches is not 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
rorM and parAsEOLOGY. Surely these men must know that there
is a difference in the form of a speecu and a specimen. They
must know that there is a difference in the form of an oration
occupying thirty minutes, and 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 phreseology, even to his idiomatic
violations of grammar.

7. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses insist upon the fulness and
excellency of his report, in relation to my Torrcs. My manu-
script notes and my actual speeches contained seven fopics : but
where will you find these in Mr. Campbell’s book? Where, for
instance, will you find the history of the mode of baptism?2 My
printed objections, which he has virtually admitted, shew, that
he, as well as other Baptists, claimed the most respectable
Pedobaptists, as advocating their views of the mode of baptism;
iny objections shew, moreover, that these claims were most tri-
umphantly refuted,in my discussion of this fopie. Perhaps there
was not another part of the debate, in which the gross dishonesty
of my Opponent, and Danvers, and other Baptist writers, ap-
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peared in a more disgraceful light. To bury the remembrance of
such an exposure, he has suppressed the whole fopic, and then
persuaded his impartial, disinterested and neutral followers,
such as Walker Reid, to certify that his report is ¢ e fuithful
representation of therovics!” I would notbe the writer of such
a declaration, for ten thousand 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 be
thought that the above is the only instance of dishonesty on this
subject. His report allows one page to my fifth fopic ; he al-.
lows another page to my sixth and seventh fopics, which are
directly called for by his challenge, and without whieh, I am
deprived of a defenee. 'To the sixth fopic, which was the most
important, he has allowed six lines of that one page. 'Thus he
has entirely suppressed one of my seven topics, and half of the
remaining six, he has reported in two pages, and thatin his own
language.

8. Mr. Campbhell and his witnesses, alledge, moreover, the
excellency and fulness of his report, in relation to my arcu-
smexTS.  This leads us to evidence from Mr. Campbell’s own
pen, that he has laid violent hands upon another fopic. which has
not yet been mentioned. His preface informs us that he has
indulged in ¢ abbreviating” ¢ the argument from ecclesiastic
history.” ‘This ergument occupied the third and fourth fopics,
which related to ke history of the subject of baptism, and the
history of the mode. One of these, I have shewn, he has entirely
suppressed ; and he expressly confesses that he has abbreviated
the other.

9. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses consider his book as @
report of the Debate which took place between him and myself,
in Washington, Kentueky, on the 15th—to—22nd days uf Octo-
ber, 1823. If it be so, it must give my speeches, whether vulgar
or polished, relevant or irrelevant, during all the seven days,
on all my seven topics, relating to the nature or eftects of baptism,
and embracing the arguments from scripture and from ecclesias-
tical history. Instead of this, we find one topic entirely suppress-
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ed, 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 volume
of objections, not one of which he has refuted, and the validity
of which he has virtually admitted, by declining to make any
particular exception, and by asserting that when my objections
are admitted, his report ¢ is worthy of the title and credit
which it has received.”” T 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 the fulness
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
which is drawn from ecclesiastical history. Mr. Ryan will not
agree that this argument was suppre'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.

When commencing this review, it was my design to examine
3ir. 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 general ex parte’ certificates
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of Unitarians, and the sons and brothers of Baptist preach-
ers, who choose to call themselves NEuTraLs, because they
belong to no church; especially while these certificates
coutradict themselves and one another, and are obviously op-
posed to the very face of the record about which they testify.
God will take care of his own truth and his own people, and on
him do I rely, in Jesus’ name.






DEFENCE

OF

PEDOBAPTISM.

Friends, Fellow-eitizens, and Fellow- Christians,

Tur possession of a rational, responsible and
immortal nature, should ever make us view religion as
of paramount importance. Among innumerable dangers
of fatal error, the enjoyment of a full revelation, an infalli-
ble rule of faith and practice, is a blessing for which we
can never be sufliciently thankful.  This blessed volume
contains the instruction of the Divine Father, scaled by
the blood of the Divine Son, and applied to the heart
by the Divine Spirit. Depending upon the grace of
the only true God, we should endeavour to give to
all his doctrines, precepts, and ordinances, that inherent
and relative weight which they claim in the inspired
volume. Our views of the Christian sacraments, as to
their nature, relations, and consequences, are thonght
defective and erroneous, by some who are eminent for
piety andintelligence. Yet while they condemn us, they
accuse each other also. Mr. Bootl, an advocate for
strict communion, says concerning his Baptist brethren
“who plead for free communion,” that they ¢ treat
“ the ordinance [of baptism]as if it were a mere cireum-
‘¢ stance in divine worshin: an indifferent thing: and dis-
‘¢ pense with it just as occasion requires.” ¢The Lord’s
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¢ supper, however, is considered and treated by them in
¢ a different manner; for they speak of it asa delightful,
“an edifying, an important institution. But what
¢¢ authority have they for thus distingnishing between
¢ two appointments of the same Lord, intended for the
¢ same persons, of equal continuance in the Christian
¢ church, and alike required of proper subjects?
¢ "They have indeed the example of some Socinians, and
¢¢ the venerable sanction of the whole Council of Trent:
¢ for the title of one chapter in the records of that coun-
¢ cil, 1s, ¢ Concerning the excellence of the most holy
¢ Eucharist, above the rest of the sacraments.” ”’(«) Con-
cerning this preference of one sacrament to another,
Mr. Booth asks, ¢¢ Can such a conduct be pious, humble,
or rational?”’ Yet impious, proud, and 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-
communion 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 faithand 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 bap-
¢¢ tized shall be saved.” He placeth baptism on the right
¢ hand of faith.”” ¢ To every believer therefore, bap-
‘¢ tism is a formal and personal remission, or purgation

(@) Booth’s Apology, pp. 177, 178, London Editior of 1812.
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*“ of sins.  The believer never has his sins formally wash-
¢ ed away or remitted until he is baptized. The water
¢ has no eflicacy but what God’s appointment gives it,
““and he has made it suflicient for this purpose.”’(4)
He ¢‘said that baptism is inseparably counccted with
¢ a formal pardon of sin; and spoke very boastingly of
¢ having never, for an hour, felt guilt of conscience,
¢ since his baptism.”(¢) Those who hold such a religionas
this, will always harbour animosity against pious Pedo-
baptists, as naturally as the Western Indians opposed the
venerable Zeisberger. the Moravian Missionary, ¢ in
¢¢ consequence chicfly 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 hour, felt guilt of eonscience,
since his” vomiting. How different 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 baptizing to be the
most important object of his mission. But he herc uses
a negative as the strongest contrast, to show its great
inferiority to the essentials of Christianity.

When I speak of the relative diminutiveness of the
tangible sacraments, I would not be understood as insinu-

(6) Campbell’s Spurious Debate in Kentucky, pp. 117. 135.

(¢) Lowry’s Notes, given tome.

(d) Brown’s History of Missions, Vol. 1.p. 435, Philadelphia Edition of
1816. (e)1 Cor, i, 17,



( 20 )

ating that they are unimportant. Far be it from me to
despise such valuable privileges! May my soul ever
rejoice in that heavenly condescension which has be-
stowed them! Our Fathers did well in reproving the
Man of sin for robbing the laity of the eucharistic cup ;
and they did as well in reproving certain Pseudo-refor-
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 hand. In that
challenge he undertakes to prove that ¢ Infant-sprink-
“ling is a human tradition, and injurious to the well-
“ being of society, religious and political.” As 1
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 difunt-sprinkling was in-
tended as a sneer.  If we were to call them Dippers,
and call their baptism Ducking, they would probably
think that a sncer was intended: yet they would uot
have morc reason for such a suspicion, than we have



(21 )

in the present case. They call themselves Baptists,
and not Divers, Plungers, or Dippers. As convenicnce
requires that they should have a name, we allow them
the one which they assume ; but we do it from courtesy,
and not because we believe that they are Baptizers
more than ourselves. If the peculiarities of their system
were necesary to make a man a Baptizer, (which is the
original meaning of the word Baptist,) then the precursor
of our Lord should not be called John the Baptist, ov
John the Baptizer, since there is satisfactory evidence
that he baptized infants, and that by sprinkling or
pouring. But as the Author of the accusation now
under discussion was not willing to remnve or change
the offensive expression, infant-sprinkling, all that
we wish is, to have its meaning clearly settled. This
is done effectually by the context, in which he says,
“Itis my time to give an invitation or challenge to
““any Pedo-baptist minister 377 and again, I feel dis-
¢ posed to meet any Pedo-baptist minister, of any de-
 nomination,”” &c. As the challenge, thercfore, is di-
rected to Pedo-baptists, it is cvident that Pedo-
baptism is to be the subject of discussion, and that this
is what is meant by infant-sprinkling. The position.
then, which he has engaged to maintain is, that infunt-
baptism, as practised by us, in the mode of sprinkling.
pouring, or washing, is a factitious and pernicious
nstitution.  In his publications he has endeavoured to
establish this general charge, by many particulars of «
very odious character. If they be correct, we must
be the enemics of God and man: if they be incorrect.
he must a false Accuser and a bitter Adversary of
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Christ and his Church. If he has published 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 will, of course, demand good evidence
in support of such formidable charges.

Against such allegations, by whomsoever brought, I
willingly stand on the defensive: against such affirmations,
by whomsoever made, I willingly 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 cor-
nexion, since these evils are from hell, and infant-bap-
tism is from heaven. If my Opponent mean to prove
that the use of the cross, and of 01l and wine, and milk
and honey 1in baptism, is a human tradition, I have no
objection: but while this is made out undeniably, it
will also appear that infant-baptism 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, than 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 all Pedobaptists
for our system is to baptize believers and their seed.
Christian baptism, thus administered, has sometimes
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been accompanicd with much evil, as is the bible in
which it is commanded ; and infidels charge all this
cvil upon God’s word and ordinances; whether right-
cously or not, judge ye.

Whether infunt-baptism be right or wrong, uscful
or hurtful, may be decided without any other cvidence
than the simple word of God. This proof is the best,
because it is certain and infallible. That evidence
which is derived from uninspired writings, whether
doctrinal or historical, though strong, is nevertheless
inferior. It would save much time and strength to
omit it altogether. T mention this because my Opponent
has alrcady asserted, more than once, that the truc
church, from the Apostles’ days to the present time.
were Baptists.  Although the challenge will certainly
allow him this Iatitude, he would do me a favour by con-
fining himself to the seriptures, 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
seripture only, to show that infant-baptism is forbidden,
and that immersion only is baptism, and then he shall
have proved that ¢ infant-sprinkling 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 required to produce what might
be called uninspired presumptive or probable evidence
to the same points. I shall have to show that the Chris-
tian Church has always baptized infants, and that it has
never considered submersion essential to this ordinance.
This will have to be followed by cvidence that the Bap
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tists of England and America, instead of being born in
the first century (as my Opponent has repeatedly assert-
cd,) had their origin in the sixteenth. The topics of
discussion, then, which my Opponent has cut out for
me, are the following ; viz.

1. The scriptural subject of baptism.
The scriptural mode.
The history of the subject.
The history of the mode.
The history of Anabaptism.

The effects of the subject.
The effects of the mode.

2 Ll

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
slandering their brethren for obeying a divine command.
To the true church, God has said, ¢ No weapon that is
¢¢ formed against thee shall 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 1s of me, saith the Lord.”
This we Dbelieve. 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 Adversary, and of all thosc
who support him.

When a man brings such scrious charges as those
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which are 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 made.
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 1 did 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 compel-
led, though in the negative, virtually to open the cause
myself. I shall thercfore procced immediately to the
discussion of those topics which my Opponent’s challenge
and present determination force upon our attention,
and which have been already enumerated in my division.

TOPIO 1.

THE SCRIPTURAL SUBJECT OF BAPTISM.

On this subject, my opinion is accurately expressed
in the following words :

The Scriptures consider infants as suitable, though not
exclusive subjects of Christian Daptism.

The challenge asserts that ¢¢ Infant-sprinkling is a

human tradition.”” My reply is. that the Seriptures con-
D
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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 divine institution,
as well as male baptism: and so we might appear to
multiply 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. When
we advocate infant-baptism as a divine institution, they
try to make the world believe that we thereby reject
adult baptism, whereas we hold and practice both : when
the Bible teaches adult baptism, they conclude that it
rejects infant baptism, whereas the Bible 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 Opponent begins to dread an appeal to this irrefraga- .
ble testimony. He insists upon my passing this over,
and engaging in @ priori reasonings, which he knows
would be much more ineflicient in our defence than
inspired authority. For me to quote seripture, he
insinuates, would be only a fatiguing loss of breath and
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waste of time. His words are these, viz : ¢ Before we
¢ spend our breath, waste our time, or fatigne our bodies
in this discussion, let us know, cuz bono, for what
“¢ good, or what benefit to infants we contend.” “We
¢ know of uo benefit,”” says he, ¢“that could be conferred
‘on them by sprinkling a few drops of water upon
¢ their faces.”’(f) Perhaps my Opponent knows that
these questions are often asked concerning his bap-
tism as well as ours, and with as much force. And
Booth complains that some eminent Baptists them-
selves seem to doubt the utility of adult immersion,
and thereby to approach that sect which denies the
utility and obligation of. either baptism or the Lord’s
supper.(g) It is true that my Opponent professes to
have discovered great utility in adult immersion; it
purges from sin.  In this he cxcels 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 are
about as wise as those Western Indians who believed
that their sins were purged by emetics.

In demanding evidence of utility in the threshhold of
this discussion, my Accuser opposes 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 Orobius, a learned Jew, viz. ¢ The ritual law de-

( f) Dcbate, p. 46. (g ) Booth’s Apology, p. 181
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‘¢ pends upon the will of the Legislator only ; sometimes,
““ or generally, no foundation for it being discovered in
“ natural reason. But it does not obtain on thataccount
“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
¢¢ lawswhich are vain and unsuitable. In proportionas 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 be 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, th’an such com-
¢ mandments of God as we discover to be founded in
¢ our reason: for such as these, even if God had not
i enjoined, men may know and observe, as many of
¢ the Gentiles have done, without any view to the
“ authority of God.”
of their cuz bono.
On this subject, even Dr. Priestly is more correct
than my Opponent. As quoted by Booth, he declares

But merely from their opinion

that ¢ Every divine command ought certainly to be
“ implicitly complied with, even though wé should not
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*¢ he able to discern the reason of it.”’——That 1s, the
cut bono of it. ““In things of external appointment,”
(says Dr. Samuel Clarke, quoted by Booth,) ¢ and
“ mere positive institution, 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 have
¢ nothing to do but 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 ever God’s wont, by
¢ small precepts 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 less: for oftentimes those who would be careful
‘“ in main affairs, think they may neglect the smallest.
¢¢ What command so ever we receive from God, or our
‘¢ superiors, we must not scan the weight, [the cui bono’]
¢ of the thing, but the authority of the commander.”
The same Baptist writer quotes Witsius as saying that.
¢ One who resolves to obey God in some things only.
““ but excepts others, which he does [or not] aceording
‘ to his own judgment [of their cu: 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, all then, it is
 concluded, must be of equal obligation.”

These are all Baptist authorites, because adopted
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by Booth(Z) in support of his sentiments, which he
expresses in his own words as follows, viz. ¢ Asin the
¢ great concerns of religious worship, nothing should
‘¢ be done that is not required by Jehovah ; and as the
¢ lawfulness of all positive rites depends entirely on
¢ their divine Author and his institution; so he who
¢ complies with some, and neglects others that are
¢ equally commanded and equally known, may please
¢¢ himself, but he does not obey the Lord.” ¢ For it is
““not the manifest -exeellenee, or the great utility
¢¢ [the cut bono] of any divine appointment, that is the
¢ true reason of our submission to it; but the authority
¢ of him that commands.”

You have already perhaps observed that my Opponent
himself advoeates this same doetrine at some times,
though he contradiets it at other times. He has quoted
a passage from Bishop Hoadly, in which he says, ¢ All
¢ positive duties depend [not upon the question of
¢¢ cui bono, but] entirely upon the will and deelaration
¢¢ of the persen who institutes or ordains them, with
¢ pespeet 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
Taylor, who says that ¢The will of the law-giver,
¢ [and not the question of cuz bono] is all the reason
“ for obedience.”’() But in the debate with Mr.
Walker we have my Opponent’s own words to this
effect as follows; viz. ¢ Having now distinguished

(#) They may be found in the following pages of his Apology. 71,
100. 179. 180.
(7) Debate pp. 69. 70.
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*¢ positive and moral institutions, I proceed to shew that
‘¢ on no account whatsoever in positive requirements,
“ are we to attempt to reason upon the expediency
¢ [the cui bono] of the things enjoined, but implicitly
‘ to obey on all occasions. When Eve, the mother of
¢ us all, began to reason on the expediency [the cui
¢ bono] 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] reasoning, and of her incapacity, even
¢ when in Eden, to draw a correct inference, when
¢ reasoning on a positive institution, we have, alas!
¢ a melancholy proof”?

as we have in her
‘% cut bono descendant in this debate.(%)

Often as my Opponent contradicts 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.  Why 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 urge as
strongly that he holds the affirmative 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 defence, but

(&) Debate with Mr. W. p. 46. On the smme page in his 2nd debate
we find his cui bono contradiction.



(32 )

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 waiting 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] an express divine
command can authorize’ infant baptism: as if an im-
plicit command were not binding at all! Bat 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, wastc
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, ¢‘cur 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,
sdisown it . . . . . but if it be from heaven, embrace
“SITe . . . and lay the other absolutely aside, as des-
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** titute of a divine warrant; for as there is but one God
““ aud one faith, so theve is but one captism.” 1) This
writer is much in the habit of illustrating the sacra-
ments of baptism and the eucharist by a refercnce to
circumeision and the Passover.tm) We all know that
there was only one circumcision as well as one baptism.
How then would it look to reason on the former, as he
has donc on the latter? If infant circumcision be a
human tradition, disown it———but if it be from
heaven, embrace it———and lay adult circumcision
absolutely aside———for as there is but one God
and one faith, so there is but one circumeision!!! Yes,
there was but one circumcision ; yet it was administered
to adults and infants : so there is but one baptism, which,
like circumcision, is the seal of the righteousness of 2ne
faith ; yet this also is scripturally administered to believ-
ers and their sced.

Scriptural statements of the qualifications of adult
subjects are always quoted on this point. ¢ He that be-
“lieveth and is baptized <hall be saved: but he that
“ believeth not shall be damned.” ““Go ye therefore
““and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of
‘“ the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ;
“ teaching them to obscrve all things whatsoever I
“ have commanded you: and lo, I am with you always,
“ even unto the end of the world.”’(n) We are both
agreed that these passages exclude from baptism,
those adults who are destitute of knowledge, because
they must first be faught——of faith, because they

(#) Close of his Apology. (m) Sce his Apology. pp. 145. 149.
(n) Mark xvi. 16, Matt, xxviii. 19, 20.
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are required to believe

and of obedience, because
they are required to observe all things. 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, wnto 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 feach 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 the 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 dammed.” If, then the former
clause deprives 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 admitted its correctness.
He rejected infants from baptism and from salvation
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together, because they could not believe; and supported
his doctrine by that text which says, ¢ He that believeth
not the Son, shall not seelife, but the wrath of God abideth
on him.”w0) This mode of interpretation, if consistently
maintained, would exclude infants 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.”(p) Our Opponents should say, infants
cannot work, therefore infants should not eat. Why
do 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, but will not: and not infants which
are 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, are 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,
i opposition to that system which their authors main-
tain. They cannot help confessing that after Cyprian’s
day, Pedobaptism prevailed in the church; and yet
when Cyprian and other Fathers talk of the necessity of
believing and repenting before baptism, they quote these
expressions against infant baptism, although they know

(o’ Calvin’s Institutes. Buok 4. ch. xvi. sect. 31.
(#) 2 Thess, iii. 10, in Calv. Inst. B. 4. ch. xvi. s, €0,
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that their authors were Pedobaptists, and never meant
them to apply to infants. Speaking of baptism, Cy-
prian declares that all ¢ will perish,”” ¢ unless they do
¢ come with repentance to that only salutary sacrament
¢ of the church.” On the same subject Gregory Nyssen
says, *‘ Prayer to God, and the imploring of the heavenly
“ grace, and the water, and foith, 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.” ’(¢) If the scriptures forbid
infant baptism, so do thcse 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. 'They have claim-
cd the Pedobaptist Reformers and reformed churches
and their successors to the ]‘)resent 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 faith in
the subject. The Catechism of the Church of England
says, ““ There is required of persons to be baptized, faith

(¢) YWall’s Defence. pp. 346. 347.
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** and repentance.” Our Catechism says that in a sacra-
ment, ““Christ and the benefits of the new covenant
“arc represented, sealed and applied to believers.”
The same work says that their eflicacy depends upon
¢ the blessing of Christ, and the working of his Spirit
¢ in them that by faith receive them.” ) In the close
of my Opponent’s book against Mr. Walker, these
and similar passages of our Creed are explained just
as the scriptures are, in opposition to infant baptism,
On the first of them the writer says, ‘ Mark, only to
¢ believers. Are infants capable of believing?”” On
the second passage 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 would be wrong not to admit
¢“ them also to the Lord’s table. But the thing being
““insnpposable, they are therefore equally debarred
¢ from both.” On the whole, he observes, ¢¢ Are not
¢ all the blessings and benefits specified in them exclu-
¢¢ sively confined to believers? Obviously so, as the words
“ unequivocally declare, in express concurrence with
“the scriptures cited for proof, at the bottom of the
‘“ page, under the respective answers. According to
¢ the manifest scope and tenor of all those documents
¢ taken togcther, what comes of infant-sprinkling? It
¢¢ stands excluded to all intents and purposes. No room
¢ 1s left for it, if the forceited documents contain words
¢ of truth.” (s)

() Larger Cat. Questions, 92. 91. (s) 2nd Editien, p. 290, 291.
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Thus does this writer profess to prove that, by our
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 requir-
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.”(#) On this
article my Opponent might speak as follows; Mark!!!
Only to believers, to penitents, to diligent seekers.
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 cited for proof, at the bottom of
-¢ the page.”” ¢ According to the manifest scope and
“ tenor” of the article, ¢ what comes of infant’ salva-
tion? ¢ It stands excluded to all intents and purposes.”
"To all such reasoning, whether on the scriptures or
the catechism, whether on infant salvation or infant

7¢) Shorter Cat, 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 that is, Fudge.

But the work from which I have quoted, professes
to admit that our standards advocate Pedobaptism, 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 cxcludes
them all from heaven, for the want of faith: but another
passage says, ‘¢ Elect infants, dying in infancy, are re-
* gencrated 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-
fore our ccclesiastical constitution i1s 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 interpretation
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 magis valeat,
“ quam pereat.””  According to this rule we can admit
that the church is sincere in professing to believe that
clect infants dying in infancy, are saved without faith :
and, in perfect consistency with this, they believe that
faith, repentance, and the diligent use of the means of
grace, arc necessary to the salvation of adults. In this
way we reconcile the declarations of our Saviour and
onc of his Apostles. Peter says, concerning the

(1) Conf. of Faith. ch. x. sect. 5.
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promise of salvation by the blood and Spirit of Christ,
¢ 'The promise is unto you and to yourchildren.” Doubt-
less many of these children who died in infancy, were
saved without faith. Yet our Savour says, ‘“he that
believeth 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 children,
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 meaning, rather than perish, 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 adulfs, are proper subjects;
¢and we may possibly admit that the two may go to-
¢ gether without inconsistency.” To prove that the
seriptures do admit infants to this ordinance, is the very
thing which I hope soon to do: but before coming to this
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point, it is necessary-to declare what is meant by the
seriptures, and what weight is to be given to them in
this controversy. With the Westminster Assembly, 1
can truly say that ¢ Under the name of holy scripture,
“or the word of God written, are now contained all
“ the books of the Old and New Testament,” ¢ all
“ which are given by inspiration of God, to be the
¢ rule of faith and life.”’(v) With them, I can conscien-
tiously quote from the Old and New Testaments to
prove that ¢ the infants of one or both believing
¢ parents are to be 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 quotes 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.”’(w) 'This my Opponent takes
as his text, and professes to build upon it as follows, viz:
““1. We shall go to the New Testament, and not to
“the Old, to ascertain the nature, design, and subject
¢ of this ordinance. 2. We shall appeal to the words of
¢¢ Jesus Christ, for the institution of baptism, as our text
‘“ says, it is an ordinance of Jesus Christ; we shall have
“ nothing to do with Moses in this matter, however
¢¢ useful he may be in others. No doubt our Opponent
“ will feel his creed honored, and will acquiesce in
“ our method as correct.” ¢ In establishing the first
¥ point, that a believer is the only subject of baptism,

(v) Chap. i sect. 2. () Ch. xxviii. sect. 1, 4,

i
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“1 will, according to my text, appeal exclusively to
““the New Testament; and reason itself will justify
“ me in this particular; for who would go to the Old
¢ Testament to find an ordinance which is not in it,
¢ and which belongs exclusively to the New 2 ().
Whether 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 fext, 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 OQld Testament: and be-
cause it is there undeniably administered to infants,
therefore the opposers of infant baptism are too apt to
reject the authority of the Old Testament. Consider
well the following words of my Opponent, in the pros-
pectus of one of his publications. ¢ The Editor acknow-
¢ ledging 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 will 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 Old Testament, as he most
assuredly does. But this he thinks justifiable, since
it is not the standard, in whole nor in part. of the Chris-
tian religion, but of some other religion ; what this other
religion is, he may yet tell us.

In rejecting the authority of the Old Testament, 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, but not a rule of Christian
action.” The same thing he observes concerning the
Manicheans 3 and then asks, ¢ Who doth not see the
justness of thissentiment?’* He then obscrves that ¢ the
Fathers, particularly the Africans derived all the errors
that founded and supported their hierarchy [ thatis, they
derived Pedobaptism] from the Old Testament.” These
observations belong to nine gquarfo pages, which the
American Editor has left out in one place; because,
in them, Robinson comes out as the advocate of Mani-
cheism, Socinianism, and every filthy thing which he can
lay his hands on.(y) If he be really sincere, in saying that
the African Fathers derived all their errors, as he calls
them, from the Old Testament. then he must consider
the Old Testament the worst book that was ever written,
not even the Westminster Confession excepted: for he
evidently considers the African Fathers the worst men,
and their system the worst religion, that can be found
on earth, or (I might say) in hell : but this great Baptist
champion did not believe that there was a hell.

(y) London Edition, pp 204—213,
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After rejecting one half of God’s word, Robinson and
his Socinians came very naturally to despise the other
half, and to throw contempt upon the externai means
of grace in general. Pious Baptists of the present day
are not, perhaps, aware that this has been very much
the character of their sect from the beginning. This
arose in some measnre, from their opposition to original
sin, and having too good an opinion of themselves. Stapfer
says, concerning them, ¢ Because they who had attained
¢ the highest grade of perfection and sanctity, no louger
“ needed the external means of grace ; hence they set
¢ no great value upon the use of the sacred scriptures,
“ and they deny that the reading of the Old Testament
¢ especially is useful to men of their society, either
¢¢ that the doctrine of truth may be known, or the study
¢ of piety promoted.”’(z)

Such sentiments as these, whether in Baptists or Pedo-
baptists, are essentially wrong. An inspired Apostle
of the New Testament says concerning the scriptures
of the Old Testament, ¢ All scripture is given by in-
¢ gpiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for
¢ peproof, for correction, and instruction 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. Whatever can be proved from the inspired vol-
ume, I shall consider as well proved ; and none but an
infidel will say otherwise. Indced the latitude which

(z Insfitutims of Polemic Theology, ch. xviii. sect. 10.
(a) 2 Tim. iii, 16, 3
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1 take is embraced in that very rule which my Opponent
has quoted with so much applause, concerning the in-
terpretation of one part of scripture by another. It
is also contemplated in another passage quoted from the
same excellent work, which declares the scriptures, in
regard to all essentials, sufliciently plain even to the un-
learned, ‘“in a due use of the ordinary means.”(b) It
is to the unlearned, chiefly, that the argnment of an
unlearned man is now addressed. To their satisfaction
I hiope to shew, that the scriptures consider infants as
suitable. though not exclusive subjects of Christian bap-
tism. T'his proposition is based upon divine command
and Apostolical practice.

ARGUNMENT L.

DIVINE COMMAND.

On the authority of God, in relation to baptism, Booth
quotes a very precious sentiment of the great Cartwright,
the Father of the Puritans. ¢ As the salvation of men
““ pught to be dear unto us; so the glory of God, which
¢ consisteth in that his orders be kept, ought to be much
“ more dear.” A holy zeal for observing and enforcing
all God’s commandments, out of rehgﬂl'd to their Author,
is a lovely Christian grace: but as my Opponent has
Jjust now observed that ¢“all things in scripture are not
alike plain in themselves, nor alike clear unto all,*’(¢)
our zeal must be accompanied with knowledge, or it

(6) See our Confession of Faith, ch. i. sect. 7. 9. quoted in the Spuri-

ous Report, pp. 56. 57.
(c) Spurious Report, p. 56.
[}
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will degenerate into bigotry, or be converted into rebel-
lion. My Opponent seems to think that nothing buf
what he calls an express 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, baptize infants, or baptize children,
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 com-
mand would be unavailing, we do not think 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 shews 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 disciple all nations, baptizing 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 divine command, although it is not what
my Opponent calls an express command.

Neither is this necessary in matters of doctrine or
prak:tice, government or worship. It is well known
that Socinians deny that there is an express revelation
of the doctrine of a 7¥inity in Unity, because these
words are not in the bible in this connexion: yet if it
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can be proved from the bible that the Father is God,
and the Sonis God, and that the Holy Spirit is God,
and that these are not three Gods but one God, the doc-
trine is more firmly established than it would be by the
express words, Trinity in Unify. 'They also deny
the vicarious satisfaction of Christ for the same reason:
yet if it can be shewn that he was cut off for sins not his
own, and this to magnify God’s law and make it honora-
ble, the doctrine is as fully proved asif the atonement
had been expressly defined by the words vicarious satis-
Saction. 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 such express
statutes, for the scriptures are plain enough without them.
Where do the Baptists get an express command for their
independent form of Church government? When they
will shew us a text saying, Ye shall be Independents,
and not Presbyterians, then 1 will shew one which says
expressly, Ye shall be Pedobaptists, and not Anabap-
tists. Where do pious Baptists find an eapress com-
mand for the observance of family prayer and the Chris-
tian sabbath, which they love, and my Opponent des-
pises? They would as soon look for an erpress com-
mand for drawing their breath: and rather than relin-
quish their domestic and sabbatical privileges, they
would, like Daniel, give up their breath.

On this subject my ©Opponent was completely posed
by Mr. Walker, his former Antagonist. My Opponent
asked him, < Was there ever a positive ordinance or
¢ institution founded solely upon inference or reason®™
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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. Walker, 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 question
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 énfant in it. It
is also a sine qua nor with him that it should have the
word baptism init. When Mr. Walker quoted authori-
ties which were destitute of these words, my Antago-
nist indignantly answered as follows, viz. ¢ Is it possi-
** ble that my Opponent has no better support for his
““system? Is he obliged to prove a New Testament
¢ positive institution from the 17th Chapter of Genesis?
¢“ from portions of scripture in which baptism is never
“ mentioned? In all the scriptures he has yet adduced,
*¥ baptism is not so much as once mentioned.”(d)
Now let us see whether he has come up to his own
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. Walker, p..23.
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baptism of infants require the express mention of bap-
tism and infunts, then an express command for the in-
stitution of a church must at least mention the words -
stitution and church. He sets about his answer with
the bravery of Napoleon, when entering Moscow. He
refers us to the passage where our Saviour commands
his disciples to teach or disciple all nations, baptizing
them, and teaching them to observe all things.(e) This
is, like Mr. Walker’s authority for infant baptism, very
good proof, but, like that, it is utterly destitute of those
words which his Opponent considered necessary to con-
stitute it an express command. Mr. Walker might,
therefore, have answered, ¢ Isit 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 Matthew ? from portions of scripture
¢ in which neither institution nor church is ever men-
“ tioned "’

But he quotes another passage which has the word
ehurch, though it does not speak of its original institu-
tion, nor propound a command, but states a historical
fact, that ¢ The Lord added to the church daily such
¢ as should be saved.”’(f) This he triumphantly closes
with declaring, ¢ Here there is a positive institution of
¢ a church, with the authority for it.”” We are not so
much disposed to quarrel with this declaration as he is
himself. Let us now compare his question with his an-
swer, and with the rules which he has dictated in rela-
tion to such subjects. His question requires ““ a posifive

(e) Matt. xxviit. 19, 20. in the Spurious Debate with Mr. W, p, 51.
(/) Acts i1, 47, in the Spurious Debate with M, W, p, 51

T
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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,”
in the close of a paragraph, which commences by defin-
ing a positive institution to be a particular 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. Walker’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 answered Mr.
Walker’s question, ¢ Have we a positive command for
all the acknowledged institutions of the church ?”’

Let it be remembered that this question of Mr.
Walker’s was connected with one or two of his Oppo-
nent’s. which asked, ¢ Was there ever a positive ordi-
 nance or institution founded solely upon inference or
¢ peason? Or can there be a positive institution, with-
¥ out a positive precept or precedent authorizing it.”’(g)
These questions are framed with an unfairness, which

(g) Spurious Debate with Mr. 1V, p. #8.
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says little in favour of their author’s candour or of his
cause. Have we ever professed that infant-baptism was
¢ founded solely upon inference or rcason ?*’  Have we
not always appealed to positive precepts and fpirecedents
of revelation for our authority? Neither do I scc the
danger of admitting, in the established meaning of the
words, his favourite principle that ¢“a limited commis-
sion implics a prohibjtion of such things as are not con-
tained in it.”’(A) We 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 female-
communion. They do not find a passage of seripture
which says expressly, ¢ Females must communc ;™ vet
they find evidence that Christ’s believing disciples
should eommune ; they therefore admit to that privilege
such females as answer that description. This is a legi-
timate 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 centum, 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 twelve per cent. a year. This does
not expressly mention the ratio in question: yet it as
veally forbids that exorbitant usury, as it could do by
mentioning the identical words. This is according to
my Opponent’s declaration, ¢ that a man is not to reason
** whether he is to be just or honest ; but lie may reason

’h) Spurious Debate with Walker, p. 209. with M-Calla, p. 114,
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¢* to know in what justice and honesty consist.”’() Thus
he does not consider himself at liberty to reason whether
believing disciples should commune or not, for this is
settled by revelation; but he may reason 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. Walker,(j) he uses the following words, viz.
¢¢ As to his second query concerning female communion,
#¢ I have to observe that although sundry Pedobaptists
¢ have made a salvo to soothe their minds, of this appa-
¢¢ rent difficulty, it is a poor and a pitiful come off'; it is
¢¢ the most puerile and 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? “Was it not appointed to the disci-
¢ ples of Christ? ¢ He gave it to his disciples, saying,
¢¢ partake ye @/l 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 Pedobaptists
¢ that humble themselves to such means to support their
¢ cause, to prove or to ~how, that a woman is not a dis-
¢¢ ciple of Christ. But should they attempt this, I have
#¢ express authority « shew that they oppose the oracles
¢¢ of heaven, for a woman is expressly called a disciple,
$¢ Acts ix. 36. ¢ For there was a certain disciple there
#¢ named Tabitha 3’ so that these obstacles thrown in my
# way, are but mea to afford a clearer and fuller illus-

(i) Spuricus Dcbace with Mr, Walker, p. 50. | (7) p. 69,
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*¢ tration and confirmation of the truth of my reasoning
‘¢ on positive institutions.”

“ My reasoning on positive institutions” !'!'!  So it
seems that Pedobaptists are not the only ones who reason
on positive institutions. You have just now heard a
specimen of my Opponent’s reasoning on these subjects.
It would be well if all his reasonings were as corrcct as
that which supports female communion, for which le is
not able to find what he calls an ezpress command. His
pretending that Mr. Walker is opposed to this argument
is pretence only. He knows 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 make disciples of. My
Opponent says, ‘‘ This is unquestionably the proper ren-
dering of the term.””(%) Pcdobaptists have often proved,
and, in due time, I hope to prove, in this debate, that
the scriptures rccognize the discipleship not only of
Tabitha, or of Lydia, but of their households, and of the
infants of all believers. And here it will not do to ob-
ject that if infants are disciples, 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-rv to d sciples of all ages, that it
does not bind us to administer it to adult believing
disciples universally, since the discipline of Christ’s

(%) Spurious Debate wvith me, p. 113.
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owu appowmtment sometimes cuts them off from this
privilege.

But while my Opponent may be marshalling objec-
tions, I would 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, Wken we give di-
vine authority for the administration of the seal of the
righteousness of faith to infant disciples as well as adult
believers, he objects that circumcision never was the
seal of the rightcousness of faith in any case except that
of Abraham 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,
how will my Opponent’s argument for female communion
fare in the hands of a bold objector ? Recollect that it
rests l\lpon 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 3 when we say, If disciples should be baptized,
and i/ the infants of believers are disciples, then these
infants should be baptized, my logical Opponent laughs
at our fs,; and would make you believe that sound logie
does not recognize hypothetical syllogisms at all! Yet,
strange to tell! his boasted argument for female com-
munion is virtually a hypothetical syllogism. It is as
follows :
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If disciples should commune ; and
1f females be disciples, then
Females should commune : but
Disciples should commune ; and
Females are disciples ; therefore
Females should commune.

Now in all this, where is my Opponent’s express
command for female communion? His vapouring argu-
ment does not even assert it: but only says that he has
““ an express warrant for all disciples to participate of
¢ the Lord’s supper ;” after which he has to shew that
females are disciples. So we have an express warrant
for baptizing disciples; and we prove from scripture
that belicvers and their infants are subjects of this disci-
pleing and baptizing. When my Opponent pursues this
method of reasoning to establish the duty and privilege
of female communion, he would think it a breach of the
ninth commandment, for any one to tell him that he held
¢¢ a positive ordinance or institution, founded solely upon
inference or reason,” ¢ without a positive precept.”
His argument proves that there is a divine precept,
though not what he calls an expiress command. Hc
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 aud his seed were divincly constituted a
visible church of God.

2. The Christian Church is a branch of the Abrahamic
Church : or, in other words, the Jewish Socicty before
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Christ, and the Christian Society after Christ, are onc
and the same 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-
ment, is not repcaled 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 true, 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 1.

ABRAHAM AND HIS SEED WERE DIVINELY CONSTITUTED A

VISIBLE cHURCH OoF Gob.

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, who was the cHurcu
and people of God.” In proof of this he refers to Acts
vil. 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 belicved this doctrine. He
has even accused Dr. Raliston of misrepresentation for
denying it. In his Strictures at the end of his spurious
Debate with Mr. Walker,() 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 he, 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 called 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

() p. 223.
H
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¢ repeatedly contrasted the Jewish Churcli 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 with my Opponent that 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 he refers. The last of these references
must be a nlistaké, 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 occupied
about Stephen’s ¢ church in the wilderness,” which
Butterworth, an eminent Baptist preacher, agrees with
Mr. Walker, in considering ‘“ the people of the Jews,
who was the church and people of God.” 'This my Op-
ponent disputes in the places referred to, by trying to
prove that the word translated e/iwreh 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 were not the
Church of Christ, by an argument which, if true, must
go equally to prove that they could net be the church
of God, unless he could shew that the latter was a dif-
ferent and inferior being to the former. It is evident
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from his whole book, that hic is far from being friendly
to the doctrine in question, so that instead of Dr.
Rallston’s misrepresenting him, he has really misrepre-
sented himself.

It is true that he has, in this debate; offercd to concede
the point, provided that I will pass on without taking
up time in proving it. This, however, has turned out
nothing more than a ruse de guerre, to induce me to
leave an enemy’s garrison in the rear. For when he was
called upon to fulfil a stipulation which was of his own ask-
ing, he refused, and offered to substitute something of a
very diflerent character, viz. “That the Jews, when call-
“cd out of Egypt, became a church, or a rcligious
¢ assembly in some sense.”’(m)

“ a church, or a
“religious assembly in some sense.”” In what sense,
pray ? His debate with Mr. Walker tells us. Itisin
that sense in which the very religious assembly at
Ephesus was a church; that assembly which was con-
vened and opened with a Hymn by the zealous Demctrius,
and, after much noise and bodily exercise, addressed and
dismissed by his Reverence the town-clerk.

But 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 asserts
that ¢ they were never called @ church until in the
“ wilderness. 'This,” says he, ““may be denied, but there
“¢ lives not the man that can.produce an instance to the
““ contrary.” He farther assures us, that ¢ the occur-
““rences at Sinai are ever afterwards referred to by

(m) Spurious Dcbate with me p. 386
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¢ Jewish 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 afterwardsreferred to by Jewish and Christian
¢ Prophets as the commencement of their ecclesiastic
¢ existence.”  As this language plainly intimates that
the Old and New 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, ¢¢there lives not the man that can produce
‘¢ an instance.” - His other argument pr assertion that
¢¢ they were never called @ church until in the wilder-
¢¢ ness,” ¢“at Sinai,” is as irrelevant as it is incorrect.
It goes upon the assumption that churches are made by
names and not by acts. It is only a few years since the
name of Baptists was given to any body of men on earth ;
for even the followers of John were not called Baptists.
Is my Opponent willing to admit that they are no older
than their name? Again; ““the disciples were called
Christians first in Antioch.”” Were there no Christians
at all, until this name was ‘given to them ? This shews
the utter irrel. van y of the argument that the Jews
¢ were never called @ church untif’? the Sinaitic cove

(») Spurious Debate, 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 Old Testament calls
them a church before their arrival at Sinai ; but neither
does it call them a church subsequent to that period.
It is remarkable that our translators generally make
congregation in the Old Testament correspond with
church in the New. This is very much condemned by
Dr. George Campbell, my Opponent’s favourite critic,
who says that ‘‘ they ought constantly to have rendered
““the original expression either church in the Old
¢ Testament or congregation in the New.” ¢ What 1
¢¢ blame, therefore,”” says he, ¢“in our translators, is the
¢¢ want of uniformity.” In the same connexion, the Dr.
repeatedly declares that ¢ the Hebrew word 5np
[rendered congregation in the Old Testament] exactly
corresponds to the Greek sxxazaa” [rendered chureh
in the New Testament.]J(0) 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, anadvocate for Baptist peculiari-
ties, in opposition to the creed which he had solemnly
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 substan-
tially which Dr. Campbell has declared, with this
addition, that another Hebrew word 7193 is upon the
same footing with L)ni'), since both alike are, in our

(o) Sec his Lectures on Ecclesiastical Historv. Lecture 10, Pages
163. 164. Philadelphia Edition of 1807,
(/1) Dr. Mason on the Church,




bible, rendered eongregation, and both alike are used
to signify the church.

Now it is very easy for my Opponent to prove that
they were called and considered a visible church after
their arrival at Sinai, by such passages as Lev. iv. 14,
21, where it 1s said that ¢¢ ‘7npn the church shall offer
a young bullock for the sin, and bring him before the
tabernacle of P the church,” as “a sin-offering for
'7nijn the church.” 1t 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 fTY L’np
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, will
shew plainly that, after their arrival at Sinai, the Israelites
were called 17) 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 called 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 (7.‘1"'):'1 the church.”’(q) But
before they left Egypt, it was similarly ordained con-

(g) Num. xix. 20,
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cerning the Passover, that ¢ whosocver eateth that
¢ which is leavened, even that soul shall be cut off
“ wagw nayn from the church of Israel.”’ (r)

It will be 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. What 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 equivalent” to each other,
he adds, ¢ The same may be said of the phrases ‘7‘1")
< D’n‘),\‘ and D’n‘),\ 8}y 7 exxanoia eov and o 2aos Gsou
“ 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 God.”” This is in conformity with Lev. xvi. 33,
which says ¢ He shallmake an atonement for the priests.
and for all the Snpn oy, people of the church.”
Moses uses the word people alone, in a sense which can-
not easily be misunderstood. ¢ Whatsoever soul it be that
¢ eateth any manner of blood, even that soul shall be
¢ cut off from his people.”’(@) The word people here
evidently means the same church eontemplated in Lev.
xix. 20, and Ex. xii. 9, from which chureh it is ordained
that a soul shall be cut off for eating leavened bread, and

7) Exodus xii, 19,

) Spurious Debate with Mr. Walker, p. 223, quoted above.

¢) See his tenth Lecture on Ecclesiastical History, quoted above.
@) Lev. vii, 27,
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tor neglecting to purify himself. And from premises
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 circumecised, that soul shall
¢ be cut off from his people; [that is, from his church ;]
‘¢ 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 they 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 shewnthat they were called by aname ¢ con-
fessedly equivalent” in the covenant with Abraham,
where the violation of that covenant is given as a reason
for cxcommunication 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.”

When we speak of Abraham’s seep, take notice that
this is the language which the scriptures use on this very
subject. God says to Abraham, ‘¢ This is’my covenant
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¢ which ye shall keep between me and you, and thy
¢ spep after thee ; every man-child among you shall be
¢¢ circumeised.”(x) This term is not used to embrace
the children of Hagar and Keturah. ¢ And God said,
¢¢ Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son indeed ; and thou
¢¢ shalt call his name Isaac: and I will establish my co-
¢¢ venant with him for an everlasting covenant, and with
¢ m1s seep after him.”(v) ¢ And God said unto Abra-
¢ ham, let it not be grievous in thy sight, becausc of the
¢¢ lad, and because of thy bond-woman; in all that Sarah
¢¢ hath said unto thee, hearken unto her veice: for in
¢ Isaac shall thy seep be called.”(w) ¢ Neither be-
¢ cause they are the seed of Abraham, are they all chil-
“dren: but in Isaac shall thy seep be called. That is,
¢ they which are the children of the flesh, these are not
¢ the children of God : but the children of the promise
¢ are counted for the seed.”(z) .

This ecclesiastical seep does not embrace the de-
scendants of Isaac wniversally. Reprobate Esau, and,
to a great degree, his progeny, were excluded, with
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. Instances are mentioned in the New Testament.(y)
Atan earlier period, Ezra proclaimed a gencral meet-
ing, from which, if any man were absent, ¢ all his sub-
‘¢ stance should be forfeited, and himself separated from
¢ the ‘7,‘1]') church of those that had been carried away. "
On this passage, Dr. Gill, the greatest Baptist Commen-

(uz Gen. xvii. 10. (v) Gen. xvii, 19, (n) Gen. xxi. 12,
(<) Rom. ix. 7, 8. (y) John ix. 22. comp. Luke vi. 22,
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tator, says that the absentee from this meeting ¢ should
be excommunicated from them as a clurch, 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 Jewish people, the old
branches of the ecclesiastical olive tree. Paul says,
¢ because of unbelief they were broken off.”(e) If,
therefore, there had been no engrafting of foreign cions,
the church would have been nearly or altogether ex-
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 Snp church of the Lord in their third genera-
tion.””(d) 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 were broken off, that I might
be grafted in.”’(e) Concerning these he says, ¢ They
which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham ;7( f)
upon the ground, that ¢ to Abraham and his sEep were
the promises made.”(g)

'These materials afford the following definition, viz.-
'The seED of Abraham are his descendants in the line of

(z) GilI’s Commentary on Fzra x. 8. (a) Rom. xi. 20.
(&) Dent. xxiii. 7, 8. (e)xix. 23, 24.
(d) Jer. xxxviii, 7——12, Matt. i. 5. (¢) Rom. xi. 19.

(f) Gal. iii, 9. { £) Gal. iii. 16.
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Isaac, in good standing 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, be understood that the phrasc 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. With 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 were 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
civil and ecclesiastical offices 5 for this is quite common
amongst us, where church and state are certainly
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distinct. Neither will it do to alledge the moral turpi-
tude of individual members against the existence of the
Jewish, any more than the Christian church ; for spotless
purity beloﬁgs to the church triumphant only, and even
universal sincerity to the invisible church only. Iwould
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.
The ordinances.
The members.
The officers.
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 m1t1at01y seal of the church,
is still binding.

S8

Ot

POINT I.
The Jews had the oracLEs of « visible Church of God.

Paul says, ¢‘ unto them were committed the Oracles of
# God.”(h) The character and design of these oracles

{A) Rom. ni, 2
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were evidently not those of a mere political code ; but
to convey religious instruction, to testify of Christ, to
give us hope, life, wisdom and salvation. Concerning
them, Peter says, ¢ We have also a more sure word of
¢ prophecy, whereunto yc do well that ye tuke heed, as
¢ unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day
¢ dawn, and the day-star arise in your hearts.”’(¢) 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 isin Christ
¢ Jesus. All scripture is given by inspiration of God,
¢ and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for corrce-
‘¢ tion, for instruction in righteousness ; that the man of
“ God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all
“ good works.””(j) John says, ¢ The testimony of Jesus
¢ is the spirit of prophecy.”(%£) Inaddressing the Jews,
our Saviour said, ¢ Search the scriptures; for in them
‘¢ ye think ye have etcrnal life; and they arc they
¢ which testify of me.”” ¢ For had ye believed Moses,
¢ ye would have believed me, for he wrote of me.””(/)
When the rich man in hell besought the patriarch in
heaven, to send an extraordinary messenger to his five
brethren, ¢ Abraham saith unto him, they have Moses
¢ and the prophets; let them hear them.’”” When the
rich man repeated his request that one might arise from
the dead, Abraham replied, “ If they hear not Moses
“and the prophets, ncither will they be persnaded,
“ though one rose from the dead.(m) By the mouth of
(i) 2 Pet. 1. 19. compare verses 20, 210 (7) 2 Tim. iii. 15—17.

(&) Rev. xix. 10. (#) John v, 39, 46.
{m) Luke xvi. 27—=31.
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Ezekiel, one of those prophets, God says, ‘“1 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.”’(0) 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. Gill, admitting
that the Old Testament oracles contained the gospel,
and that this testimony was committed to Jacob as a
ehurch, as the saints and people of God.

()Rl a2, (o) Psalm Ixxviii, 5~8



POINT 1I.

The Jews had the orpiNANCEs of a visible Church 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 circumcised.”(g) In
the wilderness God gave them the manna which was a
daily spiritual feast. ¢‘For the bread of God is he
¢¢ which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unta
¢¢ 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 believéth on me shall never
¢ thirst.”’(r) On the words ¢ evermore give us this
bread,” Dr. Gill observes, ‘¢ but to such who are true
“ believers in Christ, who have tasted that the Lord i3

() Rom. ix. 4, 5. (g) Gen. xvii. 9, 10. (r) Johu vi. 33—35,
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¢ gracious, Christ, the true manna and bread of God, is
¢¢ all things to them 3 nor do 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 Ais church,” ¢ as he is the foundation of Ais
church and every believer,” ‘¢as the foundation of A7s
church, abiding forever.”
the Baptist commentary. The Apostle informs us that

"

Now compare the text and

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 m1s crurcH ; and the expression HIs
cHURCH 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 authority, 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.” ¢ Which stood
‘only in meats and divers washings, and carnal ordi-

(8)1 ‘Cors x93 040
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*“ nances imposed on them, until the time of reforma-
¢ tion.”(¢) To support him here, he adduces the trans-
lation and commentary of the Icarned Dr. Macknight, a
celebrated Pedobaptist. It would be well 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 called 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 all this, and yet a proper sanctuary for the
worship of the true God by his visible church. As for
these earnal ordinances, he calls them ¢ ordinances econ-
“ eerning the flesh,” ¢ respecting the purifying of the
“ body,” ‘‘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 and the various ordinances connected
with them, I believe, with Dr. Gill, ¢ that they were all
¢ types and figures of Christ, and had their fulfilment in
“ him.”’(x) 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, however, the Dr. says, ‘It was rather

(¢) Hebr. ix. 1. 10. (1) On Hebr. ix. 1.
K '
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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 have heard thy prayer, and
¢ have chosen this place to myself, for an house of
¢ sacrifice.” ¢ Now mine eves 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 perpetually.”(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 to 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, (o) 2 ChTRvins 2§15 816
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not numbered. He comments upon the words of the
Samaritan woman, as follows, viz. ““J/nd ye say that in
¢ Jerusalem is the place where men ought to worship ;
¢ that is, in the temple there; who urged, and very
¢ rightly, that God had chosen that place to put his
¢ name, and fix his worship there ; and had ordered
£¢ them to come thither, and bring their offeringsand sacri-
¢ fices, and to keep their Passover and other feasts.” ()

POINT III.

The Jewish society had the memnErs of a visible church.

The ovdinances of which we have been speaking,
were emblematical of sanctification, and required
evidence of sanctification in their adult communicants.
It is true that this is a thing of which my Opponent hasno
very high opinion, as he scoffs at the very DBaptists
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 estcem it important in the subjects
of circumcision. ¢¢ Circumecise, 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.”(yy “ All these nations are uncircumcised,
¢ and all the house of Israel are uncircumcised in the

(z) Gill on John iv, 20. Tor proof he refers to Deut. xii, 5. 6. xvi. 2.
() Deut. x. 16. (v) Dent. xxx. 6.
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¢ heart.”’(z) ¢¢ Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in
¢ heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Ghost ;
‘¢ as your fathers did, so do ye.””(@) ¢ And thou shalt
¢ say to the rebellious, even to the house of Israel, thus
¢ saith the Lord God, O 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.”(5)

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 know no way of escaping their force,
but 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
Jast authority which I have quoted (Ez. xliv. 6, 7.)
¢ well agrees with these declining churchesin the latter
#¢ day; and even in our times:” yet, unhappily for my
oppo'nent, the Dr. says at the same time, that the picture
there given ¢“isa character of literal Israel from the
‘¢ beginning.” The Dr, tells us that they are con-

EZ; éer. i};: 26é , (¢) Actsvii, 51,
z. xliv, 6, 7.
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demned for introducing ¢ strangers,” because they are
¢ unregenerate men, who are in a state of alienation and
¢ estrangement to divine and spiritual things.” ‘The
¢¢ uncircumcised in heart,”” whom they were forbidden
toreceive as members, Dr. Gill understands to be those
¢¢ who never were pricked in the;heart forsin, or feltany
¢¢ pain there on account of it; never had the hardness
¢ of their heart removed, or the impurity of it dis-
¢ covered to them ; never were filled with shame and
¢¢ Joathing 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 uncircumcised in {lesh,
These, the Dr. says, were ¢“ 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 ; having
¢ never been taught by the grace of God, to deny un-
¢ godliness and worldly lusts, and to abstain from fleshly
“ ones: or who put their trust in the flesh, in outward
¢ 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 ministers of the Lord.” Accord-
ing to these words of Dr. Gill, he must have thought,
that evidence of regeneration was as requisite to mem-
bership in the Lord’s house, under the Old Testament
dispensation, as under the New. No wonder then, that
he thought the Jewsa church. This opinion is confirm-
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ed in the New Testament, by the allusions 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 O my people,”
Dr. Gill remarks, ¢¢'This is an address to the people of
¢ the Jews, whom God had chosen to be Ais people above
¢¢ all others, and who professed themselves to be Azs peo-
“ ple; but a lo-amme was about to be written upon
¢ them, being a people uncircumcised in heart and 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, Azs people ; and Christ is
said to be the prophet of their churcl, as well as of the
New Testament church.

I have the same request to make concerning your
perusal of Is. i. 10—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 church,
¢ that that might continue, and he might have a seed to
¢¢ serve him.” Here the Dr. considers the Christian
¢ dispensation a continuance of the us to whom Isaiah

(c) Coll. ii. 15,
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belonged ; and this us he calls a chwreh.  Fhe context
to which I have referred you, shews that its members
were called to the same holiness which is required in
Christians. Thus does 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 declares 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 God speaks thus of
the constitutional obligations of members of the Jewish
society, can you wonder at us for calling tliem a visible
church?

POINT 1V,

The Jewish sociely had the orricers of a visible church.

"The priesthood was an office consecrated to ecclesiasti-
cal purposes, and therefore was guarded from intrusion by
severc 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

(d) Ex. xix. 6. (€) ixe 2
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¢ fifty men that offered incense.”(f) ‘¢ And the anger
¢ of the Lord was kindled against Uzza, 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.”(A)

There 1s 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 erdination. He is as complete a leveller as any
infidel. This arises not from any love for liberty and
equality, 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
way 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 land, ex-
“ cepting that which is for the sanctuary, is to be for the

{(f) Num. xvi. 35. (g) Z8am. vi. 7.
(%) 2 Chr, xxvi. 18,
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¢ use of the priests, to build houses to dwell in; signi-
¢ fying that the ministers of the gospel are to be taken
¢ care of, and suflicient provision made for their main-
¢ tainance.”(7) In another place he speaks of ¢ the
¢ ministers of the gospel, who shall have a suflicient
¢ 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 shall be many congregated churches,
““ 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 [chambers] 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 ordinances administer-
¢ ed.”(k) Thus does the existence of ecclesiastical
oflicers in the Jewish society, prove them to be a visibie
church ; and thus does the best Baptist authority admit
that they were as real a church ““as the churches of
Christ are.”

POINT V.

T'he Jewish Society had the constrtuTION 0f @t visible church.

Whatsoever may have been said to Abraham and his
seed concerning temporal and political blessings, God’s

(i) Fz. xlviii. 10. i) Fa. xlv. 4.
() Yz, xlii. 13, -

4
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covenant with them did, nevertheless, contemplate
eternal, spiritual, and ecclesiastical favours. ¢ And 1
¢ will 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 wherein thou art a
¢¢ stranger, all the land of Canaan for an everlasting pos-
¢¢ session, and I will be their God.””(/) ¢“ 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
“ mation.”(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
¢ pame.”(0) ¢“For he remembered his holy promise,
¢ and Abraham his servant, and he brought forth his
¢¢ people with joy, and his chosen with gladness.”’(p)
¢¢ Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for he hath visited

(9 Gen. xvii, 7, 8. (m) Ex. xix. 5. 6. (») Ps. Ixviii, 17—20
(0) Ps. cxi. 9. () Ps. cv. 42. 4. )



( 83 )

“ and redeemed his people 377 ““to perform the merey
¢ promised to our fathers, and to remember his holy
“ covenant, the oath which he sware to our Father
¢ Abraham.”(q)

Among the authoritics just now quoted, one of them
mentions Sinai : but it will be observed that it does 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 3 ¢¢that is,”
says Dr. Gill, ¢ that they by the gifts and graces of the
¢ Spirit bestowed on them, might become a fit habitation
¢ for God; or that they, the rebellious, being now
¢ partakers of the grace of God and his gifts, might
¢ dwell with the Lord God 1N 11s CHURCUES ; 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 cternal one;” but in another of these
texts, he believes the spiritual and eternal redemption
to be meant, and the typical one only alluded to. The
following are his words, viz. ‘¢ For he hath visited and
 redeemed his people, as he did Isracl of old, Ex. iii.
¢ 16, 17, when the Lord looked upon them, and de-
¢ Jivered them out of the bondage of Egypt, and which

(9) Lukc i, 68, 72, 73. (r) Gill on Ps. Ixviii. 18, 19, (s) P’s. cxi. 9.
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*“ 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.”’(?)

It is plain, then, that the redemption here mentioned
is not merely a temporal or political one, but a spiritual
and ecternal 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 Aoly covenant, the oath which he
¢ sware to our father Abraham ;> many hundred years
before the transactions at Sinali.

It is in reference to this loly covenant, that Moses
said to Israel, ‘ thou art an Aholy pcople.” ¢ Not sanc-
¢ 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 ; but

(¢) 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.” The remain-
der of the verse which speaks of their being chosen to
be a special people, the Dr. understands to mean ¢ for
‘¢ special service and worship, and to enjoy special
¢ privileges and benefits, civil and religious.”(x)
Elsewhere, when Moses speaks of their being ““an holy
¢ people 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 them a peculiar peo-
ple.  Gill explains this peculiarity as consisting ¢ espe-
¢ cially in things sacred.”’(v) My aim is to prove from
scripture, that Abraham and his seed have the constitu-
tion of a visible church j 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’” asa holy people, a special people, a
peculiar people, ¢ especially in things sacred” and
¢ religious :” all this, too, upon the constitution of ¢ his
holy covenant, the oath which he sware to our father
Abraham.” They were thercfore a church.

() Gill on Ex. vii. 6. (v) Gill on Ex. xiv. 2.
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POINT VL

The Jewish society had the express, inspired, and unequivocal
NAME 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 were 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, derived from the
¢ Greek, =vgwxov, signifies the house of the Lord,
¢ and marks the property which he has init. But the
¢¢ original words which it is employed to translate, sig-
¢ 1ﬁfy a different thing. The Hebrew words bnp and
¢ 117y in the Old Testament, and the corresponding one
¢ cxxaqow in the New, all signify an assembly, espe-
¢ cially one convened by invitation or appointment.
¢¢ That this is their generic sense, no scholar will deny ;
*“ nor that their particular applications are ultimately
¢ presolvable into it. Hence it is evident that from the
¢ terms themselves nothing can be concluded as to the
¢ pature and extent of the assembly which they denote.
¢ Whenever either of the two former occurs in the Old
¢ Testament, or the other in the New, you are sure of
“ an assembly, bitt of vothing mere. 'What that assem-
¢ bly is, and whom it comprelierfds, you must learn
“ from the connexion of the term, and the subject of
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¢ the writer.” (w) The Dr. then proceceds to give
instances of the diversified application of .these several
words.

When - this eminent scholar observes that we inust
learn the meaning of the word ¢ from the connexiorn of
the term, and the sudject of the writer,”” he says what
is true not only of the word church, but of those words
which all will confess to have been reduced from their
generic signification to an appropriate meaning. This
remark may be eclucidated by the title of the most dis-
tinguished officer in the church. It is the word apostle.
Concerning this, we may say as Dr. Mason has of church,
¢¢ What an Apostle is, and whom it points out, whether
¢ an ordinary or extraordinary agent, whether Christ,
‘“one of the twelve, or any other person, you must
“ learn from the connexion of the term, and the sub-
¢ ject of the writer.”” The Greek word signifies a
messenger.(xz) ¢ That this is its generic sense, no
scholar will deny, nor that its particular applications
are ultimately resolvable into it. Hence it is evident
that from the term itself, nothing can be concluded as to
the character of the messenger which it denotes.
Whenever it occurs in the Old or New Testament, you
are sure of @ messenger, but of nothing more.”

After thus applying all Dr. Mason’s remarks to the
word apostle as well as church, suppose a question to
arise concerning the apostleship of Paul, as one has arisen
concerning the ecclesiastical standing of the Jews. Was

(v) Mason on the Church. pp. 8—10. Christian’s Magazine, vol. 1.
pp. 54—356.
(x) See Phil. ii. 25. and 1 Kings xiv, 6, in the 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 /postle of Jesus Christ? I say
that he was the latter, and I very naturally try to prove
it, by shewing that the scriptures apply to him the
express, inspired, and unequivocal name of an Apostle.
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 connezxion of the term,
and the subject of the writer.”” 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
tomen? Shall we say that thé 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 Jews
will prove them to have been the church of God.



(89 )

When speaking on this subject before, I quoted 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, 1 shall have to
quote now. That these two synonimous mnouns 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) When, therefore, ‘ﬁnp
the churchy and 717y the church, are put together, they
appear to signify the meefing met, or the congregution
congregated, or the church assembled. Thus does Dr.
Gill understand it in Prov. v. 14, where the Septuagint
translates these words by exxanos and svraywyr. €41 wasal-
most in all evil in the midst of the church assembled.”
The Dr. understands this to mean, ¢in the house of
God, attending public worship,” ¢ even in the presence
and before the people of God.”” This great Baptist
Commentator evidently considered this text a proof that
the Old Testament worshippers were the visible church
of God : for what else can he mean by calling them t/he
people of God, attending public worship, in the lowse
of God?

In the Septuagint of Levit. iv. 13, both these words

(y) ** When one substantive is joined to another by a copulative, the
one must be translated as governing the other.” Macknight’s fourth Pre-
liminary Essay, Section 19. ¢ As the Jews had but few adjectives in their
language, they had recourse to substantives, in order to supply their

lace.”” Horne’s seventh rule on the Hebraisims of the New Testament,
I'he same examples, in part, are adduced by both,

M
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are rendered owayiyr. ¢ And 1if the whole 93y
church of Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing
be hid from the eyes of Snpn the church.” On this
text Dr. Gill quotes, with approbation, the following
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, shall remain in the congregation of the
¢ dead.”

In Prov. xix. 20, where the same words occur for
church, in the Hebrew and LXX, ¢¢the connexion of
¢ the term’ shews that it means the church of God, ex-
communication from which, Gill thinks may be intend-
ed.(z)

The following five texts have 79 in the Hebrew,
and owayeyy in the LXX. ¢ Whosoever eateth that
which 1s leavened, even that soul shall be cut off
from the church of Israel.”’(a) To be cut off ¢ from
¢ the Israelitish church-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 the former, X k
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Israclitish church is taken for granted by this preemi-
nent scholar of the Baptist Society.

God directed Moses to have two silver trumpets made,
¢ 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 are passing through
¢ a wilderness, their way is attended with many diffi-
¢ culties ; Canaan is the place they are travelling to.”

When 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
copiesour translation of the introduction of their messages,
and comments upon it as follows, viz. ¢ ¢Thus saith the
“ wholc 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, becausc it was not on a civil but religious
¢ account they were come, and not to plead their own
‘¢ cause, but the causc of God; and not so much to
“ shew a concern for their own honour and interest, as
¢ for the glory of God.”” If they werc a religious, and
not a civil assembly ; if they were a congregation of the
Lord, and not of manj; and 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 would
call the visible church of God.

In the same sense ought the following instance to be
understood. ¢“ Praise ye the Lord, I will praise the

(6) Num, x. 2.
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¢ Lord with my whole heart, in the assembly of the
¢ upright, and in the church.”’(c)

The following authority seems to unite civil and
ecclesiastical privileges, and to refer them all, not to the
Sinaitic covenant made with their fathers, whose car-
cases fell 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) Gill confirms
my interpretation as follows, viz. ‘¢ ¢ And because he
¢ Joved thy fathers,’—Not 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 eternal 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 @ special
¢ people 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, fo efernal
life, the Dr. shews that he distinguishes them from the
invisible church 3 but by saying that God had chosen
them to be « special people, to have his worshifp among
them, and to enjoy great outward favours, both civil

(c)r Ps.exi 1. (d) Deut. iv. 37.
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and EccLESIASTICAL, he shews that they ave the visible
church.

I proceed to give some instances in which the words
5np and exxaz0w0 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, [who 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 another instance, he
speaks still stronger in a similar strain.(f)

In David’s address to Goliah, he says, ‘¢ And all this
¢¢ assembly shall 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
¢ event.”’(g)

David says, ¢ I will give thee thanks in the great
church ; T will praise thee among much people.”  Dr.
Gill explains this to mean, ‘“the church and people of
“ God,” ““the people of God meeting together for
¢ solemn worship.””(%)

David again says, ‘“let them exalt him also in the
church of the pcople.” Gill says,—* Of the people of

(e) Josh. viii. 35 (f) Gill on Joel ii. 16,
1 Sam. xvii. 1. 7. A) Ps, xxxv. 18,
g
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¢¢ God, who are gathered out of the world, into a church-
¢¢ state, and who gather themselves together to attend the
¢ worship and service of God in some one place.”’(7)

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 Snp and exzxagowo to the Jews,

-as the visible church of God. Out of the comparatively
small 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.(y)

MR. CAMPBELIL’S
NEW TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT,
REVIEWED,
IN CONNEXION WITH THE POINT NOW IN HAND.

In the New Testament, ecclesie occurs one hundred and four-
teen times; in more than one hundred of which it confessedly
means the visible church. 1do not know that my Opponent will
confess this, but every other sort of Baptist will. My reason
for excenting him is, that he has such an aversion to the word
church, (a word inestimably precious 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
baptism is found once. By its title page, it professes to be
“ The New Testament, translated from the original Greek, by
“ GrorGge CamrBrLL, James Mack~igur, and Puirie Dop-
“ pripcr, Doctors of the Church of Scotland.” In the Preface
and the list of errata, he speaks of a ¢¢ London edition of this
translation,” which « departed in some instances from the origi-

(i) Ps. cvii. 32. .

(7)1 Kgs. viii, 14. 2Chr. i. 3. 5. vi. 5. (comp. 2.) vi. 12. 15, xxix. 25.

28. 51. 32. xxx. 2. 13. 17. 23. 24. Eazr. x. 8. Neh,. viii. 2. (comp. 5—38.)
Ps. xxii. 22, XIFONIXRRIX. 5. cxlix. 1. Lam, 150
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nal works,” of Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. Such of
these alterations as affected ¢¢the style” only, he professes to
have * retained:*? but ¢*some of these alterations aftected the
sense ;”? these he professes to have ¢¢ brought back to the original
works” of Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. In this trans-
lation, then, we are to look for the meaning of a certain set of
men, clothed in another man’s style. YWhen the Ettric Shepherd
first saw Duncan Campbell, the little stranger, though only seven
years old, wore a coat originally made for a man. If this new
style should give George Campbell and his companions as
grotesque an appearance, my Opponent can account for it, upon
the ground that they are just escaped from prison, through his
benevolent interposition. IHere a writer in the Western Luini-
nary speaks as follows ; viz. ¢ Mr. Campbell, on this part of his
“ subject, says something about the works of Campbell, Dod-
¢ dridge, and Macknight having been ¢ imprisoned;’ and scems
¢ to fake credit to himself for having brought them out to pub-
¢ lic gaze; and considers his own precious existence necessary
¢¢ to prevent them from being again locked up.””(k) How envi-
able is the lot of my Opponent! in being the honcured instru-
ment of preserving these eminent scholars from rotting in a
dungeon. His agency in this business proves the rapid advance
of the Western Country in Zhe march of mind. Let posterity
know, that, but for the labours of a certain inhabitant of Buftaloe
Creek, the works of three of the most celebrated Doctors of
Europe would soon have sunk into oblivion.

As his alterations of his originals are far more numerous than
one weuld expect from the title page, he tells us, in the close of
his Appendix, that these emendations ¢ are preferred merely
¢¢ because of their being more intelligible to common readers,
¢« whose edification we have supremely in view.”” For these
alterations he has made ample amends to the admirers of his
three worthies, by stufling their jugulated words into an Appen-
dix, with such novel and convenient references, that they are

(k) Western Lum. for Jan, 3, 1827,
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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 off’ to the Appendix, and substi-
tutes others in the translation, whose names are not mentioned
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 wranslations of jarring sects, as that man who possesses
the greatest literary 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 Washington. 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 public addresses, and to
¢¢ all that we have written on religious subjects, 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-
ness, 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 de-
bates against infant-sprinkling, and the thirty-nine articles, and
the thirty-three Chapters, and male and female Missionaries,
and Bible and Benevolent 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 holding doctrines or ordinances ¢ injurious to the well-
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being of socicty, religious or political,”” he must be indulged 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 incompARABLY better expressed in this, than
“in any volume ever presented in our mother tongue.”(l)
Whenever, 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, itis ‘¢ iNcormparRABLY’’ 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.”
With regard to uniting Christians, his labours, in cne way or
another, appear to succeed in a small degrec. The Western
Luminary, (m) informs us that my Opponent has made an inge-
nious effort to prove that his two bosom friends, 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. DMoreover, they are 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. Greatrake and the Orthodox Pastors and Editors, Associa-
tions and Conventions of the Baptist denomination have not
followed the amiable example of wnify which these brethren have
sct them, itis their own fault. Mr. Greatrake will not admit
that my Opponent is for peace abroad or unity at home. Writing
to the Western Baptist Churches concerning my Opponent, he
says, “ Having had you for two or three years spectators of his

(£) Introduction to Appendix. (m) ForlJan. 3, 1827.

* Fle writer, through mistake, gave a wrong name to the Unitarian,
s he afterwards informed me,

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 dissen-
¢¢ tions and fightings among yourselves ; to the end that he
‘¢ might share the spoils by making you a divided 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-
¢¢ tists, ] as a denomination, have been made the citadel of his safe-
¢¢ ty, while throwing the shafts of his hostility at other denomina-
¢¢ tions ; particularly at that one with which you most assuredly
¢¢stand in the greatest degree of fellowship. The question
¢¢ 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 question to you,
¢¢ being fully persuaded that your greatest partiality is towards
¢¢ that very church which Mr. C. appears to hate with the most
¢¢ deadly hatred.”(0) ‘This is a righteous sentence pronounced
in the name of the Western Baptist Churches, by one of their
most respectable and worthy ministers, in exculpation of the
much injured, and grossly insulted Pedobaptists of this country.
It correctly represents my wonld-be antisectarian Opponent, as
breathing threatenings and slaughter, and throwing the shafts of
his hostility with interminable rage, and the most deadly hatred,
at other denominations, particnlarly our own; and as doing this,
not to oppose error, (for he is votten to the core,) but all this
zeal against others is, that he may prepare the Baptists for dis-
sentions and fightings among themselves, that he may share the
spoils of their divisions. He must surely be rarely qualified for
writing an incomparable translation of the New Testament!

One prominent feature of this anomalous production is, that

() Unitarian Baptist of the Robinson School Exposed, p. 88.
(0) Do. p. 87.
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it professes to reject every adopted or anglicised word. Dr.
George Campbell’s labours in favour of immersion give him some
aid in this particular. Complaining of our ‘Lranslators, the Dr.
says, ‘~some words they have transferred from the original into
their language, others they have translated.” He wishes that
they had not transeribed the word baptism, but given it a dipping
translation. He considers baptism, even now, ¢ a foreign name.
‘¢ For this reason,” says he, ¢ I should think the word immer-
¢¢ sion (which, though of Latin origin, is an English noun, regu-
¢ larly formed from the verb to ¢mmerse,) a better English name
“¢ than baptism, were we now at liberty to make a choice.”(p)
When great men sicken into a prurient longing to carry some
wrong point, what weak arguments they will sometimes use!
Now I would inquire of the literary world, if it be not as true,
that saprisy, though of Greek origin, is an English noun,
regularly formed from the verb To BapTiZE, as that immersion,
s« though of Latin origin, is an English noun, regularly formed
from the verb fo immerse ?” Both these words were originally
foreign, and both are 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 evidently this consideration which
sometimes made Dr. Macknight follow our Bible in transcribing.
He does not say * All were émmersed into Moses 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.” When a man’s zeal against the adoption 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 ready to say in reference to a reproof once
given to an incompetent imitator of Pindar, ¢ Dr. Campbell
was bold, but thou art impudent.” :

(#1) See Appendix to the incomparable. No, 4.
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Scores 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 made in this work,
¢ and to which we shall attend. Sundry terms are not trans-
¢¢ lated into English, but adopted into those translations from
s Jong 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.”?(¢) Here is a promise that he
will make his translation such pure English, that it shall not
contain any adopted words, such as Martyr, Archangel, Myriad,
Mystery, Sehism, Blasphemy, Denarius, Euroclydon, Tartarus,
Abyss, 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 had
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 Doddridge’s martyr into
witness.(s) Angel is a Greek word anglicised; he therefore re-
jects it utterly, and always uses the word Jlessenger for it.
Archangel also is a Greek word transcribed, and might just as
properly be rendered Prime-messenger: yet this word he uni-
formly adopts.(t) Myriad is a Greek word anglicised, and

() Sce it quoted in West. Luminary for Jan. 3, 1827.

(r) Rev. xvil. 6. (s) Rev. ii. 18. d

(¢) In1 Thess. iv. 16. Jude ix. the only places in which it occurs in the
5 b .
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when used in conuexion 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
¢ more intelligible to common readers, whose edification,’” says
he, ¢we have supremely in view.” Some common readers,
however, are so stupid that they would think this improvement
worth very little more than a pair of leather spectacles. Besides
copying Doddridge in transferring the word mystery,(v) and
Macknight in transferring the word 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 incomparadle disciple some-
times translate dlasphemy 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;(«) 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 Zevanter
is a translation familiar to the commercial world. To be more
intelligible to common readers, he has adopted fartarus,(c)in-
stead of translating it kell as our bible does. In one instance
now before me, (d) he follows Dr. Campbell in transferring the
word abyss, where our bible translates it tZe deep, notwithstand-
ing their censures against it for transferring instead of trans-
lating. In other cases he copies Doddridge’s abyss:(e) besides
which he translates it the deep with Macknight,( /) and the bot-
tomless pit, with Doddridge.(g) In relation to another word of
similar import, my Opponent says, ¢ There being no one word

() Hebr. xii. 22. (v) Rev. xvii. 5. (=0) 1 Cor. i1 25"
x)1Cor. xi, 18.1.10.  (y) 1 Cor.i. 10. and Appendix, No. 67.

&: In Matt. xxvi. 65, both occur.

(a) I have examined them in Matt. xviii. 28. xx. 2. 9. 10. 15, xxii. 19,
(b) Actsxxvii. 14. (€)1 Pewsiis 4. (d) Luke viii. 51

(¢) Rev. xi. 7. xx. 3. (f) Rom. x. 7. (¢) Rev. ix. 11, xvii. 18, xx. 1.
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in our language which corresponds to the term Aades, he [De.
George Campbell] is obliged to retain and explain it.”” He at
the same time says, ** We [Mr. Alexander Campbell] have uni-
formly followed his method in the books which he did not trans-
late.””(%) That is, the word hades is never translated, but always
retained in his New Testament. This he does in despite of Mac-
knight’s grave,(z) and Doddridge’s hell,(j) and his unseen
world(k) yet in this last translation my Opponent actually copies
Doddridge in three places,(/) notwit