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DISTRICT OF OHIO, Set.

BE 1T REMEMBERED, that on the nineteenth day
of July, in the year of our Lord, one thousand, eight
hundred and twenty three, and in the forty eighth
year of the American Independence, JOHN WALK-
ER of said District, hath deposited in this Uffice, the
title of a book, the right whereof he claims as author,
in the words and figures following. to witz **A Trea-
tise on Baptism, being a reply to a book entitled a
debate on Christian Baptism. petween Mzr. JOHN
WALKER aud ALEXANDER CANPBELL, held
at Mt. Pleasant on the 19th and 20th June. 1820, to
which is added, a Letter to the Rev. SAMUEL RAL
STON,by JOHN WALKER, Minister of the Gos-
pel, in the associate congregations of Mt. Pleasant
ana Unity. Ohio.” In conformity to the act of Con-
gress of the United States, entitled “an act for the
cncouragement of learning, by securing the Copies
of Maps. Charts, and Books, to the authors and pro-
prietors of such copies, dluring the times therein men-
tioned,” and aiso of the act catitied, “an act supple-
mentary to an act entitled, an act for the encourage-
ment of learning, by securing the Copies of Maps,
Charts, and Bocks. to the authors and proprietors of
such copies, during the times therein mentioued, and
extending the benefits thereof to the arts of design-
ing, engraving, and efching, historical and other
prints.”

ar we
G r—A 2

g L. S HARVEY D. EVANS,
%~ - Clerk of the_ District of Ohio.’
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At the time of the public dispate, ¥ inti-
mated that I had ne desigo of writing upon
the subject of baptisw.  Mr. Camphali cften
intimated his intention of writing. [ then be-
lieved as'1 <pole; and had Mr. O, given my
arene.ents as they were delivered, or sven
hav  dane me telerable Jastice; L. should
never have written.

L~ book huwever was harmless inthe neigh-
bourhond of the place where the dispnte was;
there people h.d heard the dispute & judged
for themselves, Still 1 had no intention of pub-
lishing.  But sume considerable time after,
I received letters from distant places, where
people had no knowledge, either of Mr. C.
or myself, earne<tly requesting me to publish,
I atlength complied, and commenced making
some preparations. Sometime after this, I
understood, that a second edition of Mr. (s,
bock was abont to be published in Pittsharg,
I waited anxiously, but yet waited &« long
time, hoping that Mr. C. would make such
alteratious, or concessions, as would either
supercede the necessity ¢f my publication, or
make me think that he decigned to be can-
did and tell the trnth. But L was astonished
when the second edition made its appearance,
—It was Mr. C. still.



PREFACE.

A mnlhphc:ty of official concerns and pro-

vidential “occurrences . delayed this work,
otherwise it might have appeared much
sooner.

The defence of truth was, the'end T pro-
_posed by the public dabate, it was the end
i had in view when 1 wrote. How far it
is gaived the reader may judge.

1 might mention that 1 anderstand Mr. C.
is publishbing a bistory of the dipute be-
tween Mr. M’Cala and bimself; on the sub-
ject on which we disputed, I hope the pub-
lic isapprized of the credit due to the state-
ments in Mr C’s. book, where himself is con-
ceruved.

The chuarch of Christ feels the effect of
devision, when the truth is told, sufficient
are our defects; but any person who by known
misrepresentation, witl add to her grievances
should not-have his name envolled among
-her members.

I only ask thereaderto pass over all my
~defects in construction, or language, and
receive my sentiments only so far as they are
the mind of Christ.

~New JAthens, January, 14th. 15324,
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INTRODUCTION. ¥

Sometime early in the year 1820, Mr. Walker
was requested to preach on the subject of baptism,
at the house ofa Mr. Jehn Gray; about five miles
S. W. from Mountpleasant, Ohio, in the vicinity of
a Baptist meeting house. The Baptists about that
time, were making a considerable stir in the
neighbourhood, and such preachers as “they had,
were zealously opposing the doctrine of infant
baptism, and thee mode of sprinkling, in the ad-
ministration of this sacrament. Mr. W. answered
the request, and preached upon the subject. He
felt conscious of the unpopularity of preaching
on any disputed subject; but believed it to be his
duty, rather to consult the interests of truth, than
popular opinion, Accordingly, he preached on
that passage, Math. 8.11. [ indeed Baptizeyou
with water. In answering objectrons offered by
Buptists, Mr. W, found it necessary to reply to
some observations made by a Dr. Baldwin;be-
cause the Baptists were industriously circulating
these pamphlets, in the neighbourhood at that
time. When the sermon was closed, and the
public worle'of the day finished, a Mr. Birch, said
to be a Baptist preacher, requested Mr. W. to
point out the part quoted in any of the works of
Dr. Buldwin. Mr. W, had the pamphlet in his
pocket, and the different passages marked, to
which he refered, in the sermon. He immedi-
ately showed Mr. B. the passage. After some ob-
servations upon it, Mr.W. observed, that he uuder-
stood there were "two Baptist preacliers present;
that men professing this character, should be un-
willing to mislead people; and that he,thought it

B



2 INTRODUCTION.

was now their duty to enter into a public conver-
sation upon the subject: this would do justice to
all parties, and would give the people an opportu-
nity of judging for themselves. Mr. B. replied
that he had to preach at some distance from that
place, on that evening; and could not detain. M.
W. observed that if it was not convenient for him
then to detain, he thought it a duty they owedto
their respective hearers and the church, again to
meet, and converse upon the subject publicly. Mr.
B. withous agreeing, intimated to the people the
day on which he would preach on the subject, and
so closed the conversation.

Sometime after this, Mr. W. received a line
from the same Mr. B. informing him, that he
should be met on the subject of the sermon, by
some Baptist minister. To which Mr. W, express-
ed his readiness to comply, upon two conditions:
1st. That he should be of good moral character:
and 2ndly. That he should bea regular minister of
the baptist society. Mr. B. in reply, wrote that he
had obtained a consent from Mr. Alexander Camp-
bell, a regular minister of their church, and inti-
mated that he should meet Mr. W, for a public
dispute on the 19th of June, at Mountpleasant.
This is the whole foundation of the pompous and
bantering advertisement of which Mr. C. declared
himself the author.

Mr. W. neither challenged Mr. Campbell, or any
other minister of the baptist church, for a public -
dispute. He requested a public conversation, with
any who heard him preach the sermon on that
subject, but did no more.

On the morning of the public dispute, Mr. W.
requested some proof of Mr. C’s being a regular
Baptist minister. Mr. Birch read some of the ex-
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tracts of the minutes of their associations; these
mentioned that Mr. C. was a writing clerk at some
of their meetings; but whether he took any part
in their deliberations, or decisions, was not stat-
ed: or whether he was a hired, voluntary, or stat-
cd clerk, no hint was given. Mr. . as he had
no disposition to decline the debate, however ad-
mitted that he was some species of Baptist minis-
ter; although -he felt persuaded that the state of
the Baptist church was low, whea Mr. C. was
chosen for their BEsT.*

The following rules were presented by the
Judges, Mr. Martin and Rev. Findly, and sign-
ed by the disputants. .

*[t is disputed by some baptists, whether Mr. C.
was ever admitted as a regular minister of their
church; yet I think it probable he was, because. I
understand some left their communion in conse-
quence of hisadmission. However, let this matter
be as it may, some years ago, no baptist association,
would have admitted him; for whatever were the
conditions of his admission, it is now completely
in his power to disseminate all his particular views
amongst the members of that society—his opinion
of the moral law—covenant of works, and parti-
cularly of the sabbath, will, in due time, take root
among them. And, as there are but few learned
ministers in that church,in the western country,
it will give him influence. Whatever may be the
opinion of his learned acquaintances, he considers
himself no mean scholar. Iufluence, without
soundness, is dangerous. It would be well for the
Baptist association to read Paul’s 1st. Epistle to
the Corinthians.
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“This controversy shall be conducted by the fol-
‘lowing regulations, viz. . .

¢ 1st. It shall be opened with prayer, by some
¢ person agreed upon by the parties.

‘2nd. The parties shall not be permitted to in-
¢ terrupt e:ch otlier, except to correct mistakes.

¢3rd. Al dininutive, or disrespectful personal
‘allusions, and all iinpassioned declamation, shall
*be deemed disorderly. 4

‘4th. In all cases, the privileges, and regula-
¢ {ions of each party shall be equal.

¢5th. The.points to be adhered to in the discus-
¢sion, are f(irst, the subjects, and secoudly, the
‘mode of christian baptism,\(iz. Are believing
‘adults alone to be baptized, or are their infant
‘ offspring to be included with them, in their right
¢ to that ordinance? and is immersion as the mode,
“exclusively to be used?

. ‘6th. Each of the parties may,at their option,oc-
¢ cupy forty minutes -in their stated replies, but
¢shall not be obliged to fill up that length of time;
‘nor on the account of stopping,even at the expira -
“tion of 8 or 5 minutes, be considered as yielding
¢ the question.”

¢ 7th. This controversy will be the subject of ad-
" journment, from day to day, until the subjectsare
¢ discussed, to the satisfaction of the judges.”#

* These rules being the constitution by which-
the disputants were governed, must have been
more radically fixed in the memory of Mr. C. than
any of Mr, W’s speeches. The reader will do
well to compare these rules with those mentioned
by Mr. C. in his preface; and if;1n the sules of the
debate, such were his deviations, what is to be ex-
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Before signing the above, Mr. C. contended a
long time upon the impropriety of first discussing
the subjects of infant Baptism, telling the audience
that the mode was the most important subject, and
should be first discussed; that “sprinkling was no
more baptism, than a thong of leather was his
boot.” The parties agreed to choose twelve men,
to decide upon the question, that should be first
discussed; these were to choose the thirteenth.
These men returned, in a few minutes, and report-
ed that the proper subjects of baptism was to bethe
first,and most appropriate question, to be discuss-
ed.t

Mr. Walker then proceeded to read the advertise-
ment mentioned above, in which it was stated that
“Mr. Walker having challenged any minister of
the baptist church” &c. Mr. Walker then public-
ly denied, that ever he had challenged any min-
ister of the Baptist church, for a dispute. Mr. C.
after stating that he was the author of the pub-
lication, said that he had received the information
from Mr. Birch: by request, Mr. B. then made a
full statement of what bad passed at the place, at

pected in the view he has given us of the speech-
es?

These rules were obtained from Mr. Findly, by
Mr. Munroe of Canonsburg, Washington Co. Pa.

1 The persons chosen by Mr. C. were Esq. Cur-
tis, Messrs. Martin, Birch, Dawsey, Thomas Camp-
bell, and Bryant.

Bv Mr. W. Rev. Findly, Anderson, Dr. Hamil-
ton, Messrs. Adams, P. Miller & MecLaughlin, The
13th chosen by theri\3 was Mr. McMillen.

: 2

.
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which Mr. W. preached.|| The substance of which
is already given. Mr. Birch gave no hint of such
a challenge. A falsehood rested some place; and,
although Mr. W. proved to the satisfaction of the
publie, that no such challenge was given, Mr. C.
never blushei—he appeared at ease; this however,
was tolerable. The size of thé andience, and Mr.
C’s opinion of himself, now required him to put
the best possible face upon the matter: but extra-
ordinary as it may appear, we have the same as-
sertion in his printed history of the dispute, Page
1. 'The conversation Mr. W. had with Mr. B, was
public. The public statement made by Mr. B.
was accurate—Mr. C. is left alone in the asser-
tion.

Theimport of the advertx:ement was, that, as Mr.
W. Golh-like has defied the whole forces of
tlie Baptist chureh—I Alexander Campbell, a regu-
lar minister of the Baptist church. still mightier
than he, in the name of the whole Bapnst qomety,

am determined to meet him. {

Mr. C. long anxious'tomake a publiek appearance,
ende'\vounnf* by every possible exertion to have
himcelfnoticed,having failed with the best class-
es of religious society, appears undcer the signature
of “Candidus” (a term the least arpropriate to
himself) in which he openly enlists against moral
societies—against the religious obcervahpn of the

|| Fhe fright in which Mr. B. appeared, 1 think
did not prevent him from telling the truth, 1 be-
lieve he twas eandid.

1 Mr. C. styles himself a regular minister of the
Baptist Charch, in the title page of his book—
has this church two orders of the ministry, one
reguiar—another irregular?
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sabbath, &c.—securing to himself a retreat, when
the assylum of regular churches became hopeless.
But now an excellent opportunity offers in public
debate; he embraces it; and, when the world refu-
ses approbation, he easily supplies the defect, by
giving it to himself.
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GENERAL OBSE RVATIONS.

That there was a public dispute between M.
Campbell and Mr. Walker, on the 19t .and 20th
of June, 1820, is almost the only truth contained in
a publication, written by Mr. Campbell; purport-
ing tobe a history of that dispute, & stating the sub-
stance of the speeches delivered by the disputants.

If it bad been the intention of Mr. C. to do jus-
tice, he would have only published such notes as
were taken by disinterested persons; the dispu-
tants themselves had another employment than ta-
king notes—those observations were alone noted
by them to which they intended to eply.T Mr.
T. Campbell, Father of Mr. A. Campbell, with
whose notes Mr. C. says he was favored—page 2nd,
actively commenced taking notes at the beginning
of the dispute; but after the second reply made by
Mr. W. he ceased, in a great measure,.noting; and
wrote tickets and handed them across the table to
hissan. This conduct, certainly unjust, was men-
tioned to Mr. W. in the first recess: but he felt no
disposition to forbid it. Mr. Findly, one of the
judges, also mentioned this circumstance, but said
he would not cause him to desist, unless I required
him; lestthey should think he was assuming. The
truth is, the son needed the assistance of the Fa-
ther, without whese help, the dehate would not

T A short publication in the Washington Repor-
ter, signed Pluto, was the first truth published re-
specting this debate—I am not certain who was
the author of that paper—he has certainly done
Jjustice to the *disputants, though his signature
would have permitted him to have taken all the
liberty of Mr.Campbell.
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probably have lasted through the first day. Mr.
W.contended with the father& the son fortwo days.
Had this in any degree aided the investization
of truth, it might have been borne with. But it
was generally observed, that when the son re-
ceived a note from the father he, always meade an
effort to change his ground; because the old gen-
tleman thought it not tenable. The truth iz, the
son only excells the father, in ease of communi-
cation; but in disputation, the father as far excells
the son—and, although the father is deservedly
unnoticed by the living, it is not becau<e he is
deficient,either in literature or talents; but be-
cause, from some species of delirium, his faith, his
creed was as changeable in character and positi-
ons, as the aurora borealis.

On the 19 and 20 of June Mr. C. had not the
power of forming his opponent; but when he comes
to write, be makes one small enough—one easily
vanguished. This is first manifest in the length of
his peeches compared with those of Mr. W. The
following certificate I received from a learned
gentlemen.member of the general assembly church,
who attended every moment of the debate.

“Debate on baptism by J walker and A Camp-
bell; length of time spoken by each. Each
spoke 16 times in the following proportions.
“Question 1st. Who were the fit subjects of Bap-
tism?

Mr. Walker. Mr. Campbell.
Speech. minutes. Speech. minutes.
1 - R
8 ~ 13 oy -
5. dD 6 - 21
i~ 22 8 - 32
9 - 20 10 . 26
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11 - 25 12 - 21
18 - 15 14 - 28
15 - 25 16 - 40
17 - 26 18 - 10
19 - 37 20 - 32 -
21 - 14 . 22 - 21
23 - 29 24 - 24
25 - 21 26 - Sl
29 - 29 28 - 40
Q. 2nd. What is the proper mode of Baptism?
Mr. Walker. Mr. Campbell.
Specch. minutes. Speech. minutes.
1 14 2 39
3 20 4 35

Total length of Mr. C’s speeches, 7 hours 12 mi-
nutes.

Total length of Mr. W’s speeches, 5 hours 48
minutes. .

Difference in favor of Mr. C. during the 2 days,
1 hour 24 minutes.

I certify the above to be correct.
JOHN M’'CRACKEN,

But the form in which we find the speeches of
Mr. W.in the miserable statement of his argu-
ments; mayiindeed render them an easy prey to
Mr. C. Some of the most important observations
are entirely omitted. He appears only to have
introduced as many of Mr. W’s arguments as serv-
edhis purpose; & even these are presented in
such a mutilated form, that he (Mr. C.) might the
more easily manage them. Thus Mr. C. makes a
collection of argumerits in a pitiful shape indecd;
then displays his eloquence in eausing them to ex-
pire. Had Mr. C. by writing, only irtended to re-
ply to those arguments used by Mr. W. in the de-
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bate, which he found himself unable, at that time
to answer, there might have been some excuse; but,
when the whole history of the debate 15 his declared
object; the world can never approbate lis honesty.

Out of many examples I shall only note a few; and
let these serve for the remaind:-r—page 51. He re-
presents Mr. W.as asking tor **a positive command
for the ipstitution of a church.” To this Mr. C.
replies with great actinty, page 52. The question
was never asked, nor had itany meaning; and of
course the reply was lost. The question was.
“Have we a positive command, for all the ac-
knowlesdged institutions of the church?? Had
he stated the question, as it was, we might have
expected some form of an answer. We might then
have triedhim upon some of those rites in the church
he acknowledges.

To save himself the odium which every man of
sense must of necessity attach to him. we have
him setting his phrases of astonishment different-
Iy. in his book, from the facts, as they were deli-
vered in the debate. When speaking of the new
covenant, pag. 39, ‘Paul saith the new covenant
¢is better than the old. Mr. W. saysit is just the
same.” He then adds that burst of acclamation
page 86, ‘Istand on the first ground on which I
‘have ever heard &c.” Butthis he has omitted;
for then it would have been evident that ke never
had read any theological work, and that he never
had been a pedo-Baptist.

Pag. 65. He has Mr. W, asserting that the
church received its origin with Abraham’s cove-
nant. But Mr. W.had no disposition to date the
commencement of the existence of a church, with
Abraham; but throughout the whole debate he
maintained that the church commenced its exis-
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tence with the first person on earth that believed;
yet asserted that the church received a particular
organization in Abraham.

Pag. 81. Mr. W. asks, what did circumcision seal
¢to Ishmael?” This question was important—My,
C. to have given it an honest answer, would have
lost a point: but after he diverts the reader with a
few flourishes upon it, he takes an easy way of res
moving the difficulty, P. 90, ¢‘Mr. Walker will
¢please to answer the following queries. Ist,
What did circumcision seal to Ishmacl?

P. 75, In a part of Mr. W’s. speech, we have
this expression—*] maintain that temporal bless-
¢ings as well as spiritual are enjoyed through
¢ Christ, or were a part of Christ’s purchase”. Up-
on this he adds a few jests, and intimates a fact,
which otherwise might never have been leained,
that he hadheard of the Covenanters & Seceders in
Scotland, P. 8. But the truth is, Mr. W, ne-
ver made the assertion; or even Mr. C. these re-
marks, until they werc made in hisbook. For
the satisfaction of the redder, I shall copy the
notes of Mr. Miller as they were taken. ‘As ali
‘“the blessings believers enjoy, come through the
‘covenant of grace, and as circumcision was a
¢ seal of that covenant, circumcision confirmed the
¢ promise of temporal blessings, as well as spiritu-
¢ al; but, as it was a seal of the covenant of grace,
¢ denied that it confirmed the promise of temporal
‘ blessings only.” Throughout the depate, Mr.
W. expressed no other sentiment than that com-
mon to pedo— Baptists; much less did he oppose a
sentiment of that branch of the church, to which
he has the honor of belonging. Mr. C. whose
ghristian system (if it may be so called,) kas be-
come so general, seems incapable of compreliend-

C
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ing, that right which the covenant of grace comn-
veys Lo believers, in their enjoyments of temporal
blessings; and of understanding why the earthly
Canaan was promised to Abraham and to his seed
by Isaac. ‘

Mr. W. showed that the right which Abraham
" had to that land, was materially the same with that
which any believer had to his earthly possessions.
A blessing through Christ, removes the curse from
temporal things. And this is universally true, to
all saints; whether they lived under the old or
new testament. Thus, by misrepresentation,
which I hope was not wilful, and then by some
sporting upon it, a share of the arguments of the
debate was lost.

I might notice such things in almost every page,
but why complain? the sacred oracles have receiv-
ed the same treatment; some of these will be no-
ticed in due time. T would now call the atten-
tion of the reader to one, Pag. 164—2Ir. C. says
Christ was born {o perform ‘the mercy promised By
“TIE FATHER, and to remember Iis holy covenant.’
Luke 1 72, ‘To perform the mercy promised To OUR
¢rarHERS and fo remember his holy covcnant.’
If Mr. C. had done this passage justice, even in
quotation, it would have told the reader a fact,
that the covenant of grace had an entailment—
that promises iwere made by God to children
through their parents; a truth which every Bap-
tist feels unwilling to grant.

In Page. 196, he makes the following state-
ment ‘1 would observe, that at the close of the
¢ debate at Mountpleasant, some of the Pedo-Bap-
“tists (as 1 afterwards understood from some of
¢ the most creditable witnesses) proposed violently
‘forcing us to quit the ground by argumentum Ba-
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¢ culinum.” The truth of this matteris known to
Mr. C. He should not have made this statement.
I'will now narrate the substance of the whole mat-
ter. Mr. Thos. Campbell, Father of Mr. A. C.
when the work was over, rose and addressed tle
audience; as he had no legal concern in the mat-
ter, and was guilty of improperly aiding his son,
in the dispute, and for many years had been ex-
tremely unpopular—-a few of Mr. C’s own country
men cryed out—‘DowN THE OLD APOSTATE,” ‘Dowx
THE OLD APOSTATE.” When the old gentleman began
to speak, Mr. W. mentioned to Mr. C. to request
his father to desist; lest the resentment of the pub-
lic would be expressed too far—Mr. T. C. had
no inore right to speak than any other man
in that assembly. He declared in that
speech, that he had “retired behind the curtain”
and it was generally believed that he would do the
most good by staying there.

But as it respects Mr. A. Campbell, a leading
pedo-baptist had spoken to a respectable iukeeper
in the town of Mountpleasant; to treat him well
and keep himn free of expense; all of which was
done, Mr. W, feels persuaded that there were no
affronts offered to Mr. A. Campbell during that de-
bate,that he received honoruble treatment,through-
out that occasion, by all classesof the audience.
These complaints, however, serve to character-
rise Mr. C.—and show what those are to expect
who treat him well.

The observations of Mr. C. upon the Rav. Find-
ly are both unjust and ungenerous  Althongh
Mr. W.is in a great measure unacquainted with
Mr. Findly, yet his conduct as a judge in that de:
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bate was upright.* Mr. Findly objected to the

reading of Robison’s observations upon the char-

acter of Cyprian, noticed by Mr. C. in page 118

-—because at that time, it was an unnecessary ruin

of the character of a good man., Had any author

of good standing been brought forward to impeach

the character of Cyprianyas it respected truth

and veracity; it would- have been relevant; and

Mr. Findly would not have objected —Because the

only use BMr. W. had made of the works of Cypri-
an, was to cnquire atter the truth of a single fact,-
whether infants were baptised or not, in that age.
But to expose what Mr. Robison supposed were
his errors, did not effect his veracity as an histo-

rian,

The address of Mr. Findly as one of the judges
was only a discharge of the duty of his station,
during the debate.” The judge of Mr. C. had the
same opportunity, if he thought his cause would
not justify him in using his privilege. Mr. F. was
not to blame: and because he_told his sentiments
without disguise, Mr. C. should not have been of-
fended. For the satisfaction of the reader [ <hall
now publish thesubstance of the speech of Mr.
Findly as handed me by one who noted the sub-
stance of whathe spoke.

“Mr. Findly remarked as follows.”  ¢‘To my
¢satisfaction, my brethren, Mr. Walker has

* Mr. Findly was chosen by Mr. W, as nis Judge,
not from any previous acquaintance, but for two
reasons. lst. Because he was nota minister of the
same communion and therefore impartial,and 2nd.
Because he had publicly defended the moral as-
sociation of West Middleton against the attacksof
Mr. Campbell.
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¢ proven that the church received its “first public
¢ organization in Abraham, by that coverantcalled
¢ the covenant of circummeision—and that in:this
¢ covenant was revealed the covenant of grace,
¢ which presented to men the everlasting gospel,
¢ and organized them into a vicible body called
¢.the church; and it has been proven to my satisfac-
¢tion, that circumeision was, at that time, the only
¢ vigible sign of that orzanized body, the church;
¢and solong as the body will remain visible, it will
¢ have visible signsnecessarily connected with the
¢ administration of the covenant of grace.”

‘It is certainly admitted that the church thus
¢ defined, exists in the present day. The chang-.
¢ ing of the outward sign, no more destroys the:
¢ church, than the changing of a man’s name,
¢ changes his being. In this visible organization of
¢ the covenant of grace, chiildren were introduced-
¢ by positive Divine authority. It is admitted that
¢ the sign is changed, but the members are not ex-
¢ pelled.’ 7

¢ There is still a sign; this is baptism; children
¢ were formerly acknowledged members of the vis-
*ible church,as divinely constituted.. When?
¢ where? or by whom is this abrogated?”

“It is acknowledged that members .of the
¢ church are entitled to baptism; but the member-
¢ ship of children is proved; suffer little children to
¢ come untome, for-of such is the Kingdom of Heaven.
¢ God has, in every age of the- church,. acknow-
¢ ledged the children of his people as near to him.
¢ So the apostle argues Rom. 1l. and Ist. Cor. 7.
¢ And the continued history of the church confirms
¢ and illustrates the scriptures on. this point.”

¢ Brethren; it is now evident, on the side of the
¥ opposition, that th%ir2 prineiples not only tend to

¢
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¢ the denial, but in fact dodeny the being, ofa
¢ church before the coming of Christ—and since
¢ that time, their principles do actually un’church
¢ the whole christian world, with the excepiion
¢ of thatsmall section of the church called Baptists.?
¢ Permit me also to observe that on the side of

¢ the opposition, the question in debate was seldom
¢ touched;the speaker wandered from the point,
¢ flew from the subject, and with gigentic strides,
¢ entered into an uncultivated field of itticisms;
¢ and thereby attempted to direct the attention of
¢ the audience from the subject in dispute, or di-
¢vert by touches of oratory, or rather gilded, &
*painted buffoonery, and satyrizim, oot only his
e opponent and the cause which he ably and judi-

‘ ciously defended; but also those precious men of
* God who, being dead yet speak. He has also

~awfully abused the sacred oracles of the living
* God, by profanely jesting, and by turning, or en-
* deavoring to turn the s%cred text from its real
¢ import. ‘This, my brethren, is my judgment of
¢ the debate. The other judge 1s at equal liberty
¢ with me to speak his mind.”*

Mr. C. states that he received a letter from Mt.
Pleasant, dated June 16; 1820. Signed Philo Jus-
titie—which le ter he vlves to the publlc at length,
page 4,5. Not one word of this lefter is true. All
those who attended the public ministrations of Mr.
W. can attest its falsity. Neither the public
Yanter of Mr. C. or.the dread of his mightiness on the
mind of Mr. W. made any change in the public
discourses either previous to, or since the debate.

From an intimate acquaintance with the leading

* Mr. Martin, the other judge, did not think pre-.
per to give his sentiments.
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characters of that place, Mr. W. knows of none
who have any acquaintance with the Latin or
Greek languages, except one, who, whoever, is a
gentleman; and of course was not the author of
that letter, and if any other citizen unacquainted
with these languages, used the signature of Philo
Justilieey he was not in possession of common sense;
and therefore was not entitled to credit. But. the
probability is, few saw this letter except Mr. C.
who was well accustomed to a signature * of like
import—aud as unfairly applied. Why did Mr.,
C. give for a truth, the malicious surmise of an
individual? Is the object of Mr. C. the investiga-
tion of truth?

We have an instance of, Mr. C’s ingenuity, great-
ness of soul, and unexpected candor; which more
than compensates for all his misrepresentations.
As an opponent at last he appears, generous. He
writes a letter to Mr. W, gives him an opportunity
of correcting his book now finishing in the office
at Steubenville,and with a generostiy unequaled,
at his own expense, and to the great injury of his
purse, dedicates twenly four pages of that work to
the only use of Mr. W.1n order that Mr. W. might
correct mistakes if any should unfortunately be
made. He had three full weeks given him for this
purpose— The reader will please to read Mr. Mil-
ler’s certificate.

Steubenville, May 3rd. 1823.

T do hereby inform all who may feel themselves
interested in the information, that to my know-
ledge Mr. Walker, did not receive the l'etter ade
“dressed to my care for him by Mr. Campbell, until
the time speocified in the letter had elapsed, say a
week or two at least. JAMES P. MILLER:

* Candidus.
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The probabilitvis, that Mr. C. 1id not cuffer the
letter to depart from hinself until tie threc weeks
were nearly closed - lest, unhappily, Mr. W,
might attend to his request. Mr. C. krew that Mr,
W.lived in a post-town; as a few weeks before th.e
debate he had directed a letter to him. At ary
rate, Mr. W, was rot a private character; and it
must have heen a fact, that Mr. C. knew that f he

~would directly send a letter to Mr. W. he would
be as likely to receive it as any other person.

Why did not Mr. C. know that Mr. W. had re-
ceived that letter before he printed it?  As an evi-
dence of his honesty, had he taken thke trouble cf
asking Mr. Miller, be would have found tl e truth.
No—DMr. C. must appear honest, let the truth be
asit will. But had Mr. W. received the letter,
what could ke have done? either put cne black
stroke upon the whole, or have written remarks
and left them in the power of Mr. C. to be manag-
ed as his speeches were—so that when Mr. C. was
done with the remarks they would not have been
Mr, W’s but Mr. C'sremarks.
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It is not our intention, in the prosecution of
the subject hefore us, to follow the devious track
marked out by Mr. C. This would leave the sub-
ject in that form, in which none could be edified.
But in the establishment of our assertions, we
shall attend to all the observations of Mr. C. wor-
thy of notice. Our first assertion is:

That God did immediately, after the fall of
man, establish a church upon earth, which, has
continued ever since—and will remain an ever-
lasting kingdom.

That there is a difference between the church
visible and invisible will appear by observing,
1st. That she has a visibie exictence, under vis-
ible laws, rules and regulations. There may be
membership in this visihle bedy, without any
union in reality to Chmsi: although such profes-
sion will nei her be profitable’ 10" the personin
in time, or eternity. Tnis appears from Math. 15,
13. <“Every plant which my heavenly fatler hath
not planted shall be rooted up.” Tlese are
plants inserted by men in God’s vineyard—such
were Simon _Magus, Demas &c. If they had not
been planted they could not have been rooted up.

I would therefore defire the church visible to
be, a nun.ber of the family of Adam, seperuted
frem the world by profession, and nmied together
as a body, in professed relation to C. rist their ac-
krowledged BEAD. promising obedierce to Lis
laws, and declaring that they will recéive eternal
salvation from him. d

Bui by the church invisible, we nean such
members of this visible body as are urniled to
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Christ Jesus,* living amongst the members of the
visible church, and with them professing. This
body I defire to be a number of sinners called out
of the world by the special grace of God, to eter-
nal communion and fellowship with him—and this
effected by the agency of the holy spirit, sent by
Jesus Christ the Lord.

The scripture represents the church, of Christ,
as composed of the different classes 1 have speci-
fied. Math. 18. 27. “Sir, didst thou not sow
good seed in thy field? from whence then has it
tares?”’ The distinction is also warrautable from
1st. John2.19. ‘They went out from us, but
they were not of us.” From which itis evident
that they stond in some relation—it was not carnal,
for no such relation exists in the church; it must
then have been in some seuse, spiritual. But
they were not in fact spiritually united; because
¢they were not of us.” Itis evident that all the
union such professors had to the church, was
a professed visible relation.—~They had nothing

*Why some distinguish the old and New Tes-
tament church, by calling:the latter ‘the Gospel
church 1 cannot well understand. The dispensa-
tion of grace under the old testamest, was the
gospel, althcugh it was in the form of law. They
were therefore as truly members of a gospel
church, as we are. To describe the New-testament
church by the appellation of gospel church, seeme
rather to deny that the former dispensation was
the gospel.
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more, they were not united to Christ. “They
went out from us.’*

Several things were necessary to constitute a
church of Christ.

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

2nd. That the body, thus called, be considered
as purchased by Christ; seeing they, with the rest
of the world, were enslaved by sin, they must be
a body redcemed—they must possess a plea of
Justification, such as the Judge will admit. This
is the righteousness of Christ. Hence the song
of the true members of this body—Rev. 5. 9.
Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by
thy blood, out of every kindreil, and tongue, and
people, and nation.’

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

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

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

Ist. They were distinguished from the world
by God himself—Amos 3. 4. ‘You only have I
known of all the families of the earth.” Here was
a relation acknowledged to the Jews, distinct
from all others. Considered abstractly as a na-

*It would not have been necessary to be so ex-
plicit in the above distinction had it not been ma-
terially denied by Mr. C.
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tion, the relation of all nations, to God is the same.
It is true, that under a theocratical government,
they possessed more privilezes than otlier na-
tions; but the difference of privilege will not va-
ry the nature of relation—Considered as a nation,
they were governed by a positive law from Hea-
ven, speclally aund particularly revealed,~—called
the Judicial law—but, to a certain degree, he
kmows all other nations in the same sense. The
law of nature is also the divine privilege of na-
tions, although Heathen—and, to all the extent
that this law goes, has all the natural authority of
any law. Dut the passage cited, expressesa dis-
tinct relation, which can only be understood of
the church.

2nd. They were a people purchased. Jacoh
acknowledged this, Gen. 48. 16. He speaks in
the true language of a member of the old-testa-
ment church. ¢The angel who redecmed me from
all evil.” The redemption of the church was ac-
kknowledged from the beginning. Isaiah 63. 9.¢ In
all their affliction he was afilicted, and the an-
gel of his presence saved them; in his love and in
his pity he redeemed them, and he bare them and car-
ried them all the days of old.” But if any should
. suppose that this was a prophetic description of
the New-testament church, let them attend to the
words cited—that which he will do, e has done
in ‘the days of old.’

Srd. That they were organized his people, is:
evident from their being frequently called in scrip-
ture, by God himself, ‘my people.” ‘The congre-
gation of the Lord.’ &c¢, Nay, their unity asa
body is directly expressed, Song 6. 9. ‘My dove,
my undefiled, is but one.’

4th, That he stood-related to them, by a mar-
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riage covenant, is expressly declared, Isaiah 54.
5. *for thy maker is thine husband; the Lord of
Hosts is his name.” Jer. 3. 14. ‘Turn, O back-
sliding children,’saith the Lord: for Tam married
unio you.’

But against this doctrine Mr. ‘C. zealously con-
tends. He is probably the first Baptist writer,
that so fully asserts his opinion tn opposition fo it.

Mr. C. not terrified at any assertion, throws off
all disguise, and lets himself appear. Ilowever
evident the truth of the New and Old testament
church being one, is; yet the confirmation of a fa-
vorite point demands ifts sacrifice—it must be of-
fered, an chjectis to be gained. Mr. C, must be
well aware that it never entered the minds of the
original Baptists to pass this sweeping revolution, by
cutting off all the Old-testament saints, by one
blow from church membership.

P. 26. *This remnant according to the election
¢ of grace’ did not continue in the same visible state in
¢ which they formerly existed. This remnant was
“the root or begmning of the new testament
¢ church. This remnant had no priest, no pro-
¢plet, ro king, no temple, no sacrifice, but the
crucified Jesus’ &c. It is therefore evident that
a difference of privileges must make a difference
in the identity of a body. A man cannot be the
same now he was ten years ago; for this unan-
swerable reason; he was then poor and he is now
rich. So the church has had her times of pover-
ty and persecution; her wealth and prosperity:
she cannot therefore be the same now, she was in
former times.

There was a time when she needed her temple,
altars, priests &c.—but the arrivalofher Lord has
made her independent olf)lhese. Is she therefore
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not the same body? But will Mr. C. argue, that
the difference of circumstances will destroy the
identity of the church? He will then destroy e-
ven identity itself—scarcely any individual body
is one heurin the same precise state.

But the church has now her crucified Jesus—
So had Abraham the father of the faithful “he saw
his day afar off & was glad.” Christ was seen by all
in the same way—viz. by faith. But when Christ
didappearin the flesh it was to ‘confirm the promi-
ses made unto the fathers:” that is, to the old-tes-
tament church, Romn. 15, 8. These promises were
the ground of their faith. He was their hope,
their righteousness. Jer. 23, 6.

Christ was the person revealed in the first pro-
mise made to man. He is as truly the substance
of the Old as of the New testament. “All things
must be fulfiled, which were written in the law of
Moses, and in the prophets, andin the Psalms, con-
cerning me.” Luke 24. 44. The difference be-
tween the faith of Old and New testament saints,
could never affect the justification of either; both
possessed the same legal plea, and the same way
of claiming it—and each had the same free grant
of eternal life in the everlasting gospel. Christ
came to increase both the privileges and numbers
of the New testament church; but not to destroy
the former and create the latter.

But his last reason, is fatal; it decides the point;
none must controvert it. Page 26. ‘To this soci-
ety of Jews, this remnant, according to the elec-
tion of grace, the Lord added thesaved daily”
“This was called the first chmstian church Acts 2.
47. But the honest reader will turn to the secrip-
ture passage quoted by Mr. C. and he will find the
argument has this disadvantage, that its proof is
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not in the Bible; and its highest authority 13 Mr. C’s
brain. Read the passage—“and the Lord added
to the church daily, such as should be saved.”
But where have we any account that this “was
called the first christian church?? a writer' that
can make scripture is never at a loss for proof.
But Mr. C. unhappily connects a declaration of
the apostle Paul,in his epistle to the Romans, with
this expression of Luke, in the book of Ac!s, becau:e
Paul, when he speaks of this remnant aecording to
the election of grace, includes all the Jews
‘saved daily’ Act. 2. 47—of course, (common sense
says) there could be no addition to the remnant.

This argument is therefore defective in two re-
speets—1st. a part of it is self created—because
they are not called the first christian church—
2ndly. Because those converted by the ministry
of Peter were not added to the remnant saved ac-
eording tothe election of graee, being a part of
their number—Let us inquire for the simple faet!
It is: those converted by the ministry of the apos-
tles, were added to the church, which anounces
to us this truth, that before this time the church
of Clrist existed; these converts were not the “first
christian church’—but an addition to the church.
I balieve that Abel, Enoch, Paul and Peter, were
equally members of the ‘first christian clurch:;’ a-
ginst which assertion, we have not a single hiut
given in all Divine revelation.

‘Query—was it the Jewish nation, or ‘the first
¢ church of Christ converted in Jerusalem, to
¢ whieh the Lord added such as should be saved?
Page 42. Mr. C. grants, very properly, that it could
not be the nation; and must therefore be the first
Christian chureh. This was in the -first place,
useless; because that every one who ecan read the
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seriptures, knows, that the first New testament
believers were Jews, of course could not be ad-
ded to the nation. That they were added to the
first Christian church, is true, if by the first Chuis-
tian church is meant that precise church. to which,
Abraham, Moses and Paul belonged—and that
there is another first or second church, is the
thing to be proved. ;
The Jews, like other nations where the gos-
pel is, had a twofold relation to God; as a nation
and as a church—but these relations were as dis-
tinct in their nature, then, as they are now. As
a nation, they had privileges, which nations under
thie New.testament have not. God was their only
lawgiver, and governed them by positive laws, re-
vealed for that special purpose—-and chose their
kings by particular appointment: hence their gov-
ernment was theocratical. They were also privi-
leged with Leing a nation, professing the true re-
ligion; which profession they were bound to make,
by positive law. They were a nation of professors,
But distinct from this, they were the chureh of
Christ. And although these relations were distinct,
they met in the same person. A simple statement
of the truth will enable Mr. C. to understand it, at
least almost any other person may. As the mem-
bers of a nation, even baptists will elect officers,
take civil offices, collect debts, make contracte,
&ec. The same persons as members of the ehureh, |
will go to sermon, take the sacrament, engage in
religious duty, &c. To understand this, you will
comprehend our assertion, that the Jews were both
a nation and a church. A nation receives ad-
dition, by births, longevity &c. A chureh re-
ceives addition by conversions, accessions &c.
‘Seth, Abraham, and Timothy, were members of
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the same church, although of distinct nations. In
Christ Jesus there is neither Jew nor Greek. The:
privileges of the Old testament saints, prove their
character as a church. They all professed to re-
ceive eternal life, by sacrifice. This they declar-
ed by the continual sacrifices they otfered: which
could not have any meaning, but a typical repre-
sentation of the blood of Jesus. The particular
efficacy which that sacrifice now has, was taught
them both by the flesh they'eat, & the blood that was
sprinkled upon them. Compare Exod. 24, with
Heb. 3. From which itis evident that bloed le-
gally offered in any age of the world was typically
the redemption of the person offering.

This blood was either typically orreally offered
—the church before the eoming of Christ, did
the former, and Christ himself the latter. The
Jews acknowledged by this, that in all ages of
the world saints met in Christ Jesus, and had
communion in his blood. This doctrine is mate-
rially conceded by Mr. C. He grants that David,
Samuel, Isaac &c. were saints. Page 44. But when
a number of these sainis, under the Old testament
collected for religious purposes, had dedicated
themselvesto God, and pledged themselves indi-
vidually and as a body united, to walk ‘in.the law
of the Lord, and keep his commandments,” why
will Mr. C. refuse to have them called by the
name eklesia?’—a church called out of the world.
But in every age of the world, such a colleetion
was found united to God and to one another—
therefore in every age of the world there has been
a chruch.

It is conceded that this body, under the present
dispensation, possesses more privileges than in
former periods; yet the Ii)denity of the body,is the

2
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‘same. A saiet may” have.more enjoyment o day
than he had yesterday, but he remains the same
person. If the doctriue of Mr. C. be true, the
church, in the time of the heathen, persecutions,
was a distinct body from that church in the reign
of Constantine; nay we have had, upon the
seme principle, more than a thousand distinet
clisrehes sivce the commencement of the New-
testament dispensation.  Sug has had at least so
many changes in ler Instory.

M:. C. objects'to an argument Mr. W. had
given on Rom. 11.17.18, ‘And if some of the
branches be broken off, and thou, being a wild
olive tree, wert grafied in among them, and with
them pagtakest of the root and fatness of the Olive-
iree, boast not against the branches.” He declares
the comment of Mr. W. to be contrary to the scope
of the passage, and the intention of the writer—
¢ which wis to show that God had not east away,
¢and finally rejected his Jewish people* although
*a great majority of them was cast away.” P, 26.

I reply, that when any writer, intends to esta-
bhsh a leading principle, he mostly travels to that
end by aseries of arguments. But it does no in-
justice to the writer, to reason, either from the po-
sition hie intended to prove.or any intermediate ar-
gument; because, no honest writer will prove a

*Rejection ‘of his Jewish people’ could mean
no more with Mr. C. than the rejection of Tyre—
Babylon, Greece, &c. Because ‘his Jewish peo-
ple’ had only the same kind of relation.—There
are only the two relations; chureh and national.
Mr. C. says they had not the first—all then that is
left for them is the second, Reader, judge for
yourself, . :
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position, from false principles: thisis true of all
sound books, ard is beyound all dispute, when we
speak of divine revelation. Suppo:e the Apostle
had this general'objrct in view, which Mr. C, says
—there is ro injustice done. This is ore of Mr.
C’s logical prcofs—Le hastens the reader Leyond
the aposiles arguments, to .something—he calls
the *Apostles intention’—lest his reader might
pause, and view the process of divine argument,
by which the apostle came to his conclusion.

The whole scheme of Mr. C. on tlie passage is
false reasoning. Iobserve that next to divine sov-
renity, the humility of the New testament
chureh, is the ‘Apostles intention.” Read his con-
clusion, v. 20. “Weli: because of uubelief they
were broken off. ard thou standest by faith, Be
rot high minded, but fear” The Apostle thus
reasoned. The Old testament chureh was unit-
ed to Christ the Head, andhad received all the
ordinances of the gospel—yet- by its apostacy
had lost its standing—its rotten branches
were cut off by Christ; some few branches re-
mained, among which were grafted in members
of other nations—graficd into the same stock,
partaking of the same nourishment. You must
take cure'lest, by apostacy, you in turn, be cut
off. .

This tree had taken root in the covenant of
grace; it was planted nigh a 1iver; it was watered
every moment. The neap of the church had of-
ten cut off its fruitless brarehes—Ilis cervants
had dug about it. Notwithstanding of all that had
been done, about the time that Christ paid her a
personal visit,this tree bore little else than leaves;
its fruitful braneclies were few; now, aceording
to the decree of reprobation, Christ broke off alk
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the fruitlessbranches, and_in their room graft-
ed in Iieathens: not into another stock, (as Mr.
C. would bhave you believe,) but amongst the
branches that were left standing. The few saints
that Christ found on earth when he came, were
living branches—they were ready to receive
him—the faith of their fathers looked forward to
the happy period—‘Abraham saw his day afar off
and was glad’ ‘Moses, Samuel, David, &c.
Were branches of this tree, as were all the saints
before and since the coming of Christ. The only
difference, stated by the Apostle is, that the saints
under the Old testament were the natural branch-
es, while sinners called from other nations, were.
inserted into the same tree by grafting.

Mr. C. afraid of those inferences which com-
mon sense would draw, endeavours to patch his
defective system “The good olive tree, was the
¢Jewish nation; the natural branches denote the
¢ Jews; and graftmg expresses union by faith to
¢ Jesus Christ, the life giving roct’—Well aware
that some might object to this novel theory, he
‘anticipates this. ‘Some may object to my applying
¢ the same metaphor, a good Olive tree; both to
‘the Jewish state and chrstian church.” P.29.
I acknowlege myself one of the objectors; and I
think for a very good reason,—Because, the theo-
ry destroys the metaphor. While the apostle
uses the figure ‘good Olive tree,’ and applies the
same to the church I cannot tell by what autho- °
rity Mr. C. changes its very nature and applies it
to ‘the nation of the Jews. The ‘olive tree’ must
therefore, mean two things, in their nature en-
tirely distinct. I shall now for a moment reason
on Mr. C’s plan. The good olive treein the 11th.
of Rom. means the Jewish nation; this nation be-

4
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came apostate, profane &c. In process of time,
God cut off the Jewish branches, and instead there-
of inserted, by grafting, the heathen converts—
and, as the stock was national, and all its living
eirculation national, the branches inserted into
this stock, of course, were made members of
the Jewish nation—and therefore all christians
are Jews, bound by all the Judicial laws. A man
who gathers a burden of sticks on the sabbath day,
must ‘be stoned to death.” Christianity has been
a great increase to the Jewish nation. But to
rid himself of this very natural conclusion, speak-
ing of his own comments, he says—‘This only
‘shows, that either inadifferent sense, or in a
*higher sense, the same words may be used. For
‘instance, a man’s children, his lands and his live
¢ etock, are called his property; now it is obvious
‘that they are not all his property in the same
sense.” Let this be granted; yet Mr. C. is not
delivered from the dilemma. Because every
man’s children are his own in the same
sense—his lands, his live stock in the same sense.
If a man having children, lands, livestock, &c.
would in consequence of the death of a child,
adopt the child of a stranger, he would not in-
graft it among his live stock, as Mr. C. supposes,
but among his children, the ehild would not be
any addition to his live stock, or his lands, but to
his children. The Apostle speaks of but one
olive tree, and ot the branches of the same tree:
but the ingrafted branchesreceived the same sap
and nourishment which those branches, belong-
ing to the tree, received when they stood. The
escape which Mr. C! tries to make, will not do
with readers who possess common sense—no per-
son will believe Mr. C. that we are engrafted into
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the Jewish nation——or, in other words, that we
arc now Jews. _

In aword, Mr. C.all you have established by
every turn you take, is, that the church un-
derwent all the change by the introduction of the
New testament dlspencatlon, that 2 tree would
undergo, that lost some of its branches by the
knife of the gardener, and had others ingrafted in
their room. Yet ask a child and he will tell you,
the tree is the same.

Mr. C. makes an attempt to state the relation,
between Christ and the Jews. ‘Jesus Christ was
their relative according to the flesh.” ‘He came
‘unto his own (by nation) and his own received
*him not.” That Christ was their relation accord-
ing to the flesh, is not denied—but the question
is, “had he any other than a natural, or national re-
lation? However,in the same place Mr. C. grants
‘he was federally, or by covenant their King.’ P.
30. These expressions are not so improper, did -
Mr. C. pot undeceive the reader by letting him
know, that by Christ being ‘federally and by cove-
nant their kmtz, he means so, in a ‘natural or na-
tional sense>—or in plain terms he was their ci-
vil king; for, if l:e was their king only in a natural
or national sense, then this proposition must be
true, that Christ Jesus was the civil king of the
Jews—He was their temporal king. The Jewa
have not been so much deceiveu 1n their expec-
tations, as  people have generally imagined—
they expocled a temporal king—>Mr. C. sayi.lhls
wis his character. An individual Jew who held
the same opinion of Christ_with Mr. C. asked nis
to obtain the division of an inheritance he found,
however, he was mistaken; Christ’s reply was,
“man who made me a judge? Luke 12. 14.
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We say that Christ was the alene king of the
church—¢‘He was set my king upon the holy hill
of Zion’ Psalm 2. 6. In every age of the world
he held this office without wvariation. ‘Jesus
Christ, the same yesterday and to day and forever’
Heb. 13. 8. Moses was king in Jeshurun—yet
he was but a servant under Christ. Heb. 3. 5.
‘and Moses verily was faithful in all his house as
a servant,’ v. 6. But Christ as a son over his own
house.” Mr. C. will reply that it was a national
house over which Moses was a servant, and a New
testament house over which Christ was a son.
This cavil may be ended bya few observa-
tions.

Ist. The place on which Paul founds, his as-
sertion respecting Christ, 15 evidently, Psal. 2, 6,
7, which can only respect Clirist’s eternal appoint-
ment, as well as his eternal sonship. The church
under the Old testament, is frequently named
from the hill on which the house of God stood,
Zion. But Christ at the time David penned that
Psalm, was a son over that house. The apostle tells
us that all New testament saints belonged to the
same house over which Christ was a son—read
the verse. ‘But Christ as a son over his own house,
whose house are we, if we hold fast the Confi-
dence: and the rejoicing of the hope, firm unto the
ead.’

2ndly. The position proposed to be proved by
the apostle was, that Christ was superior to Moses.
But 1f he spoke of two separate kingdems, and con-
trasted their officers, it was impossible to prove
the thing intended; and if he had gained the point,
it would prove this, that as Christ was the king
of the church, he was greater than Moses or any
other general that leads armies. 'Thé powers of
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the church and cfthestate are so very diferent,
that no suchecsntrast could be made.

3rdls. In whese house was Moses 2 servant?
It was not his own property, he was only a ‘ser-
vant’—The house must even by Mr. C’s ackrow-
ledgmert, have been Crrist’s—I conclude there-
fere. that the housze over which Moses was 2 ser-
vant.was the same cver which Christ wwas 2 zon.
But Paul states th.at thiz house is the one to which
believers, under the New testamerni,; belonged
Heb. 3. 6.

Tae autherity kieg David cr ey other Jewish
king exercised in the church. was distiret in its
nature and excrcise frem that authority they es-
ercised in the Jewish staie—thi: power in the
church was Leld from Christ as ¢:et ki
tbe holy hill of Zion’—In this sense Chrizt iz zaid
to be the Root and offspring of David. Mr. C's
theory, will in some manner, account fer Lis being
the oifspring of David—bnt in no senze accounts
for his being the Rost <f Darid.

Mr. C. will however, erd the matter by one fiz.

ishing siroke— Thou stadest by faith. is the soie
¢ cause of union to the geod ohve, ard the oal
¢ means of participaticn in its rocts eond fat-

‘ ness, assigned by the apostle: and at “one stroke
* cuts off the whole sysiem which my opporert in-
¢ deavoss to prove from this chapter™ page 30, 31.
—1I reply that ‘thou standest by faith'—was as
really the mode of the stending of old, as New tes-
tament saints. We are certain this was the mind
of the apostle Paul in Heb. 11--:ivhere he men-

* To Mr C’s plan of using this arzument against
infant Baptism, or the church membership of in-
far.ts, I shall afterwards attend.
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tions a considerable number of the Old testament
branches, remarkable for this very faith of which
Mr. C. speaks.

The passage quoted by Mr €. proves the same
doctrine; Rom. 11. 20. ‘Well; because of unbelief
they were broken off, and thou standest by faith,
be not high minded but fear’—Any just interpre-
ter would give this paraphrase, unless it would
be the death of some favorite system: Gentile con-
verts, be humble, you only stand by faith as mem-
bers of the church—the Jews once stocd as you
now do, but refusing credit to the everlasting
gospel, were broken off. But I would ask Mr. C.
if unbeliefbe not the contrary of faith; if faith be
the uniting principle, then unbelief must be that
which disunites. The church now stands united
to Christ by faith—query, cannot many of her
professed membérs be broken off by unbelief?
what was the end of the seven churches of Asia?
they, like us, once stood by faith—do they now
so stand? no; these branches are now broken off,
because of unbelief. Indeed, commoa sense will
say, that the branches which are grafted in instead
of those broken off, stand in the same sense united
to the tree, those did which were broken off—in
their turn may be broken off in the same manner.

But the same doctrine is established by the a-
postle in the same chapter. The return of the
Jews, in the glory of the latter day, shall be their
return to the same relation they formerly occupi-
ed, before they were broken off. They were cast
away—From what?—Their national standing,
says Mr. C. No—for this was in reality no loss—
they might have had more civil liberty and inde-
pendence as Roman citizens,than they had enjoy-
ed for many centuries. This could be no great

E
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evil. But the truth is, they were cast away from
their relation to the church. v.19. ‘For if the
casting away of them be the reconciling ot the
world, what shall the reconciling ot them be,
but life from the dead?” 'Their casting away, im-
plies their loss of their church state, and all their
conscquent privileges: but the receiving of them,
their happy return to the same relation they for-
merly had, and to much greater privileges than
they cver enjoyed; therefore called ‘their fulness’
el .

The reader will do well to attend to the last
clause of v. 15—life from the dead’—In the same
moral sense in which people die, they shall arise.
Mr. C’s theory is, they died as a nation; they will
arise a church: or systematically—they died as
a nation, they will arise as a nation. Theywere
cast away as a nation=their reconciling will be
the life of a nation from the dead—that is, we
will have anew nation, recorded on our maps, that
have been blotted out for more than eighteen
hundred years. Ministers or members of the
church, is this your meaning when you pray for
the return of the Jews!!!

But the word ‘reconciling’ used in the passage
quoted, also proves the same position. When a
friend is offended with us, means are used to re-
concile him; when he is reconciled, he is only
brought back to his former standing. The Jews
were once, the friends of God—they wereoffended -
at Christ—he is called ‘a stone of stumbling and
a rock of offence’>—*‘the reconeiling of them’ will
be their restoration to their former state of friend-
ship.

ISIr. C. calls our serious attention to three deci-
sive considerations, on this subject, page 27. ¢I
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¢ do seriously entreat all Pedo Baptists to consider
¢ these threc facts. They are plain and decisive.
¢ The whole New testament is predicated upon
“them. Tkhe first of them viz. That the Jews
¢ were cast away and rejected, as being the peo-
¢ ple of Ged* on those peculiar accounts which
¢ designated them ¢his people,” made way for re-
‘conciling the world, become ‘the richez of
¢ the Gentiles,” and introduced a new era in the
¢ world; the constitution of a new state of things.’
We shall reply to the separate itemns of this ‘se-
rious fact.” That they were cast away and reject-
ed as a nation, is true. That this 1s a fact as
they were the people of God, is also true.
Bat it is equally true that they shall again be col-
lected together as his peeple—This is the doctrine
of the chapter from which we reason. 2ndly, made
¢ way for the reconciling of the world” This is
true. They, asa church, were in covenant with
Christ; but this in a great measure, was confined
to their nation. In the Providence of God, their
nation mustlose its character, & its inembers their
church standing,to make room for the Gentile
werld. Srdly. *To iastroduce a new era in the world’
~I'suppose Mr. C. means the commencement of the
christian era, 1823 years ago—no christian will

* Wiaat does Mr. C. mean by calling them -the
people of God?” He will do well in his next book,
to distinguish between ‘the people of God’ and the
ciiurch— either they must have been his people,
as other natious were, or lns people as separated
from others—i. e. cklesie, called out from other na-
tions. He will theun satisfy Mr. Ralston §c. Mr,
W. on his assertion that the church of God and ot
Christ is not the same, '
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object. 4thly. ‘The constitution of a2 new state of
things’—It by this, he means the change of the ou-
ward dispensation of grace, an increase of privile-
ges he will still do
His first fact has done nothing for his theory—
the change has not affected the identity of the body.,
or contradicted any position we have been eslab-
l.:h.ng
Let vs hear his 2ad. decisive fact, pege 27, 23.
* That the remnant, accoréing to the election of
¢ grace,’ continiued notin the former state of the Jew-
ish r.ation; but become the people of Gud in a
spiritual and everlasting relation, is essextially
distinct from their former state; is the accom-
plishment of many promises and prophecies in
the Old testament,and fitly characterizes the
christian church, *the kingdom of Heaven,’ in
comparison of the ‘worldly sanctuary;’ the :Car-
nal commandments’ and the ‘beggarly elements of
the Jewish state.’ Let us examine this ‘fact’ in
its full force. 1st. ‘That the remnant, according
to ‘the election of grace,” &c. Those who did not
believe, continued in the same naiioral standing.
that this remnant did—the civil power of the Jews,
at that time, was verr hmiied: the scepire
had departed from Judah,in a grea t measure,
when Herod became their governor. But ihe rem-
nant, zcecording tothe electien of grace, to more
refused their civil subordination, than the other
Jews did. Paul, one of this remnant. acknow-
ledged their power, long after ke was attached to
the remsant. ‘I wist not brethren, that he was
the High Priest; for it is written, thou shalt not
speak evil of the ruler of thy people.’ acts 23. 5.
Ti.at‘n was nece=<arvin order to become opr of
hisremnent, io throw coff national zllegiance. iz 2

L
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new doctrine. The heathen, I grant, did urze it
—even the Jews pressed this upon Christ, that
he was not the friend of Casar. Mr. C. should-
not have revived their assertions. The apostles
& their successors, have sufficiently answered thesc
objections. To lose ‘national character,’ by re-
ceiving the character of ‘Christian.’ is never ne-
cessary. The friends of Christ may belong to both
kingdoms—and, as far as is consistent with the
moral law, yield obedience to both.

If, by ‘loosing their national character,” Mr. C.
means that they were willing to be incorporated
with other nations; this is true; because, so long as
the administration of the covenant of grace and the
kingdom of Christ was confined to that nation, as
a necessary precaution, to prevent corruption—
such incorporation was forbidden—this is a cir-
cumstantial difference, but nothing more.

The 2nd part of this fact is, that ‘this remnant,
¢ in a spiritual and everlasting relation,” &c. « That
every sinner, in the day of his conversion, whether
Jew or Gentile, forms a new relation, is true. If
this be the meaning of Mr. C. it is conceded. But if
he means that believers under the New testament,
hold any distinct relation to Christ, from that re-
lation which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and all
Old testament saints had, it is denied, for reasons
already given. The remaining part of the fact
only regards the distinction of privileges; and,
therefore, affects not the being of the church. It
was, indeed, the blessing of this remnant and their
successors in the church, to be delivered from the
weak and beggarly elements of the Jewish dispenr-
sation—these were no longer necessary—Christ
their substance was co}rsm;‘i & appeared to ‘put away
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sin by the cacrifice of himcelf.” What is decisive
in this cecond fact for Mr. C.2

‘Tte third and last of these three viz. that
* Jews and Gentiles were, to a man, eoncluded in
“unbelief in relation to christianitv, preseats the
¢whole world on the same footing. It presents
¢ Judaism and Gentilism, as both distine! fromand
‘essentially oppasite to christianity.” P. 28. All
this is materially trne; and what is thereby made
for his system? Christianity. I grant knows no
national distinction—Jew, Gentile, Barbarian,
Scvthian, bond or free, are ahke. It wasnot the
will of the Head of the church formerly, to extend
itto other nations; but from any thing io the pa-
ture of the gospel, it never knew national distinc-
tion: before the time of Abraham, it was not con-
fined to any particular people; and even after that
period, until the coming of Christ, without respect
of pations, some converts were admitted, which
were not only a pledge to the church at that time,
that the gospel would be extended, but also prov-
ed that the nature of the gospel, as then adminis-
tered. admitted of subjects from other nations. 1
grant that Judaism, after the death of Christ, was,
in point of efficacv, no better than Gentilism; but
what was it before that period? this is the ques-
tion in dispute. Will Mr. C. pretend to say that
the religion of the Jews, bejore that period, was no
better .than Gentilism? If he did not intend to
prove this, I cannot understand what he intended
to prove by this last assertion. i

Now 4et all Pedo-Baptists,’ according to Mr.
€’s. request, ‘seriously consider these three facts®
—and, when done, they will believe as before.

But if Mr. W. succeeded in proving thatthe
Jews were, considered as a people, married to the
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Al

Lord, he has made nothing; for this relation was
actually dizsolved by revular divorce—-and w.th
that divorce, fell the Jewish church. Let us
hear Mr. C. "‘As anation, I have already si.ewn
¢the Jt:ws were married to the Lord, ard, as a na-
“tion, he divorced them. He then formed a ve-
¢lation more close, and altogether spiritual, with
¢ a remnant of the Jews ard a remnant of the
¢ Gentiles—which, as christians, e espoused to
¢himself. It is not true, that the bride is the same
‘now that she ever was, any more, than it is not
‘true, that the christian church is similar to the
¢Jews. I must refer him (viz. Mr. W.) to the
¢ consideration of Jer. 3. 8. P. 54.

The marriage of Christ to a nation, is a new
thought—and Mr. C. the inventor. A reader ne-
ver terrified at any expression, however contrary
to scripture, may admit it; I cannot. The term
marriage, when uséd figuratively, is only used to
designate intimate relation. 1 believe that it can-
not be said, in any sound sense,that Clrist is
married to a nation—or 1s ita fact that HE ever
stood more intimately related to one nation than
to another, considered as a nation. It was, in-
deed, the alone privilege of the Jewish nation,
for a long period of time, to have the church with-
in its confines—It is all the privilege of BRITAIN
and AMERICA, to possess the church. Yet a
national character to the Jews, Britains and
Americas wss, and is distinct from their church
relation to Christ, their rixe and nEap. Christ
indeed stood related to many of the Jewish eiti-
zens, not as citizens, bnt as professing believers.
He stood esternally related to the Jewish nation;
not as a nation, but as a nation of professors of
the true religion. We have the positive assertion

o 45065
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[ 4
of Christ in opposition to the scheme of Mr. C.
‘My kingdom is not of this world.” Johun. 18. 36.-
Mr. C. will grant that a nation, considered as
such, is a kingdom of this world. ‘And if Christ
stood related to the Jews as a civil kingdom, consid-
ering them as the spouse ard himeself as the hus-
band, how could sE say, ‘my kingdom is not of
this world.

The very passage to which Mr. C-refers his
opponent, Jer. 5. 8. he should have kept a pro-
found secret, if he intended to establish his point.
The passage contains the death warrant of his
system respecting the church—The truth is, there
is not the least bint in the passage, of Mr. C’s the-
ory, because the prophet mentions the tribes that
were cast away, as distinct from the tribe of Ju-
dah, with whom the church remained, and with
whom it was found when Christ came. Read
Jer. 8. 8. tand I saw, when, for all the causes
whereby backsliding Israel, committed adultery, I
had put ber away, and given her a lll of divorce,
yet her treacherous sister Judah feared not but
went and played the harlot also.” 1t is evident to
any reader, that the divorce respected ‘backslid-
ing Israel and not ‘Judah.” Before the prophet
Jeremiah wrote, the other tribes were entirely se-
perated from the church, never to be reunited,
until the fulness of the Gentile nations would

come. With respect to these, the word divorce
is used, and is a very strong declaration of their
doleful state, as separated and as broken off from*
the church, the good Olive tree, and left to inter-
mingle with the hedthen world, and learn their
ways. Mr. C. makes no mention of this fact in
the text; but actually apylies the term ‘Divorce,’

to the whole church. - But perhaps, he nevar
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read the passage with care himself. The conduct
of Judah was no better than that of her sister, Is-
rael; she took no warning by all the Divine Judg-
ments Israel had received; yet God declares, that
there was no dissolution of the relation, between
him and Judah, (as Mr. C would have it) v. 14.
“Turn, O backsliding children, saith the Lord, for
I am married unto you.” Thus, reader, you have
found the premises of Mr. C’s conclusionin his
book, but not in the BIBLE.

This doctrine is certainly true, that a believer
may commit the most aggravated sins—What act
of propbanity was greater than Peter’s? what
adultery more aggravated than David’s, or what
Idolatry worse than Aaron’s? Yet thescripture
gives us no hint, that therefore, the relation be-
tween them and Christ was dessolved. The con-
duct of Judah, I grant was no better than the con-
duct of Israel; yet he refused to divorce her, but
entreats her kindly to return, for he was married
to her.*

8rd. ‘With a remnant of the Jews and a rem-
“nant of the Gentiles he has formed a more close
and spintual union.” [ beseech Mr. C. to look at
this again. For what union is more cloce than
the union of “marriage? ‘For this cause shall a
man leave his father and niother, and shall be
joined unto his wife, and they two shall be ore
flesh. This isa great mystery but'I <peak con-
cerning Christ and the chureh’ Eph. 5. 31. 82. Of

*Mr. C's reasonitg on this Divorce, savors too
much of a wiltul sophism; he must have read the
passage—it sees impossible he could have mis-
taken its mearang—he should not wilfully inislead
one ignorant reader.
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whom did Paul speak in this place? It could not
be of New testament saints only; because Je-
remiah had said, that the Old testament church
was married to the Lord; and Paul declares noth-
ing more. The marriage between Christ and the
church is so intimate, and of such a nature, that
it does not admit of separation. ‘I will betroth
thee unto me for ever.” Hosea 2. 19—But no says
Mr. C. ‘they may be divorced’—¢finally put away.’

5th, But this union of ti:e New {estament
church to Christ , is not only more close, but is al-
so as distinct from the union of the Old testament
church—a ‘spiritual union.” I would ask, what
was the union, if it was not spiritual? The pro-
mise of Christ, the spiritual seed, was given to
Abraham in uncircumcision, as the apostle
shews; to intimate that he stood the father of the
faithful, whether Jews or Gentiles. Does Mr. C.
desire the reader to believe this propcsition, that
the Divine Being, was united to the Jews by a car-
nal relation? He seems to hold this doctrine, by
denying that the relation was spiritual. This shall
afterwards be discussed.

We shall only obseive on the passage quoted
from Mr. C. that Mr. W. vever did say, oreven
read of any one saying, that ‘the christian church
1s similar to the Jews.) He said the Old and
New testament church were the same. If they be
not, Mr. C. has not given us any reason, sufficient
to make us deny the assertion. He has, indeed,
with eager sevrch, discovered a great change of
circumstances—a great difference in privilege,
between the two dispensations; and these are not
denied. But all his arguments are insufficient to
make us believe they are not the same. No per-
son can believe his system of relation, until he
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proves, that a woman, when married, being found
ignorant, weak, sickly, is not the same person
twenty years afterwards, when her husband has
instructed her, and she is now become strong and
healthy.

Mr. C. has mustered up his strong facts, to
which, even scripture metaphors must bow, P. 28.
stubborn facts—but after investigation, even com-
mon sense refusesto bow. He creates thousands
of new beings, every second; by his system,
every change in circumstances creates new beings
but these new creatures are all the product
of Mr. C’s brain, without any foundation, or even
materials upon which he could go to work—--Yet
he has made one new church, five new covenants,----
one new Olive tree, which he calls national----then
all the new arguments, upon which he builds the
new system. Thus has he outstripped the pro-
phets, the apostle, all Divine revelation with all
his predecessors. :

Before I leave this subject, I would invite the
reader to review Mr. C’s system, in its true dress.
And, in order that any enquirer may judge for
himself, I shall present both sides of the propo-
sitions now discussed.

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

Mr. W. Yes but they had no place of residence:
no house of God; no church: further thah mob-
assemblies, civil meetings.*

g ® Mr. C. seems to grant in his strictures publish-
ed against Mr. Ralston, that there was a church
under the Old testament. But Mr. R.or Mr. W,
knew of but one church, and that the church of
Christ—but Mr. C. never granted that the Jews
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Mr. C. Believers, under the Old testament, held
commuaion with God—but bad no communion
with one another, because they did not exist in a
church state.

Mr. W, The church of Christ received its first
gospel address in the garden,in the cool of the day
—that by this Divine sermon and those which im-
mediately followed, a church was formed—that
Noah, Aaron, and Paul, were preachers of the
same church—existed in a church state—held
communion with Christ—and with the saints of
their age.

Mr. C. People under the Old testament, attend-
ed sermon, as a nation—as citizens they prayed,
they praised—their religion consisted in a collec-
tion of civil rites. The ceremomal law was a civ-
il law, all its purifications were only for the pur-
pose cf cleansing them as citizens—When they
did not properly attend to these civil rites, in ta--
kinga civil ordinance called the Passover, ‘Heze-
kiah prayed for them and they were healed.”

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

Mr. W. the ceremonial law was the gospel of

originally belonged to that church—yet his con-
cession to Mr. R. on that subject, evinces a change
of mind produced either from a conviction, that
he had taken false ground; or, what is more pro-
bable, he became afraid that the reader might mis>
take him for an infidel.
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Christ, given in a legal form, had Christ crucified
for its substance—mankind sinners for the per-
sons to whom it was addressed and eternal
salvation for an important object. That Christ
never had but one spouse This was the. church,
the bride, the Lamb’s wife, ‘my dove, my undefiled
is but one.’ This spouse was composed of Old
and New. testament members—Who in all ages
of the world, associated themselves together in o
body, thus called the church.

Mr. C. That the nation of the Jews was not a
churehI can easily prove—That Christ had no
church at that time is equally evident—but what
they were, I cannot tell, or even yet have tried to
tell. . 4
Mr. W. It is easier to pull down than to build up
—Deists have pulled down the New testament
church, as Mr. C. has done the old; but they or
Mr. C. never attempted to establish any thing up-
on the ruins of the systems they have attempted to
destroy.

Mr. C. may be unwilling to admit the preceed-
ing language as his own—although the language
benot hig, the sentiments are, and must appear so
to every candid reader. Mr. Ralston’s misrepre-
sentations are such as every man would make that
would read it attentively, and such as Mr. C. in-
tended to make; but, when stript ofthe dress,
and unfleeced of their wool, Mr. C, became asha-'
med of his own wolves. S

sor =



%
o

BAPTISM.

IT PROPOSITION.

That God never did enter into any covenant
with fallen man but the covenant of grace, which
is now,.and everwas, the alone security and hope
of the believer.

This covenant is defined to be a contract made
from eternity, between God the father and God
the son; wherein God the son did, as the feederal
head and representative of all whom the Father
gave him, agree to satisfy all the claims of the law,
and thereby fulfil the condition of the covenant of
works, and bring in an everlasting righteousness.

That such a covenant was made, is evident,
Psalm, 89, 8. “Ihave made a covenant with my
chosen.” That it was an everlasting covenant,
is evident from Heb. 13, 20. Now, the God of
peace that brought again from the dead our Lord
Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep, through
the blood of the everlasting covenant.” That
Christ was a public person in that covenant, ap-
pears from Heb. 7. 22. “Byso much was Jesus
made a surety of a better testament.” Finally,
that Christ agreed in that eternal contract to ful-
fil the condition of the covenant of works, and
thereby satisfy all the claims of the law, is proved
from Psalm 40, 6, 7, 8., Sacrifice and offering
thou didst not desire: mine ears hast thou opened:
burnt offering and sin offering hast thou not re-
quired. Thensaid I, lo, I come: in the volume of
the book it is written of me, I delight to do thy will
O my God.”

But the denial of this doctrine constitutes a
great part of Mr. C’s work—he has been mnre in-

e
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ventive in the formation of spurious covenants,
than the Roman Catholicks were in sacraments—
they formed thrce spurious sacraments, but Mr.
C. has formed in his own brain, five new cov-
enants, which he adds to the two found in the
scriptures, making seven. It indeed lies upon
Mr: C, to exert all his genius to create cov-
enants; it i3 evident that circumcision was the
scal of some covenant, this materally is not deni-
ed by Mr. C. although he is not willing to go so
far, as Paul’s opinion ‘on the same snbject. But
no person had ever asserted that circumcision
was a seal of the covenant of works. It will not
do for the system of Mr. C. to make it a seal of the
covenant of grace; and therefore, some other cov-
enant must be made, to which this seal can be ap-
plied—he thinks he has succeeded. We shall en-
deavour to collect his observations upon the sub-
ject. :

¢ With regard to what he (Mr. W.) has said con-
¢ cerning the two covenants being the same, 1 am
¢ authorised, from the Old testsment and the 1 ew,
¢ to affirm that they are not.” **On what grouxd
¢ does my opponent affirm that these covenants are
¢ the same, thatis, what he calls the covenant of
¢ grace, or Iy the new covenant, and the covenant
¢ of circumcision? Do we not read that there
¢ were different covenants made with Abraham?
* one called by Stephen the proto-martyr the cov-
* enant of Circumcision and one called by Paul,
“in his Epistle to the Galatians. “The cov-
¢ enant confirmed before of God in Christ, which
¢ was 430 years before the giving of the law—
¢ Why then call those covenants the same, the
‘one revealed to Abraham when 75 year old, de-
* parting from Harap, Gen. 12, 3. 430 years be,

I .
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¢ fore the giving of the law; and the other mada
5 with Abraham when 99 or 100 yearsold Gen. 17

called the covenant of circumcision.” Page
¢ ]J 142

A: to the date of his two covenants, I bevleave
to differ with Mr. C. for-this reason, that the cov-
enant mentioned in the 12th, of Genesis, has in-
deed a promise, but there is no particular men-
tion rade of any thing then instituted, as a con-
firmation of that covenant; the simple specifica-
tion of the terins of a contract, may indeed be con-
firmed by the veracity of the contractors; but with-
out alseal the contract maybesaidtobe legally con-
firmed; but until the institution of circumecision we
have no particular specification of a seal, or eon-
firnation of a covenant. The calculation of Mr.
David Pareus, whose character for accuracy will
be dizputed by none except Mr. C. before whom
Jolin Knox, justly stiled the Apostie of the refor-
mation——or even Paul the great apostle of the Gen-
tiles, fall with the least exertion of Mr. C’s potent
arm.*

He commences his calculations not as Mr. C
does from the 12th of Gen. but the 15th. From
this event to the birth of Isaac 15 years, From
the birth of Isnac to the birth of Jacob, 60 years,
Gen. 25,26 from the birth of Jacob, to his going
doyn into Egypt 130 years, Gen 47, 9. From his

* When Mr. C. is passing strictures on Mr. R.
the father of the reformation, gets their equal
share of his ‘wonder working’ pen. In this re-
specthow keenly he unites with the Papists in
the ruin of these good men. It must he a pitiful
system before “which even the reformation must
fall. Mr. C. Inothi seauton to krow thyself.
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going down into Egypt, to his death 17 years. Gen.
49, 28. From the death ofJacob to the death of
Joseph 53 years. Gen 50, 26. From the death of
Joseph to the birth of Moses 75 years. From the
birth of Moses to the going out of the children of
Israel from Egypt 80 years. Ia all 430 years.
The time mentioned by the apostle Paul. The
accuracy of this calculation will appear upon pars
ticular observation, and completely justifies the
opinion of dating the time from the prophecy in
Gen. Chap. 15. This covenant in that particular,
revelation was confirmed by sacrifice; to which
we shall attend in its proper place.

But Mr. C. is ‘authorized from the Old testament
and the new” to declare that the covenant made
before the birth of Isaac, and the covenant made
at the institution of circumcision, were distinct
covenants. Inreplyingto Mr. C. I caie not whe-
ther he seiects for his purpose, the covenant he
supposes made in the 12 chap. or the covenant
mentioned in the 15th. The only difference it
will make, is, that on his plan of forging out cov-
enanants, it will place another on his list, making
in all, eight. :

Let us grant, that a covenant was made in the
12th chap. of Gen. What then does it contain?
1st a promige ‘I will make of thee a great nation,
and thou shalt be a blessing,and I will bless them
that bless thee, and curse them that curseth thee,
and in thee chall all families of the earth be bless-
cd’v. 2. 3. and again v. 7, unto thy seed will I
give this land. These are the only specifications of
a covenant in 12th chapter. The five following
things are contained in these verses. 1st, That he
should be the fatber of a great nation. 2nd. That -
his name should be ver%" celebrated. 3rd. That

2
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God would profect his friends—and curse his ene-
mies. th. That ablessing through him should
exterd toall the fomiles of the earth, 5th.  That
his seed should inherit the land of Canaan.

Let us next examine Mr. C's Newand distinet

covenant, the eccvenant of circumeision. This is
mentioned Gen. Chap. 17. This contains 1st. a
prowmise that his family should be great, I will
multiply thee exceedingly.” ¢I'will make nations
cf thee” V. 2.6. 2nd. With this multiplied pos-
terity he would make an everlasting covenant.
V.8. 3rd. Circumcisionis apointed as a sign, or
seal of this covenant.  But Mr. C. asks ‘why does
my opponent say that these too covenants are the
same?’ I answer, because they contain materially
the same thing=. Not any blessing contained in
the former covenant. butis either expressed, or
implied in the latter. If we'werein persuit of a new
covenant, we should leok for new promises, new
stipulations—new parties &§c.—but not finding
these Mr. W. was compelled to pronounce the
covenant of the 12.15. and 17. Chap. the same.
If Mr. C. bad pos:zessed a genius as productive of
circumstances and principles as Lie was of cove-
nants, he wonld at least have presented his read-
ers with a sufficient number of these that would
have inclined him to think that these were distinct
covenants.

We shall liowever, attend to some of Mr. C’s
reasons, why we should consider the covenants of
the 12. and 15. Chap. as distinct; and find if it be-
possible to consider the sentiment expressed by
Mr. C. correct. I would just premise that the se-
cond or third, or any number of the revelations of
a covenant will not constitute them separate
contracts. This alene can be inferred, that there
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were distinct reasons, why such repetitions should
be made. These reasons were either the particular
circumstances of the person to whom the revela-
tion was made, or the giving of some additional
revelation, either of promise, command, or threat-
ing. Not to concede this premise, will, at least
add a thousand covenants to Mr. C’s seven! it’
will add hundreds of new commands to the com-
mon list; because we have the same precepts of-
ten repeated, according to Mr. C’s plan, every re-
- petition of the same command, will make it adis-
tinct command. The truth is, the same covenant,
the same command, is in scripture often repeat-
ed—and every repetition was made from distinct
reasons, and under different circumstances.
Hence the reasons given by Mr. C. for distinct co-
venants have nothing to do with the being of the
covenant, they only respect the circumstances be-
longing to it.

“Do we not read, that there were different co-
‘venants made with Abraham? one called by
¢ Stephen, the proto-Martyr, the covenant of cir-
¢ cumcision, and one called by Paul in his epis-
‘tle, to the Galatians, the covenant confirmed of
¢God in Christ four hundred and thirty years be-
‘fore the giving of the law’ P. 18.14. That
Stephen anRPaul give different names to the co-
venant is not denied, will this, however, prove
different covenants? If two writers refering to a
certain contract, cite separate items, and each
designate the contract, bysuch items, would Mr.
C’s conclusion be just—that therefore there must
have been two ‘contracts. The name given by
Paul, (if we may call it a name:) arose froma
peculiar circumstance, that it was a contract be~
tween God and the Church, concluded and con-
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firmed by appending a seal four hundred and thir-
ty ve:rs before the revelation of the law from
Mt Sinai. But Stephen tpeaking of the same co-
venant, and quoting it for a different reason, en-
titles it a covenant of circumcision. The differ-
.ent rcasons, these inspired pen-men had, for refer-
ing to this covenant,of course give the different
names to the same translation.

Stephen was addressing the Jews; he intimated
to them their true character: that they were a
people peculiarly hardened. And in order to pre-
sent this to their understanding—he intimates a
doctrine, they did not deny, that they were peo-
ple in covenant with God, that they were yet un-
der the obligations of this covenant, this they con-
fessed by their acknowledgement of the rite of
circumcision, because that fepderal compact be-
tween God and Abraham was the covenant of cir-
cumcision. This is the evident reason why he
refers to the 17, chapter of Genesis.*

But the apostle Paul drawing his argument from
the date of the covenant names it accordingly.
Let it be granted, that these inspired men had re-
spect to two seperate dates of the same covenant,
what plea does this afford Mr. C? Will he think
to prove from this, that they must be distinct. Yes

#It is evident Stephen was no baptist, Mr. C.
says this covenant to which Stephen refers only
secured the land of Canaan, but the cause for
which Stephen was pleading, neither knew par-.
ticular spots of the- world, or yet particular na«
tions. To have quoted the covenant of circum-
cision would, according to the Baptist view, have
established nothing for the obligation of the
church. '
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says Mr. C. for this plain reason. ‘The one re-
> vealed to Abraham when seventy five years old,
¢ departing from Haran Gen. 12.3. four bundred
€and thirty years before the giving of the law; the
¢ other made with Abraham, when ninety or an
‘hundred years old Gen. I7. Why I say call
¢ these two, the Abrahamic covenant?”’ P. 14. Ans.
Because the contract was made with Abraham
first, when he was seventy five years old, and
again repeated with some things additional when
ninety nine years old. I call both the same cove-
nant because most people deny that the simple
repitition of a contract under different circumstan-
ces and for different reasons, necessarily implies
a new contract—with this, comnion sense agrees
1st. when Abraham was first called out of Ur of
the Chaldees and constituted the father of the
faithtul, he received the first revelation of the co-
venant of Grace Chap. 12. 2nd. When God re-
vealed to him the mournful captivity to which his
posterity should be reduced, HE repeats the same
covenant, for the further confirmation of his faith
—ugE then gives an additional confirmation of the
same covenant, by typically presenting to his faith
the security and hght of the churchin the day of
adversity, that while they passed through the
burning fiery furnace—they should be favored
with the light and comforts ofthe gospel. Chap. 15.
3rd. When the blessings of this same covenant
were for many ages to bc continued to his posteri-
ty of whom Christ was to be born, and who werc
also now organized as a church—HE now reveals
for the third time the same covenant and for the
first, appeared as a sign, or seal, the rite of circum-
cision.

But Mr. C. would have the reader to believe
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that it was impossible that these could be the
same, because of the lapse of time between the re-
velations made to Abraham. That the reader
may judge of the strength of his arguments—we
recapitulate the substance of our observations.
The .first revelation of the covenant of grace was
made {o Abraham, when seventy five years old,
about ten years after when the faith of Abraham
needed a peculiar confirmation the same cove-
nant was again revealed, with thc necessary ad-
ditional confirmations. Lastly when this was in
a great measure to be confined to his natural p os-
terity, and it became necessary to add a seal, uz
again revealed the same covenant and added cir-
cumcision. Of these covenants I may either
speak in the singular or plural number: If I
speak of the substance, without refering to any
circumstance, I mention it in the former sense;
but if I refer to the different revelations made,
then with the apostle I name itin the plural--cove-
nants.

To ‘argue from them as one, and the same, is a
¢blunder too glaring in this enlightened age.
‘Whatever the apostle calls them; he prese. vesjthe -
¢same number to whom says he, pertain the cove-
‘nants of promise, again, to Abraham and his seed
¢ were the promises made. On these two cove-
¢nants which are of such ancient date, were the
¢two dispensations founded; the Jewish and the
¢ Christian.” P. 20. Such round assertions deserve
clear argument, or else the reader will be dispos-
ed to say; we have nothing but assertion, and in-
deed such a conclusion appears evident. When
Mr. C. does not even attempt either to form the
distinct nature or substance of covenants, from
which to draw his new-fashioned conclusion.



BAPTISM. 59

We grant, that the covenant of grace has many
promises, even every gospel promise contained in
the Bible.  When the apostle spoke of these pro-
mises he mentioned themn in the plural number,
or when he dissignated the covenant by the dif-
ferent revelations—or the numerous promises it
contained, he uses the plural number—but who
will hence infer, that there was a plurality of cove-
nants.

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

Although we grant that the New testament is
founded upon the covenant mentioned in the 12th.
Chap. yet we deny that this dispensation is exclu-
sively founded upon that revelation of it.: Were
we.so prolific.of covenants as Mr. C. we would
however, deny that the New testament church,
was founded upon the revelation, mentioned in .



60 BAPTISM.

the 12th. Chap. and assert that it was upon the
covenant of circumcision, we are founded From
the passages just quoted, itis evident that in the
covenant of circumcision, such names were gi-
ven to the covenanters, as rendered it evident,
they were the church in a foederal sense, why
was Abram called Abrabam? because he was to
be the father of nations, or Sarai, Sarah? because
she was to be the mother of nations. If the rea-
der enquire upon what cosenant believing nations
are founded. 1 answer upon that covenant in which
Abraham was constituted their father—which fact
took place in the covenant of circumecision.
Gen. 17.

Another circumstance rendering the same doc-
trine more obvious, is that in the same covenant,
Isaac was promized. This son was the person by
whom Abraham became related to the heathen
nations, who would become converts to the reli-
gionof Jesus. ‘These are the children of Abraham
in the same spiritual sense, Isaac was. The
apostle Paul, who certainly agrees with the view
I have given—lays down the same assertion, and
for the proofof it, quotes the covenant of circum-
cision Rom. 9,7. ‘Neither because they are
the seed of Abraham are they all children,
but in Isaac shall thy seed be called.?
The apostle quotes Gen. 17,19, a part of the
covenant of eircumcisions, it remains evident that
upon this covenant the apostle founded that rela-
tion which all believing nations have since claimed
to Abraham. Now let Mr. C. settle this point with
the apostle Paul. -

I shall mention another reason why the opinion
of Mr. C. respecting this covenant must be ab-
surd. I'mean the term by which it 1s expressed
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in Gen. 17, cverlasting covenant than which no
stronger term can be used to express the cov-
enant of grace. But lest this scripture appellation
of Mr. C’s. Jewish covenant might carry too much
conviction, he easily passes over the difliculty, by
declaring that the word everlasting is used in a limit-
ted sensein scripture; I answer that the term cver-
lasting, means duration without end—this is its
literal and only meaning, and is never otherwise
used exceptin figure. Mr. C. calls this play upon
the word everlasting, page, 52. ‘The term cver-
¢ lasting is often. used as a relative term in the
- scripture, and in the very chapter in. which the
¢ covenant of cireumeision, is called an everlasting
¢ covenant, in their flesh, we have the term so
¢ used v. 8. ‘and I will give the land of Canaan for
¢ an everlasting possession.” In this he presents
his reader with ¢wo reasons why the term ererlast-
ing cannot mean forever. The Ist is thatit,was to
be an everlasting covenant in their flesh—and
therefore could not outlive their flesh. The 2nd
is that the land of Canaan was given for an ever-
lasting possession which could not continue any
longer than the time of the Jews inhabiting that
land.

Let it be observed as a fact, that Mr. C. and the
Universalists, convert the meaning of the word
everlasting, to signify a limited time, just as it serves
their respective purposes. The Universalian says,
that the term, everlasting, means eternity when ap-
plied tothe future happiness of saints, but when
applied to future punishment, it is taken ina limit-
ed sense; to the feelings of the human mind, the
one is admissible, but the other too painful to be
admitted. So Mr. C. will admit this term in its full
sense, if applied to the New testament church; for

X
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his system is not thereby injured: butif it be ap-
plied to the privileges of the saints under the Old
testament, and especially to a covenant to which
circumcision is appended; then it can only mean a
few years,

That the term everlusting is used in a limited
sense I have granted, but have also observed that
itis only so used when in figure: for example, hills
are called everlasting Gen. 49, 26. Yet Mr. C. will
grant that it would be very absurd, to draw literal
conclusions, that depend upon terms figuratively
used. Upon the principles established by Bir. C.
in his reasoning upon the term everlasting, I estab-
lish this theory, that the word river only means
drops of water, occasionally falling, because the
Psalmist David declares that, ‘rivers of waters run
down from his eyes.” If we endeavour to estzl-
lish any position, from the use of the word everlast-
ing in scripture, its figurative applicationis imme-
diately presented by an Universalian or by Mr. C.
After all their efforts they succeed in establishing
this assertion only—that the word everlasting, when
figuratively used is taken in a limited sense. But
let me ask any Baptist of common sense, what is
the meaning ofthe word everlasting? he replies—
forever, eternal, duration without end. I am afraid,
therefore, when Mr. C. endeavours to hide him-
self behind this figure, that some farmer will chase
him from behind it, and expose his retreat to the
world. The place to which Mr. C. refers,
respecting the Jewish covenant, is a simple
statement, and therefore the word everlasting must
have its simple meaning. To give an honest' ex-
planation of such passages of scripture, every
word must have its proper and natural significa-
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tion. ltis therefore Mr. C. and not Mr. W, that
plays upon the word everlasting.

That the land of Canaan was given to them for
a token of an everlasting possession, should be ad-
mitted, it could only be in this sense, they were
to possess it forever. So Paul reasons upon the
promises of this land, originally made to the Jews,
in Heb.4. He shews that it was given to them
fora rest, but not for the only rest.v.8. ‘For if
Jesus (Joshua) had given them rest, then would
he not afterwards have spoken of another day.” It
was with the rest of Canaan as it is with the sab-
bath, a figure of an eternal rest. Such indeed are
all temporal blessings to God’s people, they are a
token, an earnest of spiritual favors, to be eter-
nally enjoyed with God in_the heavens. In this
gensc Israel received the earthly Canaan for an

verlasting possession: the order was first an
carthly, then an heavenly Canaan, the first a figure,
the second a reality; righteously to enjoy the for-
mer was to possess the Jatter in figure.

We shail now call the attention of the reader to
Mr. C’s. observations on Gen. 17. 13, 17. ‘Ie
thatis born in thy house, and he that is beught
with thy money, must needs be circumcised, and
my covenant shall be in your flesh, for an ever-
lasting covenant.” Hear his comment. ‘But so
“long ds they, continued in that covenant, were
¢“they to enjoy that land: nor could they have a
¢ covenant in their flesh which would last longer
- than their flesh.” page 52.

The most obviousmeaning of this passage is Ist
that the covenant which God made with Abraham
had a sign or a seal, that this sign was marked in:
the flesh; by which it might be discovered that he
and his seed were a people in covenant with God.-
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2nd. That the blessings of this covenant, the
sign of which was nrarked in the flesh of Abraham
and in the flesh of his seed, were to be everlasting.
The matter of which covenant was expressed v. 7.
‘To be a God unto thee and to thy seed after
thees?

3rd. That the conclusion drawn by Mr. C. must
be false, is indeed self evident, because a covenant
or contract may last long after the seal, or the
evidences of it are done: e. g. The grandfather
of Mr. C. bought and afterwards occupied a farm,
the contract has not lost its evidences and scals;
yet his grandson Mr. C, occupies the same inher-
itance and that by the same contract: and upon
the same principle, his posterity may occupy it for
a thousand years. So the Israelite while he lived.
carried with him the seal or token of this covenant.
and being found in Christ when he died, he went
to heaven to reap its everlasting fruits. Thus be

went to an everlasting rest to enjoy the blessings

of the covenant of grace which were sealed in his
flesh, while he was in this world.*

We have now succeeded in either adding ouc
more covenant to Mr, C’s seven, or reducing their

*Mr C’sreveling mode of argument often runs
him against common sense—so eager is he to
prove that the term everlasting only. means some
short time, for fear of its true meaning being ap-

plied to the covenant of circumcision, that he at-’

tempts to establish this position, that the obliga-
tions and privileges of all contracts continue only as
leng as ihe mark or scal on ihe paper continue.
This covenant could continue no longer than the
flesh. Upon his principle there is not a man in
England holds any lands by just litle; for although



BAPTISM. 65

number to six. ‘The reduction is the most prob-
able. So far as the stipulations are revealed to us,
we find no reason to depart from the common
faith of the church upon this point: and indeed we
think it extraordinary any one should. In Gen.
12. we have the first revelation of the promise,
We have thesame renewed and confirmed by sa-
crifice in the 15 chap. and this sacrifice to be per-
formed under such circumstances, and with such
rites, as to intimate to Abraham the sorrows of his
offspring; yet, however great their troubles were
to be, this covenant should exist in its full force and
and be their security; therefore a ‘smoaking fur-
nace and burning lamp’ passed between the cut
pieces of the sacrifice. We have still the same
promise, but more fully revealed in the 17 chapter.
But here the covenant was not tobe confirmed by
sacrifice; as in the 15 chap, or merely its promises
committed to his memory, but a lasting memorial
of it engraven in his flesh, in the rite of circum-
cision.

In my turn, I would now ask Mr. C. why not call
these covenants the same. One Lord proposing it,
one body, with whom the covenant was made, the

the titles may be preserved on record, yet this is.
not the signature of the contractors, it isonly a
proof that such covenants did exist; the rite of cir-
cumcision may be lost, and therefore this seal of
the covenant .of grace is no more. Will Mr. C
say that therefore the moral obligations and privi-
teges of that transaction are also done while yet 2
faithful record of the covenant and seal is found
in the word of God, and the moral obligations of
the contract remaining, and the spiritual privileges.
of it still dispensed?

G 2
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same blessings always promised, even blessings
temporal apd spiritual.  Why, Mr. C. not
cail these covenants the Abrahamic covenant,
when, in the first making, as well as in the renew-
al of this eovenant he sustained his feederal or re-
presentative character, he made and renewed it
as the ‘Father of the faithtul ? 2

But will Mr. €. still insist that 4 or 5 covenants
were made with Abraham, as mauy with Isaac and
with Jacob? Then I invite the reader to compare
‘he view he has given us of these covenants, with
the representation God himself has given us, in
Psal. 108, 8,6,10. ‘He hath remembered his
covenant forever, the word he commanded to a
thousand generations: which covenant he made
with Abraham and his oath unto Isaac, and con-
iltmed the same unto Jacob, for a law, and unto
tsracl for an everlasting covenant.” This cove-
aant even by Mr. C’s concession, was the cov-
enani of cireumeision. It promised the earthly
Canaan, v. 11, This possessicn in the revelation
of that covenant was seeured upon the same pre-
sise principles that the same covenant in its pre-
sent administration gives us our bread and makes
our waler sure—and this given to us for the same
reason it was given to them, mentiouned in the same
Psalm, to enable us to discharge our duty, v. 45.
‘That they might observe his statutes and keep
his laws.

Mr. C. attacks the Pedo-Baptists with an host of
arguments, founded, as he’supposes, upon the 8th.
of Heb. and musters up almost every verse in the
chapter to bis aid. P. 38, 89 ,40. Before we
present you with a reply to his observations we
would premise: that there is an artful way of
runmng over scripture, either in order to form a

Q,.\}
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party from awmong those who never read it with
interest, or concern, and who indeed prefer any
carnal light to Divine revelation; or else te delude
the ignorant and well intending part of mankind.
Thus the followers of Immanuel Swedenburger,
prefer his wild deliriun:, toany doctrines however
fairly’ laid upon scripture; they prefer the dream
of a fanatic to the solid declarations of God’s
word.

It is in this manner Mr. C. plays upon a few
deluded people. When he finds it” necessary he
suffers his inventive mind to create scripture as
we have shown in the General observations on his
work. If the literal expressions of scripture seem
to answer his purpose, he urges it—and héaps an-
athemas upon the man who deserts it. When
you succeed in binding him fast with express letter
—he instantly musters a pile of Lexicons asin
P. 151. By these he succeedsin proving that the
words used in scripture cannot mean what every
English reader would suppose. - Thus Proteus-
like, you catch him in one shape, he escapesin
another; and ali to sugport his novel theory.
Were it not, that it is impossible to tell how far
a person may be deluded, I could not think that
even Mr. C. believed the comment he has given
us on the 8th. of Heb. 4

Dr. Gill, an eminent Baptist, has given us ave-
ry large comment upon the scriptures. On almost
every verse he gives us a great variety of senti-
ment, and presents lhis readers with different
opinions—Mr. C’s system was not invented before
the time of Dr. Gill, and with all his variety he
never names the opinion of Mr. C. We shall pre-
sent you with a short extract from the Dr. upon
the Chapter from which we dispute, that you
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may compare the sentiments of the learned Bap-
tist with his successor Mr. C. ‘The words are
¢ cited from Jer. 31. 32. in which God promises a
‘new covenant, so called not because new made;.
‘for with respect to its original constitution, it
‘was made from eternity; Christ the mediater of
‘it, and with whom it was made, was set up from
‘ everlasting, and promises anud blessings of grace
¢ were put into his hands before the world began:
“ nor is it merely revealed, for it was made known
‘to Adam, and in some measure to all the Old tes-
¢ tament saints, though it is more clearly revealed
“than 4t was; but it 18 so called in distinction
‘from the administration of it, which is waxen
‘old and vanished away.” Dr. Gill or Mr. Boothe,
Baptists of the old school, would have been offend-
ed with the views of our modern disputant,and
no doubts would have saved Pedo-baptists -the
trouble of replying—we shall however give you
his opinion. )

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

Ist. Because it is called inthat chapter a better

covenant, established upon better promises. v. 6. 7.
The first was faulty—the second faultless.

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

3rd. From the items.of the covenant itself v.

10, 11, 12. which covenants differ in four respects
Ist. The law of the first was written on stones.
The second upon the heart. 2nd. In the first he
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was their God ina national sense; but in the se-
cond in a spiritural and eternal sense. 3rd. It
was necessary to teach the subjects of the old, to
know the Lord, but the subjects of the new are all
taught of God. 4th. Noremission of sins was pro-
mised to the subjects of the old as such; but to the
subjects of the mew as such is the forgiveness of
sins promised. |

4th. Because the first covenant waxed old and
vanished away.

We shall now attend to these objections, in the
order of the summary given. The New testament
is called a better covenant for three reasons. 1st.
The change of priesthood—=2nd. Itis established
upon better promises.—3rd. It is faultless. To
the first of these I reply,that the New testament is
better administercd than-the Old, because Christ
himself is the high priest, and his own body the
sacrifice. But this covenant under the former
administration, was exccuted by persons who
were only typical of this high priest: these werc
falible, changeable, and mortal men. Christ the an-
litypical person in the ‘fullness of time appeared.”
‘He entered ornce into the holy place, having ob-
tained eternal redemption for us.’ The word us-
ed by thesapostle is'dia the ke justly translated a
will ora testament. ‘Because’ says Mr. C. of its
- being the usual name for the will, disposition, or
¢ arrangement, which is rendered valid by his
‘death.” This definition is just; I would therefore
ask Mr. C. if the change of the administrators of
a testament wilt change the will itself? I answer.
no—if those administrators refuse to serve, that
have been appointed, or if they die 1n the midst of
execution; other administrators are appointed;
but not another will made, as Mr. C. would have
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it. The extent of the apostle’s reasoning 1n the
chapter cited, only proves that the change of
priesthood, made by the coming of Christ, secures
a better administration to the New testament,
than our fellow-heirs had under the former dispen-
sation. Itis not possible that any reader acquaint-
ed with the common transactions of life,or the
administration of wills, can credit Mr. C’s expla-
nation of Paul’s words. ’

2nd. Reason why the covenants cannot be the
same. The New 1s established upon better pro-
mises than the oLp. Although we should admit
all Mr. C. says upon this reason, in its fullest ex-
tent, what would it establish for his theory? no-
thing but that which is conceded. That the heirs
to whom this testament was first administered, fre-
quently received their promises through types, is
conceded; these favors were oft given to them
wrapt in thick vails; through which their faith
had to penetrate, in order to reach the promuse.
These types, this vail, is removed,and the heirs
have now more ready access to the same will: Mr.
C’s inference, ‘therefore the covenants connot be
the same’—is without a premise. Again, reader,
admire Mr C’s ingenuity. Because in process of
time and change of ciréumstances, heirs have
more convenient access to the benefits bequeathed
them by their common FATHER, and of consequence
more enjoyment in the possession ofthese bless-
ings than those had, who were the first heirs—he
takes it for a natural consequence that therefore
the will cannotbe the same. Who can subscribe
his creed?

3rd. Reason. The first covenant was faulty—
the second faultless. I reply, that Mr, C. will
not suppose that there were any immoralities
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in the first covenant. The DIVINE BEING Was a
party; fault (comparative defect) indeed was
tound; with the administration, it was dark, clou-
dy, veiled, and also the administrators of that dis-
pensation were found guilty in not believing the
promises of that covenant, and refusing to obey its
law. Both these are conceded.

Fault was found either with the covenant itself,
or with the administration. It could not be with
the former, without blasphemy, it cannot be al-
ledged that fault can be found with any covenant.
of which God is a party, its law was divine and for
that time was as positive in its injunctions, as ‘thou
shalt not kill> The ceremonial law which was
the law of that dispensation, an existing command
founded upon the Divine will, possesses all the ob-
ligation of a command, founded upon the Divine
nature, althotugh the former of these may be re-
pealed or changed by the prity, yet while enjoin-
ed, they possess the force and perfection of the nio-
ral law,

It could not be the substance with which the
fault was found, becausethese were blessings
drawn from the divine bounty, by those to whom
God, in that covenant had promised, that ‘he would
be their God and the God of their seed.” It fol-
lows ™ that the fault was found only with the dis-
pensation, which I have shewn did not affect the
being of the covenant, the only thing in dis~
pute.*

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

B and C were the.sons of A, When A their father
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Objection 2nd. Comprehends two things. Ist.
The first covenant was old, the second new. 2nd.
The new covenant was not to be according
to the old.

To the first of these I reply that the present dis-
pensation is called a new covenant for one of two
reasons—the first of these must be, that the cove-
nant or will, must be entirely new, this however,
is impossible; the promises of that covenant which
were made unte the fathers, its first heirs, were
confirmed by the death of the testator of the new-
testament. Rom. 15.8. Now [ say that Jesus
Christ was a minister of the circumcision, for the
iruth of God, to confirm the promises made unto
the fathers.” Iwould now ask Mr C.If one testa-
tor can by his death confirm two distinct wiils?
he must answer, No; however numerous the items

died he left them equal shares ofa very large es-
tate. B was the oldest and come first into the
nossession of the estate. There vere, however,
ihree difficulties that Bhad toencounter. Ist He was
inexperienced, there were many things he counld not
understand. 2nd. The administrators through
whom B had to look for his estate, were also ig-
norant, and, in many instances, not faithful. 3rd.
In the early times in which B come into the posses-
sion of his estate, none were eapable of making
him understand the will—B was often perplexed,
and had but little comfort. But when his young-
er brother become of age, the will was understood;
the first administrators dead, and a full regulation
of wills fixed in law—Now because of these cir-
cumstancial differences, who will say that B and
C were not brothers, or. the will one? Doeg Mr.
C. believe himself that they were.not?
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of one will may be, the testament is but one, every
item is confirmed by the death of the testator, as
truly as if each werc a separate will. Numecrous
promises, indeed, belonged to the covenant of
grace in either of its administrations: the fathers of
the Jews to whom the apostle wrote, were heirs
of that covenant;the promises made to them, were
inferior with respect to evidence to those made
since—jyet they were confirmed by the death of
Christ the testator, and, by fair consequence, they
were the promises of our covenant, confirmed to
them and us by the ‘once offering up of himself.

But ‘the new covenant was not to be according
tothe old’. This is Mr. C’s 2nd. rcason. I ask
why it was not to be according toit?  Was it in the
enjoyment of God by faith? No: for while the evi-
dence of their faith was inferior to ours; yet the
being of this grace was secured to the subjects of
that dispensation, in the very revelation of the cov-
enant. ‘I will establish my covenant between me
and thee, and thy seed after thee, in their genera-
tions for an everlasting covenant, to be aGod unto
thee and thy seed after thee.” In what respect
then did they differ? Answer only in the admims-
tration, which is granted.

We now ceme to Mr. C’s third reason, why these
covenants cannot be the same, viz. That theitems
of the covenants were not the same, Ist. *‘The
law of the first covenant was written on stone’—the
law “of the second on the heart”. This is anun-
expected concession, that the law written on stone
was the same which was written on our hearts un-
der ihe New testament. As-the only dispute is
xespecting the law, I care not where he finds it
written, on posts, parchment, stones, or flesh. Is
the law written on stone the same that is written on
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the heart? then my position stands unimpaired. |
think the weakest reader will be unwilling to es-
tablish this proposition, that the new and old cov-
enants were not one, because they had the same
law. Mr. C. has joined a wrong link into, this
part of his chain. :
The truth is that the same law which was first
written on the heart of Adam, was afterwards writ-
ten by its divine author on tables of stone; and is
now written by the same law-giver on the hearts
of his'pecple. But if we attach any meaning to
Mr C’s observations on this part of his subjeet, it
is, that this law was, under the Old testament, only
written on stone, for he intends'by this assertion to
establish an essential difference between the two
covenants. Query, was not this law written on
the hearts of Old testament saints? Mr. C. thinks
not; hesupposes it was only written on stone at
that time, but now it is written on the heart. Let
us ask an inspired Old testanient saint. Psal. 40,
8. “Yea thy law is written in my heart.” No,
says Mr. C. it was at that timre wriiten on stones,
tying in the ark—another query: Where was the
law of Old testament saints, after the Chaldean,
burnt the house of God and the ark? The truth
is, under the former dispeusation it was written on
tables of stone, and also on the liearts of the saints
of that dispensation. Under the Neiw testament it
is written on paper, and also on the hearts of all be-
lievers, Mr. C. are'you not wearied of this item?* -

*[t is something curious, to read Mr. C’s view
expressed in this first. item. Page. 40.. ¢In the’
¢ first, the laws were written on tables of stone, and-
¢ as Moses broke the stones, so the people broke
¢ the laws. - In the 2nd. or new, they are written'
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2nd. Item. ‘HE was their God in a national
and temporal sense. But in the 2nd. covenant
HE was their God in a spiritual and eternal
sense.’

The first assertion of this item, if he means God
essentially corsidered, He was the God of the
Jews in a national & temporal sense, it is conceded.
But in this very far advanced state of the new tes-
tament church, he is the God of saints in a national
and temporal sense—this never effects the cove-
nant of Grace or either dispensation of it. But
this is not the matter atissue. The question is—
was Jesus ever the saviour of any nation, as such?
—or even God as father, the Father of any nation
as such? I think no Baptist will answer in the af-
firmative. Was he not the saviour of all those
under that dispensation that believed? Whether
then, or yet, isthere any ‘other name given un-
der heaven or among men, whereby weecan be
saved, but the name of Jesus?” His true hypo-
thesis is, God stood revealed only as a sovereign

¢ on the hearts of all the subjects, consequently
‘cannot be broken.” 4. e. A law written on
stones may be bhroken, as easily as Moses broke the
stones, but a law written on the heart cannot be
broken. I suppose Mr. C. must mean by breaking
alaw, transgressing its precepts—heathen have not
this law, written on paper, nor on stones, they
have 1t only on their hearts, Rom. 2, 15, ‘which
shew the work of the layw written in their hearts;’
they cannot therefore break the law, or in.a word,
it is impossible now to sin, because'in a greater or
less degree,every person has now the law written
in_their hearts! 'T'his is liberty for those who can
believe it. p
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to saints, under the Old testament; while indeed
he is the father of saints, since the death of Christ.
'T'hose Hopkinsians who deny that an atonement
was essentially necessary to salvation—Socinians
that an expiatory sacrifice was rendered to the law
and justice of God, might, with some appearance of
consistency, maintain Mr. C’s theory. Yet I think
no Baptist will,

Let us take another look at this new theory.
God once saved men as civil citizens—but now HE
saves them as adopted children; i. e. HE saved the
Jews as he now would save the savages, without
sending them the Gospel; because these stand re-
lated to God in as strong a national sense as the
Jews did. I am not doing the opinion of Mr. C.
any injustice, because he gives this item as a dis-
tinguishing charateristic between the Jewish be-
lievers and us.

The second part of this item, that we are now
God’s people in a spiritural and eternal sense, is
not. deniecd; but if this assertion made any thing
for Mr. C. he must have meant, that beligvers un-
der the Old testament, were not his, in a spiritual
and eternal sense. Was this the idea, the spirif
of God, by the apostle Paul, intended to convey in
his Epistle to the Heb. in giving us that list of
Old testament worthies? But Mr. C. does believe
that some saints, did exist under the Old testa-
ment; were these not the children of God in a spi-
ritual and eternal sense. Were they united toge- -
ther as a body? if they were so united—they were
a church—even the conclusion in sorap sense, he
concedes, yet when the reader endeavours to fol-
low his sentiments—these saints come out a na-
tional, carnal. temporal church, or a people called
eut’ of the world—as one nation is called out of
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another, and existing separately, acquires a dis-

tinct national character. The people hada law,
it was written on tables of stone, but not on their

hearts. They were saiats, but only in a national

and temporal sense! .

3rd. Item. *The subjects of the old covenant re-
quired to be taught to know the Lord, but the sub-
jects of the new, are all taught of God.

This item is expressed in that ferm that is
found decisive: strip it of its thin dress and you
will see its true character—then, reader, judge for
yourself. Under the Old testament, parents had to
send their children to schaol, tolearn them toread,
priests had to explain the law, parents had to
teach their children its statutes, sitting down, ris-
ing up, by the way, &c. as lawful means to learn
them to know the Lord. But under'the present dis-
pensation, this is unnecessary, the Divine Being,
according to Mr. C. has forbid all education* this
doctrine will be very agreeable to those parents
who never teach their children ‘to read. This
must be the meaning of Mr. C.or why does he
give the means of acquiring knowledge under the
two dispensations, as a reason why the covenants
cannot be one.

The passage of scripture to which Mr. C. re-
fers, “They shall all be taught of God, must be
understood as meaning one of three things; either
that new testament saints are miraculously filled
with knowledge, without the use of means—That
they are savingly taught by the spirit of God, in
the sanctification of their knowlege—or that the
removal of shadows from the dispensation of
Grace, rendered the means of knowlege easy, and
Gospel instruction plamn. The first of them was
true on the day of Pelﬁecost, and for some time

2
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after. The second will apply to saints under
both dispensations. And the third will enly prove
the snperiority of the rew covenaunt, which iz con-
ceded. But will either of these prove a distinct
covenant? No—-it only establishes this assertion,
that the heirs of the second dispensation of this
covenant, have an opportunity of more clearly un-
derstanding their testament, than their fellow
lieirs had who lived under the former. The spi-
rit of God taught then, as it teaches yet, but the
means of grace, lie more clearly before the hu-
man understanding now, than they did at that time.
Mr. C. fails by this item, 1n proving distinct co-
* venants.

4th. Item. ‘No remission of sins promised to Old
- testament sainte, as such; but to the subjects of
New testament sainuts, as-such, forgiveness is pro-
mised.” P. 40, .

VWhat idea Mr. C. intends to eonvey by the
clause «s such; is difficult to tell. I may not do
lim justice when I attach that meaning to his
words, which every reader must do. I consider that
the clause cannot have any sound meaning;if for-
giveness was not promised to them as members of
the former dispensation, it could not be promised
to them in any sense, for they lived under no oth-
cr dispensation. If he means that forgiveness was
not promised to them ascivil citizens, then the
clause was useless, because no person then, or yet
obtains the pardon of sin in any other sense, than .
as the children of God, in union with Christ.
The third and only meaning can be, that Old tes-
tament saints did not obtain the pardon of sin in
any sense.

Nathan told David, ‘the Lord hath put away thy
sin?’ not as a New testament member, for this_he
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was not, bat as one in covenant with God. There
never was but one way of obtaining forgiveness of
sins, i. e. through the blood of an all-atoning sa-
crifice. The covenant which Mr. C. calls their
‘National covenant.” P. 167, promised mercy: Exo-
dus 20. 6- ‘Shewing mercy unto thousands of them
that love me, and keep my commandments.” ltis
the opinion of Mr. C. that this Sinai covenant
contained nothing more or less than that which
was written on the two tables of stone. P.166%
Be it so, and my quotation is a part of that which
belongs to this national covenant. Then I would
ask, how can God shew mercy without pardoning
sin? But this declaration, is made to the subjects

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

It was not my intention to notice every absur-
dity in Mr. C’s book, for many of them are too
plain to do much harm, but he is so positive in
this place, that an unsuspicious reader might take
it for granted, that he was right—Ilest this might
be so, I would inform the reader, that neither Mo-
ses nor Paul so restricted it. I suppose Mr. C. who
is but a late writer, is the first that so restricted it.
It is conceded that the ten conmandments con-
tained the substance of the law of that coyenant,
but we say it contained no more, and the scrip-
ture asserts no further. It was called the ark of
the covenant because it contained a summary of that
law, which believers are, by covenant, bound to
obey. But that the whole of the covenant was
written upon the tables,has no higher authority
than MrC, ~ '
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of the covenant, as such, therefore the subjects of
that covenant, as such, did receive the pardon of
their sins. Look again at Mr. C’s assersion ‘to
the subjects of that covenant, as such, the forgive-
ness of sin was not promised;’ with this compare
a declaration made to the subjects of that dispen-
sation, as such, at the verytime of delisering the
judicial and ceremonial law. Exodus 34, 6, 7.
‘The Lorp, the Lorp oD, merciful and gracious,
long suffering and abundant in goodness and
truth. Keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving in-
iquity, and transgression, and sin.”’” Reader, ob-
serve, this is an item of Mr. C’s—national cove-
nant—these were the people to whom the pardon
of sin was not promised.

4th Reason. ¢The first covenant waxed old and
vanished away.? page 40 41. In the pages cited,
he calls the former covenant musty, moth-eaten, &c.
When Mr. C. used such expressionsat the time of
the public debate, 1 was indeed astenished, that
a person who desired the world to take him for a
minister, would be guilty of such a profane ex-
pression; but I now think him more inexcusable,
when in the cool moments of composition, he still
uses them. Is it not, reader, a pity to thear one
who makes some kind of a professesion of Chris-
tianity, however farit is from the truth, nse such
degrading expressions of any covenant, of which
the eternal God was a party. Reader blot those
expressions out of your imemory. )

For the juatification of this reason he calls your
attention to Heb. 8,13. ‘In that he saith a new
covenant, he made the first old, now that which
decayeth, and waxeth old, is ready to vanish away.’
The question is, to what does the apostle referin
this verse? Either he must mean that the covenant,
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in its very beng waxed old, and was ready to
vanish away, or else he speaks of the dispensa-
tion of it; it cannot be the former, and therefore
it must be the latter. It cannot be the former; be-
cause: ' ;

Ist. The covenant conveyed and secured
blessings, spiritural and eternal—God had pro-
mised to be the God of Abraham, and the God of
his seed, these were to continue before him for-
cver. It was called, as we have shewn, an ever-
lasting covenant; by this covenant, Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob are now in heaven. 'This is, and shall
remain, theirresidence, Matt. 22, 32. Were the
doctrine of Mr C. true, then indeed closed all the
blessings, and all the privileges of any contract
God ever made with the Jews, as his people. It
1s remarkable, however, that Peter revives one of
Mr. C’s musty, moth-caten promises, on the day of
Pentecost, when the blaze of the New testament
shot forth, on which day thousands were added to
the family of Abraham. They were Christ’s, and
therefore Abraham’s seed.

2nd. Christ was the substance of all their
shadows. Heb. 10. 1. But as Christ, the substance,
the blessed SUN, began to rise, the shadows began
to disappear, and to ‘vanish away.” This had a re-
ference to the outward rituals of the church alone.
they were all the subjects of sense. The church,
even then, and long before that time, anxiously
looked for the time when these shadows should
‘vanish away,’ while, for that time, they were to
them a medium, through which they held commu-
nion with God. Their resolution is expressed
Song. 4. 6. ‘Until the day break & the shadows flee
away, [ will get me to the mountain of Myrrh,
and to the hill of frankincense.’
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3rd. There were two things that rendered the
covenant unchangeable, the blessings it contained,
and the parties contracting: to the formerI have
spoken at length. On the last of these, I would ob-
serve,that this covenant was first made between the
Father and the Son, Christ in that eternal contract
was a feederal head. Therefore this covenant
was between the Father and, through Christ, with
the church; the Father is unchangeable—‘I am
the Lord, I change not.” The son is unchange-
able *Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and to day,
and forever’ The church, politically considered,
is also one. ‘My dove my undefiled is but one.’
This party shall continue forever. Psal. 102. 28.
The children of thy servants shall continue,’ the
church shall ‘ever be with the Lord.’

There are covenant vows which secure to her
the eternal possession of blessings, and of this Oid
testament covenant, God has promised that he
will ever be mindful Psal. 11, 5. Then I infer
that a covenant, the parties and the promises of
which will exist forever,isa covenant that can-
not wax old, and cannot vanAish away.

We grant that true religion was about departing
from the Jews when Christ came; the sceptre was
droping from the hand of Judah, whken HE lifted
it up, the traditions of men are supplanting
Divine revelation, these are truths; but they
cannot be learned from the passage to which Mr,-
C. refers.

It follows by native inference that the dispensa-
tion of grace, which comprehends the external
rites peculiar to that dispensation, were the only
parts of that covenant that ‘waxed old’ ‘vanished
away.’ -
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Mr. C. for once, having found an argument that
he supposes may be seen, invites Pedo-Baptists up
to the sight. ‘Oh! That every Pedo-Baptist would
¢ remember it: it should forever silence my oppo-
‘ nent on these topics, it reads thus. In that he
‘sayeth a new covenant he hath made the first old.
‘—Now THAT which is old is ready to vanish
away.” Page 40—Now, ‘what has Pedo-Baptists
discovered in the text? That beyond all doubt it
proves that the ceremonies and all things peculiar
to the outward dispensation of the old covenant,
¢ waxed old and were ready to vanish away’ an
important discovery! yet known to all you Pedo-
Baplists from your childhood, from the time your
parents taught you that question: ‘How many
covenants are there?” Our argument founded up-
on the 8th of the Heb. remains untouched.
While Mr. C. is quite exhausted, fighting his
shadow, yet he has this satisfaction, that he has
played upon the inattentive reader, from the only
circumstance that the word covenants is mentioned;
which he would have you to believe respected
the being, not the external parts of that covenant.
The reader will perceive that the only difference
Mr. C. has yet succeeded in establishing, is,
that there were different dispensations to the same
covenant. ]

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

1st,¢Are they the same, in respect of ' the
¢ nature and extent of the “privileges secured to
¢ the respective subjects, under each of these cov-
¢ enants.’ E.

2nd, *Are they the'same"in" respect of’ the inte-
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¢ resting, or entltlmg condition; that is, is the
¢ ground of interest and of clalm, the same “in
both?’

3rd. ‘Is the condition of the continued enjoy-
“ment of the covenanted blessings, the same in
¢ both covenants?

To the first of these I reply, essentxally con-
sidered, they are, but as it respects their external
privileges they are not, For the illustration of
which, 1 observe,

1st. That the faith of the subjects of each cove-
nant was the same. Christ was the alone and
proper object of faith, under both dispensations.
‘For other foundation can no man lay, than that is
laid, which is Jesus Christ.” 1. Cor. 5, 11. There
never was any other superstructure of mercy, than
the church, and it was built on this foundation—
for this faith many of the Old testament saints
were famous. If Christ be refused by Mr. C. to
be the object of their faith, and ground of their
atonement; what will he choose?_their sacrifices
will notdo, they were an object of sense,not of faith;
they will not do for a ground of atonement; David
in Psal: 51. would have given them for this
purpose, but found they would not do. v. 16.
‘For thou desirest not sacrifice, else would I give
it. Thou delightest not in burnt offering.’ It
was in consideration of this, that Christ said to
the subjects of the former dispensation: ‘Lo 1
come’ Psal. 40. Their prophets all taught them’
tolook beyond their sacrifices. Acts, 3, 18.¢ ? But
these things which God before had shewed by
the mouth of all his prophets, that Christ'should
suffer, he hath so fulfilled.

Their faith and hope united in-him, this was the
language of Old testament saints, ‘But he was
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wounded for our transgressions,” he was bruised
for our iniquities: The chastisement of our peace
twas upon him, and with his stripes we are healed’
Isaiah 53. 5. ’

3rd. In both these covenants there is a secu-
rity given for spiritual and temporal blessings,
that the first contained spiritual blessinge, I think
is proven. The relation subsisting between God
and them secured the continued possession of
these blessings—this relation, the basis of all
their blessings, was promised in the very covenant
now in dispute, viz. the covenant of circumci-
sion. Iwill*be a God untothee, and to thy seed
after thce.” This relation God was to sustain, for
the special purpose of securing them the blessings
contained in that covenant. That the same dis-
pensation secured temporal blessings, is not denied.

That the new covenant secures both these bless-
ings, will also appear. That it secures spiritual
. blessings is not denied. That it secures a right
to temporal blessings, Mr. C. docs not deny; he
only sports alittle upon the subject, page 78, and
this in order to call the attention of the reader from
the subject, lest they unhappily see the breach in
the link of his chain.*

* Itis remarkable that Mr. C. for the satisfac-
tion of his own mind, although he disregarded the
requests of the intelligent reader, did not attempt
totell us in what manner believers were under
the New testament, made partakers of temporal
good things; had he attempted this, I grant, it
might have discovered to his mind that uniformity
which in this respect, existed between the two
covenants—No—he must have one all carnal, the
other all spiritual. This blest suits bis purpose,
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In addition to the observations made on our first
proposition on promises: ‘“Bread shall be given
and your water made sure;’ ‘Blessed are the meek
for they shall inherit the earth’ &ec. Intimate that
God as Father, has graciously condescended to
his people, to secure them aright to temporal
blessings. He not only bestows them without a
curse, but with a covenant security: these bless-
ings in every sense are theirs. The covenant of
grace makes all its subjects free, the heirs of this
Divine festator are free in time andin eternity,
‘whom the son makes free are free indeed.” They
are not only delivered from the covenant of works
and all its curses, but from the world and all ser-
vile obligations to it. They are therefore the on-
ly persons who inherit the earth.

2nd. There is no difference with respectto cov-
enant title which a believer has to the farm on
which he lives, and the right which a believer had
to his posscssions in the land of Caanan, under the,
former dispensation. They are both inheriters of
the earth, as Abraham’s seed. ‘If ye be Christ’s
then are ye Abraham’s seed.” The Divine pro-
mise is the title the Jews had to the land of
Caanan, our title is the same.

Mr. C. page 79, attempts to give us the differ-
ence of the two titles; the claim of the Old testa-
ment subject was founded on this: ‘If ye be Abra-
ham’s seed, through Sarah, then are you heirs ac-
cording to the promise.” But our claim is: ‘If ye.
be Christ’s, then are ye Abrahams seed.” This
distinction may be easily discovered by one of
Mr. €5 disciples, I cannot see it. Because all the
rights, immunities and privileges we possess in
virtue of being feederally represented by Abra-
ham, in any covenant were all by Isaac. 5o says
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tse apostle Gal. 4.28. “Now we, breihren, as [saac
was, are the cluldren of promise.” In any future
age after the death of Abraham, such Midiauites
Ishmaelites &ec, his natural descendents, as be-
lieved, they received the blessings of Abra-
ham, not from any natural relation to him, but
by Isaac, the child of promise. Unfortunately for
Mr. C.’s system, it 1s in the covenant of Circum-
cision, where we have the first special promise of
the birth of Isaac, the son of promise.

But the title of the heathen world to the church,
1s, by the apostle Paul, declared not only to be by
Isaac, promised in the covenant of circumcision
‘but also conveyed to the heathen in the same way
it was to him. Rom. 9. 7,8. ‘Neither because
they are the seed of Abraham are they all clul-
dren: but, in Isaac shall thy seed be cailed; that is,
they who are the children of the flesh, these are
not the children of God: but the children of the
promise are counted for the sced.’, In the cov-
nant made 25 years before this mentioned in the
17 chap of Gen. I grant a seed was promised, but
from any thing said in the 12th chap. it was im-
possible fer Abraham to have learned which of
his sons was to be his heir; but the covenant of
circumecisionsmentioned the son—his chnld by Sa-
rah, the child of promise, by whom Jews and Gen-
tiles obtained the possession of Abraham.

The seed of Abraham by Isaac, were the branches
among whom the Gentile converts were grafted
in, and both these enjoyed blessings by Abraham
in the same way, I know not, if any of the natural
or temporal blessings, possessed by Abraham, con-
sidered as an individual man, descended to his
third generation, it was becausc Isaac was his son
of promise, that he received more blessings for him-
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sclf and his seed, than Ishmael did, and because
he was the son of promise, that we, as the seed of
Abraham, receive blessings by him.

Again hear his question, ‘are they the same’in re-
¢ lation tothe nature and extent of the privileges
¢ secured to the respective subjects under each of
¢ these covenants? From svhat has been said, the
answer is easy. They received their privileges
through the same external medium, from the same
autlior by means virtually the same, from the same
covenant, and as children of the same family. M.
C. at his leisurc can tell the difference and upon
due thought he will find it nothing more, than
that, which I have already shewn—the peculiarities
of the dispensation.

Quest. 2nd. “Are they the same in respect of the
interesting or entitling condition? &c.

I{by the interesting or entiling condition M.
C. means that which in law gives us the claim to
the privileges of the covenant, I answer, itis the
same in both covenants, faith in the obediencs of
our Lord, is the interesting claim; the obedience
of this mediator, the alone fulfilment of the condi-
tion for either Jew or Gentile. The spirit of God
by the apostle Paul has erected too strong a wall
to inelose this doctrine, to be thrown down by
Mr. C. Rom. 4.16. “Therefore it is by faith that
it might Le by grace; to the end, the promise might
be sure to all the seed; not that only which is ot
the law, but that also which is of the faith of Abra-
ham, who is the father of us all.? Will Mr. C.
make works the entitling condition of either new
or Old testament saints. We will however attend
to thisin its proper place.

Q. 8rd. ‘Isthe condition of the continued en-
¢ joyment of the covenanted blessings, the same in
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‘in both covenants” 'To this I answer, yes; be-
cause the fulfilment of the condition of this cov-
enant, under any of the dispensations, secures the
continuation of the blessings to the covenanted
persons; God’s oath secures it to the church in ali
ages. Psal. 89, 35 36. ‘Once have I'swvorn by my
holiness, that I will not lie unto David, his secd
shall endure forever, and his throne as the sun be-
fore me.

3rd The change of dispensations that took
place nearly eighteen hundred years ago, did not
vary the deeds or other land titles with believers,in
the land of Canaan. The rights of property were
the same, when Christ left the world, that they
were before it. This assertian is true, whether we
speak of the claims of believersin relation to God,
or man. Mr. C. would endeavour to persuade the
reader, that such individual believers as Christ
found on earth, received, by his coming, new
titles to temporal property. These believers
lived under both dispensations: when they lived
under the former dispensation, all the rights they
possessed to temporal property, were conditional,
but no sooner did the dispensation change,. than
they found, that this condition for the continued
possession of the blessings was also changed, of
course, all thetitles founded upon this change, had
to be varied accordingly. I am certain that the pe-
rilous state of Jewish titles, as taught by Mr. C. ne-
ver once occured toany lawyer in all Judea.*®

*The reader will look attentively at Mr. C’s
query. ‘Is the condition af the continued’ &c. Is
it just reasoning to contrast the temporal blessings
of Old testament believers with the spiritual bless-
ings of saints now? ToI reason fairly we must

2

L Il
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3rd. The store house of free grace, was opened
iminediately after the fall, the public proclama-
tion vas to all to come and posscss the blessings
contained in it. The grart was unconditional, a
right to fhe continued possession -of the good
things of this world, so long as was necessary, was
found among the pther treasures, and equaljy se-
cured to believers. This was equally secured
to Jew or Gentile converts without mentioning
time, or refering to national distinction; Christ de-
clares, ‘Blessed are thec meek for they shall in-
herit the earth.

Were you to credit Mr. C. you would believe
that the situation of people under the Old testa-
ment dispensation; differed but little from the
stale of man under the covenant of works, Adam
in astate of innocency, had a right to eternal life,
but there was a condition that lay between him,
and the continued possession of the blessings of
that covenant. That his situation was precarious
was proved by the event his fall, but, according to

compare their temporal blessings with ours, as al-
so their spiritural blessings, with those under the
present dispensation. Continued possession-of tem-
poral blessings, I grant, had some conditions in
every age of the world, life was uncertain, and this
from a variety of causes, besides the want of food.
But] titles to these several blessings, distinct in
their nature, were in any age of the world the
same. The Jews had no more covenants or any
more security for temperal blessing than we have,
an American believer, has the’ ‘continued posses-
sion’ ofhis farm upon the same condition that a Jew
had, or at least Mr. C. has not shewed the differ-
ence.
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Mr. C. this was the precise situation of those who
were ur.der the covenant of circumcision. Page
¢ 79. “The first depended upon an if, it was condi-
¢ onal; they were to enjoy it so long as they were
¢ willing and obedient, consequently by their dis-
obedience they were excluded.’

The word if, was no more expressive of a con-
dition in the covenant, God made with the Jews,
than it is under the present dispensation. The
reader will compare the language used respect-
ing the blessings of the new covenant, with those
(uoted by Mr. °C. from the covenant of eircumei-
sion. Heb. 8. 6. *‘But Christ, as a son over his own
house, whose house are we, if we hold fast, the
confidence and the rejoicing of the hope, firm un-
to the end.’ John 31. ‘Then said Jesus to those
Jews who believed on him,if ye continue in my
word, then are ye my disciples indeed.”® The
word if, has in these passages, as much the force
of a condition, as in any declaration made to Abra-
ham or any.of his children.

To be willing and obedient, is a summary duty
enjoined in the present administration of grace,
as really, and with all the authority it ever possess-
ed,and I might add, that it is as really conditional
as ever it was, since the fall. DMr C. mistakes the
point, when he supposes that the ‘new covenant,’
has relaxed our obligation to duty. Butthe truth
is, that the Divine Being never did require any
conditional duty since the fall of man, even faith,

*Mr. C. with the assistance of Thomas Aquinas
must in his next treatise shew the difference
between the use of the word if, in these passages
and the use of it, in the covenant made with the
Jews.
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which is a moral duty, is not conditionally requir-
ed. It has the sanction of a Divine eommand.—
“This is the command of God that ye believe on
his Son.—¢The true consequence of believing is
also stated.” ¢He that believes shall be saved.?
Yet it 1s called the ‘gift of God'—and is therefore
apromised blessing; and would therefore be the
condition of itself. ‘If ye be willing and obedient,
ye shall eat the good of the land, states the conse-
quence of obedience—*it is eating the good of the
land,’ but obedience is no more the condition of
lhexr continued possession of that land, than it is
of our continued possession of the bles»inga of
ternal life,.as is evident from the passages just
quoted. Butin Page ’79 —Mr. W. will be assham-
ed of his answer.” I shall now leave it with the
reader to judge, who has the best righttobe as-
shamed.*®

Mr. C. says ‘that the first covenant was enjoin-
ed in such a way, as it might be forfeited.> This
indeed makes the covenant of circumcision, to all
intents. and purposes, a covenant of works. In
the first covenant God made with man upon the
condition of obedience, he promised eternal life—
had he given this obedience, he would have been
entitled to eternal life. But this is the language

*#It is something remarkable that the system of
grace the Baptists have adopted, is so contradicto-
ry in its very nature & being. By legal obedience.’
saints under the Old testament were saved—they
are however, now saved by grace. Although Mr.
C. has invented, in most things, a system emirely
new—rever heard of by the Prophets, or yet any
of his brethren, in this, however, he hag followed
the Baptist writers generally.
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of Mr. C. respecting the covenant of circumci-
sion. Thiscovenant of which Mr. C. is the in-
ventor wac, in its very being and organzation, a co-
venant of works, and like 1t, had its eternal forfei-
ture. Thus after the covenant of works was
made, and broken, another covenant was made
upon a similar condition, without surety orindeed
any security for the continued possession of its bless-
ings but our corrupt will; Query, How was the
state of the Jewish believers rendered any better
by it> 2ad. Query, As every one of the Jews
were unwilling and disobedient—they were sin-
ful beings, why were they, not instantly chased
from the land of Canaan, as our first Parents were
from the ‘Garden of Eden.’ :

It appears now that the Divine Being, according
to Mr. C. made two covenants ywith Abraham as
apublic person; the first covenant, a covenant of
grace, the second a covenant of works. The first
secured all blessings, freely, the second con-
ditionally, with disebedience they might enjoy the
blessings of the former, but obedience was requi-
ed as the entitling condition of the latter. By the
first, Abraham and his posterity were made free,
by the second they were bound. The simple
statement 'of Mr. C’s Doctrines in this place is
their refutation. We shall now proceed to an-
swer his remaining queries. P. 16. 85.

Query 4th. ‘If both these covenants are the same,
in what respect is the new said to be better
than the old?

Answer. In the dispensation alone, for reasons
already given.

Query 5th. ‘Are the duties enjoined upon the’
covenanters the same in both P*

#What does Mr. C. mean by the ‘duties enjoin-
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Ans. Yes—with the difference of circumnstance
alone. To which I have also attended.

Query, 6th. ‘Are the penaltics threatened, the
same in both?’ - =

I answer therc are no penalties appended
to either covenants. He was exceedingly sur-
prised when Mr. W. gave this answer; and this
astonpishment he expresses with much fervor P.
36.—and, here he intimates the consequence as it
respects Mr. W’s doom, before the bar of that
church to which he belongs, butin this part of
the discussion 1 rather think Mr. C. should save
his fears and tremble before the bar of his own
conscience. Because he is the first man of
whom I Lave ever read, orheard, that declared
that the covenant of grace, eitheras administered
under the Old or New testament, possessed any
penalty,  every branch of the true church holds

ed being the same in both.” The duties enjoined,
upon any two individuals are not the same, much
less can they be expected to be the same, under
two different dispensations. Mr. C. was not
bound to the same precise duties in single life
that he is now—he was not then bound to love
his wife and teach his children. Query, Is he
now under the same law he was then? this pos-
sesses all the force of query 5th.

1 I have supposed perhaps Mr. C. meant noth-
ing more by the word penalty, than chastisement; -
this might in some mea<ure sppear consistent with
his observations, upon what lLe calls the penal-
ties of the New covenant; but it will not do when
tried by his observations upon the Old covenant.
"This novel and erroneous expression must either
rise from ignorance or corrupted understanding.
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that Christ bore the penalty of the covenant of
works, and this he agreed to doin the covenant of
grace. Why then should his people in any age of
the world, be subject to a penalty? The papists
are the alone body on earth, called by the christi.
an name, that on this point agree with Mr. C.
They suppose that full satisfaction was not made
to the law and justice of God by Christ Jesus—
that thereforc another place of punishment is ne-
cessary, to complete the penalty of the law. Pro-
Ltestants have always endeavoured to refute them,
by establishing the fullness of Christ’s satisfaction,
and thereby proving that the doctrine of a pur-
gotary, was not only absurd, but unnecessary.
The Baptists have enlisted against Mr. C. on this
point-—Mr. C. would do well to read a work writ-
ten by an eminent Baptist, Mr. Boothe, entitled
Glad tidings. He will then be as much surprised
at Mr. B. as at Mr. W. But if Mr. C. has no ac-
cess to this work Ishall submit the matter to an
1ospired writer Gal. 8, 13.  ¢Christ'hath redeem-
ed us from the curse of the law, being made a
carse for us.’ For Mr. C’ssake I wish he had
read this passage before he had said so much a-
gainst Mr WV,

He says the penalties annexed to ‘the old co-
venant were numerous and severe.) P.86. I
grant indeed that the penalty of the covenant of
works, contains curses, numerous and severe;
and that, during every revelation of the Gospel:

It can hardly rise from the former, because his li-
brary when carried to the stage in pomp, present-
ed nearly a cart load of books, and as an indispu-
table proof of the good sense of those books he
told the audience tby crossed the sea.
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these curses were revealed as the just declarations
of the Almighty, against the unbelieving and dis-
obedient, against those who refused to become
subjects to the law as a rule of life, and by faith
receive the proniises of the gospel. If a city of
refuge was provided for New, or Old testament
sinners and they refused to fly to ir; it was but
just, they should feel the potent arm of the aveng-
cr of blood. ¥When Mr. C. is trying to preach,
does he never inform his hearers, that ‘he that
believeth not shall be damned?” He considers
himself a New testament member; will he find a
penalty more severe under the Old testament?
Does he never inform his lLearers, that without
the blessing of God, they are cursed in their bas-
ket andin their store? Moses intimates no more
under the former dispensation. If Mr. C. asks a
blessing to the food he eats, does he not pray to
he delivered from the curses mentioned by Moses
and other inspired writers? =N

But liere lies the great defect, by which Mr. C.
thinks to escape. He takes care to give us no
meaning of the word penalty, had he done this the
reader would have found him out. The distine-
tion between a penalty of a law and fatherly chas-
tisement is obvious, They are distinet, both in
their administration and nature. The formeris
inflicted by a Judge, the latter by a Father. Pen-
-alty vindicates the justice and authority of a law
—chastisement subdues corruption, the first con-
demns, the other sanctifies. The matter of sen-
sible, or temporal punishment may be the same in
both cases; but very different in their nature and
end. Even the Gallows that to many is a mourn-
ful and disgraceful passage, to a still more dread-
ful place, may be, to some, a dark passage to 2
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blessed palace; the sufferings cven of death, may
be the same in both cases, yet the one is penalty,
the other chastisement. The law demands, by its
penalty, the death of a wicked man, but it does not
even demand natural dcath from a bellever; lic
dies by the merciful rod of a father, but not by any
demand of Justice. It is tothema new covenant
blessing. ‘Al is yours, whether Paul or Appollos,
or Cephas, or hife, or death.’

Mr. C. in order to establish his self crcated
system, entertains you with an exiraordinary com-
ment on Gen. 17. 14. ‘And the uncircumecised
man child, whose flesh of his foreskir, is not cir-
cumcised, that soul shall bc cut off from his peo-
ple, he hath broken my covenant.’ *The cutting off
says Mr.,C. ‘from his people, was the penalty first
proposed.” P. 87. Seldom has there been an in-
dividual raised in the church, too ignorant to
know that the expression ‘cutting off’ when used
in scripture, means nothing more than separa-
tion from the church, by censure: to introduce
prooff for the establishment of this, would be to
impose on common sense. Even the Baptists
have often inflicted Mr. C’s penalty to its fullest
extent. It isthe end of all penalties, to inflict the
punishment.for crimes required by the faw, and
no further to consult the benefit of the culprit than
is consistent with the dignity of the law, requiring
such penalty. Butthe intention of all disciplina-
ry punishment, is ultimately the salvation of the
subject. 1. Cor. 5. 5. “To deliver such an one un-
to Satan, for the destruction of the flesh, that the
spirit mey be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.’

But each of these covenants have penalties, ac-
cording to Mr. C. ¢The ultimate of all the pen-
¢ alties of the old covenant was, thé final and eter-
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¢ nal rejection of refractory subjects, from being
¢ the people of God, in any sense. But the ulti-
¢ mate of all the penalties of the new covenant, is,
¢ to make the subjects of it partakers of his holi-
¢ ness, and to exempt them from the condemnation
¢ of the world.” Page 88. The penalties of the first
covenant, condemned forever, but the penalties of
the new covenant, saved its subjects eternally. A
new kind of penalties, for the invention of which,
Mr. C. deserves the honor. In all the Bible, we
have no such account of penalties, belonging to
either of Mr. C’s covenants. Let us hear the ti-
tles and description of Mr. C’s penalties by an in-
spired writer—does he call them penalties or even
hint that they were such? Heb. 12. 8. ‘But if ye be
without chastisement, whereof all are partakers,
then are ye bastards and nct sons.’

Reader, again turn back, and review Mr. C’s
doctrine, respecting these two covenants, with
their penalties, conditions, &c. Saints, under the
Old testament—Mr. C’s old, ‘musty covenant’
were, by its laws, subject to the pains of eternal
death, final rejection, &c. It was indeed discour-
aging to the saints of that time; why did any
of them forsake their father’s house—suffer per-
secution, wander in dsserts, and after all, by the .
laws and true spirit of that covenant, might be
eternally rejected? 1f his doctrine be true, there
was still a much greater difference between the
two covenants, than has ever occured to any of Mr. .
C’s predecessors. It was nothing less than this,
that saints, under, the first dispensation of grace,
were not only in a conditional state,and this con-
dition was perfect obedience, but from any pro-
mise of this covenant, or any relation they held to
God, might finally fall from a state of grace. Que-
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iy: Does Mr. C: believe his own system?

¢ Query 7. YWas not Abraham, by covenant, the
¢ father of a two-fold seed, a natural and a
¢ spiritual?

Ans. No. He was the father of a natural seed,
by nature, as any other man is the father of a pos-
terity—and he was the father of a spiritual seed,
by covenant. ‘Ittas not the children of the flesh,
but the children of the promise, that were reckon-
ed for the seed.” .

¢ Query 8th. Did not Abraham’s spiritual seed,
¢ cousist first of Christ, and all that in him, inlerit
¢ the faith of the father of the faithful, whether
¢ Jews or Gentiles, and of them only?’

Ans. Yes; for by covenant he had no other sced.

¢ Query 9th. Did not the covenant of circum-
¢ cision exclusively belong to the natural seed of
¢ Abraham, as such, and to them only, as specified
“in Gen, 17? :

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

* On the first day of public dispute, Mr. C. plead
with the activity and ingenuity .of wn attorney, to
be delivered from these covenants, but having
spent a studious night, he appeared to be quite
recovered, and with these questions, written in his
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Having now endeavoured to establish the pro-
position, and having attended to Mr. C’s leading
objections to the doctrine of the proposition, we
shall now look a little at his appendix, on the same
subject.

FIRST COVENANT.

The Covenant of works,

Is, I grant, a true covenant; and of course, does
not belong to any of this spurious list. But cven en
this old covenant, Mr. C. must exercice his inven-
tive mind; & while nearly 6000 years have elapsed,
sinee this covenant was entered into, Mr. C’s im-
provement has neveroccured to any. ‘Upon the
‘whole premises we must observe, that in this whole
*transaction, Adam was entirely passive. e
‘stipulated nothing.’ page 158. I do not say, in re-
ply, that Adam did stipulate any thing. It is not
necessary, in order that a’true covenant may exist,
that both parties should stipulate: but if one party
propose and another accept, it is a true contract.
But was Adam passive? Ianswer No: because to

hand, vociferated and bantered prodigiously, what
he was now ready to do with Mr. W. on these
covenants, Yet alas! nothing was made, and in a
few hours the old covenant was again a place of
torture for Mr. C. He got angry at it, and called it
the ‘old niusty covenant.’ But when he comes to
write, heis still better prepared, but still does as
little for the subject. After the debate, he invent-
ed four new covenants, for fear of being confined
to twos his reply will probably contain a few more.
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accept implies action. But Adam did accept
the terms of that covenant, while indeed
it is not expressly mentioned, it is not only fairly,
but even in the very being of the covenant, im-
plied. The nature of Adam was perfectly con-
formed to the Divine will: that, therefore, which
was the will of God to demand, was the will of
Adam to obey, and the promises made by God, he
chose toreceive. Moral conformity to the Divine
will, and a disposition to submit to his Sovereignty
in all things—were ereated with him. It follows
that Adam did not withhold his consenr, but was
active in giving itto. God. But Mr. C. will, as
usual, be ready to ery out, where is your war-
rant. Tanswer he concedes the justice of my plan
of infering, in the same covenant, ‘the token or
seal of this transaction was the tree of life.” Here
I agree with him, but where has he found any ex-
press warrant for his doctrine? where is life pro-
mised in the covenat of works? or where is the tree
of life called a token or seal of this covenant? why
these are implied. This T grant; but I have evi-
dence equally strong, for Adam’s actively consent-
ing to the terms of this covenant. Gen. 1.26. ‘And ,
God said, let us make man in our own image af-
ter our likeness.’ DMr. C. on this passage must
admit one of two opinions; either that of Immanu-
el Swedenburger, which declares this to ba a cor-
poreal likeness, orsay that it was a moral likeness.
Again, Heb. 7,29. *This only have I found that
God made man upright. When God gave the com-
mand. “Thou shalt not eat of the tree of know-
ledge of good and evil, was Adam in possession of
this holy nature, passive, mute? No: this would
have been disobedience, a detestable indifference.
The very language of hi;{nature wag, I will not eat
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ofit, T wouldonly observe that outof Mr. C’sseven
covenants, we have not one fully possessing the
character of a covenant, and indeed, this was not
in any sense a covenant, if Adam was passive.

Defore I proceed to view his remaining six cov-
cnants, I would premise a few things.

In cvery covenant made with man inwhich God
promises merey, grace, or any other blessing, such
promises must, in some form, be the revelation of
the covenant of grace, and inevery instance where
the formal assent of the church is mentioned, it
is to them a ecovenant of duty; as itis an acknow-
ment of the covenant of grace. It is an agreement
to receive the promises of this covenant, to pro-
fess its truth and obey its law.

A frequent revelation of this covenant became
necessary from the peculiar circumstances, in
which the church was placed;sometimes this wasre-
vealed by way of promise. It was thus revealed
{o Abraham, in the 12th chap. of Geneses, when he
was first called out of Ur of the Chaldees. Some-
times it is made known by the revelation of its
precepts; this was the manner of its revelation on
§It. Sinai.  But cvery separate revelation of this
covenant, was but partial. It is impossible to
take any just view of it, but by uniting all these’
revelations together, we shall then see its truth, its
promises, its law; in a word, the scriptures of
trath, is this will or covenant, sealed by the death
of Christ the testator. But when this comprehen:
sive view is taken still it is very partial. 1 believe
that the babe, who enters into eternal life, sees
more of this covenant, than all saintson earth, our
blessings in this world, are seecn at best but
through a glass darkly.

The first revelation of this eovenant was'made
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to our first parents in the garden of Eden, in a
short Gospel Sermon, by a blessed preacher of
righteousness. Here Mr. C. should have commenc-
ed his second covenant. In this sermon we have
arevelation of an agreement of our feederal head, to
fulfill the condition of that covenant, and to bring
in an everlasting righteousness, by his suffering
unto death. Gen. 3. 15. ‘I will put enmity be-
tween thee and the woman, and between thy seed
and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou
shalt bruise his heel’” But in processof time,
when ministers, began to oppose the moral law,
which was written upon the heart of man, and to
encourage loose professors in the violation of the
sabbath, a doctrine taught by the Devil, and very
agreeable to the human heart; they soon obtained
followers, the whole human race was destroyed by
a flood, with the exception of Noah and his fami-
ly. For the cncouragement of the new world,
it became necessary to make a second revelation
of this covenant; this is Mr. C’.

SECOND COVENANT. P. 159.

-

‘It was all promises and no commands.” P.
160. It is true, that there were no particular
commands specified; yet it is true that all the
commands that God had ever revealed to man,
were fairly implied and revealed in that covenant.
It is essential to the nature of God to require duty
from every person with whom he makes a cove-
nant. It is evident from Mr. C’s statemeunt of this
covenant, that he supposes this doctrine is con-
tained in that revelation, (let it be spoken with
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more reverence than Mr. C. teaches it,) that
as moral evil produced the flood, the Divine being
now made a covenant, in which the whole world
to the end of time, might do as they pleased. To
malse us certain that this is his view, he states that
this ‘covenant could not be broken.” It was a co-
venant without a law, ¢‘where no law is, there is
no transgression.’ Fallen man, could not be a
party in this covenant, or yet could perfect men
be a party in it, sin is the breach of a law, holi-
ness is conformity to it; but where no law is, nei-
ther of these can exist. Reader, look further at
Mr. C’s view of this covenant;a covenant giving °
great temporal mercies, but in the receipt of these,
no obedience is required. Enjoy all its hlessings
and do as you please, is his definition of this cove-
nant.

He says that the rainbow was merely a memo-
rial of this covenant. P. 16, Perhaps Mr. C. in
this assertion, understands himself, Yet I think it
is difficult for any other person to understand this
expression. If, by the rainbow being only a me-
morial of this covenant, he means, that it is only
to keep it in memory—then it 1s another of his new
inventions. I never knew it to be denied by any,
that ever heard of that covenant; that the rainbow
wasa token that God would never again desiroy
the world by another flood; at least this is the Di-
vine mind on this subject, in opposition to Mr. C,
Gen. 9. 13,14, 15. ‘I doset my bow in the cloud,
and it shall be for a token of a covenant, between
me and the earth. Anditshall come to pass, when
I bring a cloud over the earth, that the bow shall
be seen in the cloud: and I will remember my
covenant, which is between me and you; and eve-
ry living ereature of all flesh, and the waters shall



BAPTISM. 105

no more become a flood, to destroy all flesh.” It
follows, that the rainbow is a token that God will
never destroy the world by another deluge; we
therefore propose some amendments on Mr. C’s
view of'this covenant. -

1st. That it was a gracious act of God the Fa-
ther ‘Originating in him, and ordained by him
alone.’

2nd. Itrespected the church of our Lord Jesus
Christ, and gives intimation to the wicked, that
one great reason of their preservation is, ‘for the
Eleet’s sake,’ while it secures the continued exis-
tence of the animal creation for the use of man.

8rd. ‘It was absolute and unconditional, and
yet might be broken.

4th, ‘It was all promises,’and commands, ‘the
blessings promised were temporal’ and spiritual, -
‘and commensurate with time’ and eternity.

5th. ‘The token of it was the rainbow,” which
was not only a security, that the world should ne-
ver again be destroyed by another flood; but also
an emblematical declaration, that Christ the glo-
rionws rainbow of that covenant, of which this was
but a revelation in part, would never suffer the
overflowing vengeaunce of God, to destroy any
true members of this covenant.

THIRD COVENANT.

We have already observed many things on this
covenant.. I think the true calculationis given in
another place. His citations from scripture to
prove this a distinct covenant, equally apply to
his fifth covenant. Aware of this, he resorts to his
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usual plan of composing such scripture as will
answer his purpose; he cites Luke, 1. 72. ¢To
perform the mercy promised unto our Fathers,
and to remember his holy covenant.’ He found it
would not do, to have the passage so stated, be-
cause the fact would then have appeared, that Ze-
charias was acknowledging the covenant of cir-
cumcision; called by Mr. C. a national covenant.
He therefore strikes out the words unio the fathers
and inserts the words By the Futher—such a plan
is indeed novel, in the christian world--and
would, in any other writer, be intolerable, but with
Mr. C. itis not unusual.*

FOURTH COVENANT,

Called the covenant of circumcision.

Because circumcision, was now enjoined, as a
seal of the covenant of grace; on this covenant we
have already spoken at length. Mr. C. gives you
his new system on this covenant. P.165. 1 shall
present the reader with some amendments to his
view of this covenant.

*When I read this passage in Mr. C. I instantly
turned to the errata—but found no correction; 1
then doubted not, but we should have it corrected
in his second edition—but was agsin disappoint-
ed: his followers, took it for scripture. Had he
even attempted to prove, that the origme) words
admitted of the corrections, then it might have
passed along with some of his dipping amend-
ments; but no—we must take it for seripture, just
because Mr. C. says so.
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Ist. ‘It was confined’ to Christ’s family ‘alone’
consisting of Jews and Gentiles. Circumcision
was now revealed, as the seal of this covenant.

2nd. Spiritual ‘connection with Abraham, was
the ground of claim or interest in it,which con-
nection is obtained by union to Christ. ¢If ye be
Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed.?

3rd. That God the Son ‘would stand in a par-
ticular relation to this family, reign over them as
king, protect them by his providence,” and bless
them by his glorious gospel and its ordinan-
ces.

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

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

FIFTH COVENANT]

The covenant made with all Israel at Sinai.

The perticular character of the revelation of the
covenant of Grace was;

Ist. That it was the accomplishment of the pro-
mise ‘of the covenant of circumcision,” mentioned
in the 17 chap. of Gen.and also of the covenant
confirmed before of God in Christ by sacrifice,
‘mentioned in the 15th of Genesis and also of the
first revelation made of this same covenant, Gene-
sis 12, when Abraham was first called out of Ur.
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of the Chaldees. It was the visible accomplish-
ment of a promise, made in each of these cov-
enants. But most of all, the literal accomplish-
ment of a prophecy, made by God to Abraham, of
the sorrows of his seed, and their deliverance. ‘And
that nation, whom they shall serve will I judge, and
afterwards shall they come out with great sub-
* stance. Gen. 15, 14.

2nd. Like every other revelation of this cov-
enant, it was unconditional. This was evident
from the manner in which it was prefaced. Ex. 20.
2: ‘I am the Lovrd thy God, who have brought
thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of
bondage.” The people all publicly consenting
{o thiscovenant, mmade it very evidently a covenant
of duty. Ex. 19. 8. “All that the Lord hath spoken
will we do.™*

Srd. This covenant, only in part, was written
upon two tables of stone, called by the apostle Paul,
Heb. 9. 4. ‘The tables of the covenant; in which
covenant we may safely include all the revelations
made at Sinai, which comprehended the revela-
tion of the judicial, ceremonial,and moral laws,

*Every time of the particular revelation of this
covenant to the church, it became a covenant of
duty.—The church could never engage in a co-
venant of duty, without a revelation of the cove-
nant of Grace—because this is the proper founda-
tion of a coverant of duty. The covenant of
grace contains the priv:lege)and duty of the
church; a covenant of duty, is the engagement of
the church, to receive these by faith, to makea
public profession of the same, and to have a life,
correspondent to the obligations: this is all Sece-
ders mean by covenanting.
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together with all the promises there mentioned.

4th, The laws of this covenant were nume-
rous, and perhaps it was the fullest revelation; ever
made of the covenant of grace, at any onc time to
the church. Christ’s office as a priest, was syste--
matically shewn in the Aaronie priesthood, and his
kingly government, in the revelations of the par-
ticular laws by which the church was to be gov-
erned. ! : 3

.5Lh. The Sinai revelation of this covenant, con-
tained both promises and commands, and these
promises, like those formerly made, contained
blessings, both temporal and spiritual, unconditi-
onally given.* .

6th. Thiscovenant was read, as were all the
formerrevelations of it, in the audience of all the
Jewish church. To prove that this was the cov-
vénant of grace, the promises of “which in due
time, would be counfirmed by the death of Christ,
the testator, immediately afier the revelation of it,
sacrifice was offered, and after taking the blood
of the sacrifice, this book containing the covenant
was sprinkled, tointimate the bloody confirmation
it should receive, the people was also sprinkled,
to intimate that the same death, would be the at-
tonement ofe their sins. This decleration was
made. ‘This is the blood of the covenant, which
God hath enjoined unto you.,” Heb. 9. 20, com-
pared with Ex.24. 8. 4

SIXTH COVENANT.

This covenant was a part of ‘that r_ev_e]zftion

*]t was against that part'of this covenant,
which was written on tables of stone, that Mr. C.
a few yearsago wrote'a phamphlet:

L
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made at Mount Sinai, in which the cternal priest-
hood, of our Lord Jesus Christ was typically con-
fined to Aaron and his sons in succession, until the
comingof the-antitype. This priesthood differed
from the Melehisedec priesthood, in that it was con-
fined solely to the family of Asron. ‘The continu-
ation of this priesthood, depending upon the living
suecessors of Aaron’s sons, rendered it not only
a changeable, but uncertain priesthood; in these
‘respects it was far inferior to the priosthood, of
Melchisedec, for his priesthood, not depending ei-
their upon the standing of his predecessors  or
successors, was an unchangeable priesthood.

Owing, however to the bravery, and particular
fidelity of Phireas, one of the sons of Aaron. "This
covenant was revealed in the strongest terms.
Number. 25.12, 13. ‘Wherefore say, behold, I
give unto himmy covenant of peace, and he shall
have ity and his seed after him, even the covenant
of an everlasting priesthood.’ - '

We shall mention a few things in a great mea-
sure, peculiar to this part of the revelation of the
covenant of grace.

Ist. That it was a soverign act of the Almighty,
to appoint Christ to the office of Priest, or Aaron
to be a Priest typically to represent hLim.

2nd. The divine appointment, confering the
priesthood upon Aaron, is called the covenant of
peace, because the sacrifices he was ordained to
offer, represented the great High Priest, shedding -
his blood to obtain eternal peace.

3rd. This revelation of the covenant of grace,
was like every other revelation of it, ‘uncondition-
aly as it respected any thing to be performed by
typical persons.

4th. The promises of this covenant were, by
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tiod’s word, confirmed to Aaron gnd his sous,
that they shon)d hold this typical priesthood, and
confirmed to the church, that they should have an
everlasting priesthood. .

5th. It was called an everlasting priesthood,
becaus¢ it was to remain eternally with the
charch. 1Ist. Typically: 2nd. Really in Christ
himself, who is called in Psal: 110, ¢A priest forever?
and because, ‘HE ever liveth to make intercessi-
on.’

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

7th. In the laws regulating the ordination, and
duties of the High priest, we have an awful warn-
ing ofthe danﬂer, of any person taking this oflice
unto himself, such as independants—self called
ministers &c. ‘No man taketh this office unto
himself, except he that is called, as was Aaron.’

SFVENTH COVENANT.
“Of ‘Royalty of David.’

Of this cevenant we have a full account in the
Ist. and 2nd. books of Samuel. T'he book of Psal.
&c. - The peculiaritics of this rcvelauon of the
covenant of grace are:

Ist: That it was a sovereign act of God to ap-
point Christ his ‘king in the holy lnll of Zion’ or
D'md aking to typ]fy him.

2nd. The temporal throne and sceptre were
promised to David, as a representation of the
throne and sceptre which eternally belonged to
Christ.
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3rd. This covenant might be broken by Bavid,
or any of his ¥y pical successors, but could not by
the great antitype.

4th, It was all promises and commands. Its
blessings were temporal and spiritual, there was
promised a throne, a sceptre, a kinvdom, all of
which were to be typical, until the coming of the
root, and offspring of David.

5th. There was no particular ncceasn) for any
separate seal to this revelation of the covenant of
grace, seeing that circusacision, and the passover,
were the seals of all the items contained in tln-«
covenant.

6th. This continues eternally. The sceptre was
held by typical kings, until the coming of Clirist:
when he hfted the fziling sceptre of David, ne-
ver to return it to any typical ‘king, but hold it
himself and reign forever.*

We have now travelled through Mr. C's cov-
enants, and had he takena little more, leisure,
and read his Bible with more attention, he might
have greatly increased the size of his book with
covenants, His seven are but a brief specimen of
his power of inveation, hundreds might have
been added upon the same principle, nay thou-
ands, at.least a distinet covenant for every peri-
od in the scriptures, because he evidently suppo-

* It isevident to the reader, that we have at-

tempted to make some amendmentson Mr. C’s.

covenants, and we think have succeeded in re-
ducing their number to two. We confined our-
selves to his plan. We give him the honer of
inventing at least 5 out of the?. Mr. C. wil par-
den me, for prefering the scripture view of the
subject to his.

N
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ses that every distinct revelation, was a distinct
covenant, how far he has succeeded I shall let
readers judge for themselves.

It is also evident that he possesses equal ingenui-
ty for creating conditions, that Lie does covenants,
he makes every if, that he finds in the scriptures,
a condition, but not having as great a supply of if’s.
on hand, as he had of eovenants, some of these had
to come out unconditional.

From this proposition, as now estab11=hed we
shall draw a few conclusions, we think now
proved. - J

FIRST INFERENCE.

That variations in the external circumstances
of a covenant never affect its being, as a contract,
and that the only difference between the old and
New testament covenants, was, in the dispensation;
and therefore there was but one covenant, under
both dispeneations.

SECOND COVENANT.

That the relation between Abraham™ and the
church, was only Spiritual, that in this sense a-
lone, a seed. was promised to him, and that with
him, God made but one covenant, although he fre-
quently rencwed the same. ]

THIRD INFERENCE.

That the church is one, in all ages of the world,
the covenant one, andthe Lord one. Any righte-
ous engagement of the church,is binding upon
herself in any future periIc:d; the circumstances, or
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any of the duties being the sime, and that we
mean no mMore ivhes we say, that the covenant of
our spiritual ancestors is binding upon posterity.

FOURTH INFERENCE.

That this covenant is not entailed by natural
relation. 'T'hat a savage under this dispensation
embracing the christian religion by faith, is as
true a (,]uld of Abraham as ls'xac was; and on the
contrary a natural son of Abraham, was no more
one of his children by covenant, if in a stateof
nature, than a savage who is yet in that state.®

HI. PROPOSITION.

'That circumcision was a sacramental seal of
the covenant of grace, as administered under the
Old testament, and to the heirs of that dispensa~

*By those who oppose the binding obligations
of covenants upon posterity, it is sometimes ask-
ed; how do we know that we are the natural
posterity of those who covenanted? The ques-
tion is answered above.—That it matters not whe-
ther we are the natural posterity, or not. A child
adopted into a family, is as subject to the laws
and as really entitled to the privileges of the fa-
.mily, as if he had been born init. Heathens, are
Abraham’s family, the covenant. secured them to
him for a seed, although po natural relation ex-
isted. We are therefore bound to all the moral du-
ties of the Abrahamic covenant, and by faith en-
titled. to all its privileges. This note is not de-
signed for Mr. C. Of this duty he does not appear
to understand the least principle.
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tion, it was a seal of all the Gospel promises, made
to them by their Lord; and was therefore itself a
gospel ordimance.

I define circumecision” to be, a sacramental seal
of the covenant of grace, as adm}nhtered under
the O!d testament dispensation; wherein, by cut-
ting off the foreskin, from, the malc infant, or
male adult; they were introduce:!l iuto the
church of Chnst and their being cut off from the
law, as a covenant of works, and from " the rela-
tion to the first Adam as their foederal head; and ,
all the effects of that relation through Clmst, was
thereby, signed; sealed and qxgmhed

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

st. It was a seal of the covenant of Grace.
That the covenant to which it was appended was
the covenaut of grace, we thinkis already shewn
at length, but more is necessary on this point of
the subject; we observe, first; That the apostle
so explains it, Rom. 4. 11. ‘And he received the
sign’of circumcision; a seal of the righteousness
of the faith which he hkad, yet being. uncircumncis-
ed; that he might be the father of all them that
believe, though they be not circumecised; that
rightcousness might be imputed to them also.’
2nd It is'granted, that it was a seal of that co-
venant; God made with Abraham, mentioned in
the 17. chaptet of Genesis; called the covenant
of circumcision; but the blessings there designat-
ed we have proved to belong to the covenant of
Grace alone; therefore circumcision was a seal of
the covenant of Grace.

3rd. The covenant of grace is the testament, of
which Christ Jesus is the testator, and the church
the alone heir, then if by circumcision they were
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initiated into this body, and thereby constituted
the visible heirs of this covenant, it follows that
circumcision was a seal of the covenant of Grace,
but the former is true, Gen. 17. ‘And the urcir-’
cumcised man child whose, whose flesh of his fore-’
skin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off
from his people.’ In this passage, the following
doctrine is fairly included, that if the omision of
this rite was a public declaranon, that there was
no relation subsisting between them and the
church, theun the receiving of it was a public pro-
fession of the union. The truth of this doctrine
was felt by Moses in his return from the wilder-
ness, to join his fellow professois, then in bond-
age in Ezvpt Ex. 4.24,25, ‘Andit come to pass
by the way in theinn, that the Lord met him, and
gought to kill him. Then Zepporah took a sharp
stone, and -cut off the foreskin of her son and cast:
it at his feet, and said, surely a bloody husband
«rt thou to me.”*

The conclusion is true that circumcision is a
seal of the covenant of Grace.

#This is an awful warning to Parents who
through carelessness or othewise,.neglect the de- -
dication of their children to God, in baptism—It
fared with Moses as it sometimes does with good
people, in bad company. they forget and even be-
come neglectful ef their duty, whx’*hnealy cost
him. his life. Ilis wife who had been some kind .
of Baptist, was enraged at this dedication of her
child, like Mr. C.—She saw no necessity for it,
like him, she could not see how it would make
her son any better, she merely done it to save her
husband’s life. Had she lived at this time, she

- would have had many to have agreed with her.

-
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Circumcision ceased in the manner of its ad-
ministration, with that dispensation, because all
the ordinances of Old testament, wore the same
character: uniformity and consistency, is the cha-
racter of all Divine ordinances—they must all be
adopted to the dispensation under which they are
administered. The change of dispensation will,
therefore require a change of all the ordinances.
This observation is equally true, both as itre-
spects those rites, which were to be entirely abol-
ished, and those which only underwent an exter-
nal- change. Sacrifices which had no other, than
a typical existence, of course, ceased to be when
the Great antitype was offered, but the office of the
minis‘ry, which in general had a miraculous ap-
pointment, under thé New testament, exists by re-
gular ordination.

It was- ever necessary, that™the covenant of
Grace should have a seal; under the former ad-
ministration of it,a seal suited to that time, was
instituted: the samme necessity of it continues, the
seal 13 accordingly varied to suit the present dis-
pensation of Grace. 1

That it was a Gospel ordinance, will appear by
observing, : . <

Ist, Thatwegeneration was one of the leading
privileges emblematically set forth in this rite.
Deut. 10. 16. ‘Circumcise therefore the foreskin,
of your heart, and be no more stnﬂ"—_necked. Also
chap. 80. 6. ¢A:nid the Lord thy God will circum-
cise thine heart, and the Lexrt of thy seed, to love
the Lord thy God with all thine heart, and with all
thy soul, that thou mayest live.,” So also the New
testament writers understood it. col. 2. 11, ‘In
whoin also, ye are circumcised, with the circum-
cision made without'hands, in putting off the bo-
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dy of the sins of the flesh, by the circumecision of
Christ.? |

2nd. That this seal was confined (o a holy seed.
For while it was the privilege" of his servants and
also of all his children to receive the administra-
tion of this rite, yet with none of these was it to be
continued as a divine ordinance, but with Isaac.
The reason why the other members of his family
were. entitled to this privilege, was because they
were raised according to, the laws of the covenant
of Grace, possessed its privileges, and thereby be-
came entitled to its seal; this is ampiy tadght
when God speaks of Abraham. Gen. 18. 19. ‘For
I know him that he will command his children
and his household after bim, and they shall keep
the way of the Lord, to do justice and judgment;
that the Lord may bring upon Abraham, that
which he hath spoken.’*

*I{ appears that the Arabs the posterity of Abra-
ham, by Ishmael, yet circumeise, with all the
punctuality of the Jews, with this difference, that
indeed of the eighth day, they performit, on the -
eighth year. This unhappily for the Baptist, cuts
off their position that circumecision was a national
distinetion, because it does not distinguish them
from the Jews. Mr. Riley our fellow citizen, ob-
serves that the Arabsin the deserts circumeise to
prevent disease. But however sccurate he is in
most of his observations, he 1s mistaken in this;
because Doctor Parks found them observing the
samie rite Hn Affrica, among settled nations, who
did not atitend to it, it is also found that the Arabs
circumncise in Asia and in Eurepe, where they
live among christian nations, who pay no attention
{o eircumcision,
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I infer that it was to be confined to his posterity
by Isaac in particular, not only from the fact asit
afterwards appeared, but also from the covenant
being confirmed with his seed by Isaac at the
time circumcision was instituting. Gen. 17,19,
‘and God said Sarah thy wife shall bear theea
son indeed; and thou shalt call his name Isaac: and
[ will establish my covenant with him, for an ever-
lasting covenant and with his seed after him.
Why was this secured to Isaac? It was because
he was a son; not of the flesh; but of promise.’
They who are the childien.of the fiesh, these are
not the children of God but the children of the
promise are counted {or the sced.” Baptists grant
that the covenant of circumcision did eccure a
seed; let them now submit to the divine difimtion
of that seed just quoted, and there can remain no
dispute. They were to be a spiriteal seed—the
children of God.’ -

3rd. The very covenant of which circumcision
is the acknowledged seal, secured the continua-
tion and spread of the everlasting gospel, Gen. 19
7, ‘and I will establish my covenant between thee
and me, and thy seed after thee, in their genera-
tions,for an everlasting covenant, to be a God
unto thee, and thy seed after thee” We find A
similar declaration made from Mt. Sinai. ‘I am the
Lord your God.’ So in the New testament we
have itrecorded of Thomas, that he expressed his
faith’appropriating this precise promise with others
ofthe same import. ~“My Lord and my God.” 1
would now ask the weakest believer, or even one
of Mr. C’s, followers would they desire a more
comfortable gospel promise, than this mentioned
in Gen. 17. Iwill be a God unto thee and thy
seed after thee! The attempts of men weaken or

~
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destroy Gospel promises should by all good people,
be opposed, because they :re the only support of a
believer during the time he is a stranger and a
pilgrim on this earth. Pssl. 119.45 50. ‘Remem-
ber the word unto thy servent,npon which thou hast
caused me to hope. This is my comfortin my
affliction: for thy word bath guickened me.’
Faith can only act upon promises accoiding to
their true interest. But if the promise made to
Abraham respected only an carthly Canaan, then
no saint dare apply it to spiritual purposes but the
scripture affords as abundant examples of be-
lievers, having so applied it, it follows that the
true interest of that promise was gospel blessings,
presented to believers to the end of the world, and
by them eternally enjoyed.

But [ say also, that it secured the spread of the
gospel amongst the nations of the earth, read v. 6:
‘and T will make these exceeding fruitful, and I
will make natious of thee, and kings shall come out
of thee.” By which, we cannot suppose, is to be
understood, the royal children of IEdom, Arabian
kings, or the nations they governed, because M.
C. tells us that this covenant, secured the land of
Canaan for o perpetual possession. Page 165.
Yet let the reader observe that Abraham’s posteri-
ty by Jacob his grand son, was the only nation of
Abraham’s natural posterity, that inhabited the
land of Canaan. Now although this might be the
accomplishment of the promise as it respected’
kings, it cannot be so as it respected nations, the
nation was but one. Mr. C’s definition compells
him to acknowledge that this promise made in the
covenant of circimeision, could have no full ac-
complishment, until the nations of the earth were,
by the spread_of the gospel, born to Abraham; un-
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til Kings should become the nursing fathers, and
Queen’s the nursing mothers of the church.’

For my part I cannot see itto be a blessing, or
yet can I sce the necessity of a seal toa contract,
which only secures a large, rude, and wicked pos-
terity to any man. Itis tlie possession of the gos-
pel and its blessings, that truly exalteth a nation.
It is no comfort. to parents, surely, to have a nu-
merous family; but to be a pareat of a large and
religious family is indeed a blessing—In this re-
spect Abraham felt as other religious parents
would. Was the doctrine of Mr. C. true, the cov-
enant of circumcision could have afforded no
comfort to a man so Godly as Abraham.

4th. Iask, why make a distinct covenant with
Abraham, in order to put him in possession of a
numerous family, and temporal blessings only?
His family, should you take all hLis natural seed,
were as much less than the family of Noah, as the
part is less than the whole; yet the covenant God
made with Noah, granted by Mr. C. and all the
Baptists, secured to Abraham and his seed, all the
temporal blessings of the covenant of circumcision.
Was it impossible for Abraham or his seed, to
plead any promise of that covenant? if not, by

(]

*If Mr. C. should attempt to make this pitiful
excuse, from this just conclusion, that although
this promise was mentiened in the covenant of
circumecision, it did not belong to it; I would re-
ply that all the items of a covenant, are always
made out, before it is subscribed and sealed. In
like manner, after the promises of this covenant
are mentioned by God, he appends the seal of cir-
cumcision, which, in every instance of contracts,
is the security of the whole bort.

M
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what were they excluded? or why make a separate
covenant for that purpose?

Sth. That this was a gospel ordinance appears
from the acknowledged requisition of Mr, C. ‘If
ye be willing and obedient.’ Although the rea-
son, which made Mr. C. make this the entitling
condition of the covenant of circumcision, more
than to any ether covenant, no one can tell; yet we
shall shew that this concession forces him to yield
the point. Christians will generally unite with
me in declaring, that there is no obedience since .
the fall of man, without obeying this command:
“This is the command of God that ye believe on
his son;’or will God ever accept obedience, per-
formed by an unbeliever as such.

From the sentiments of Baptists respecting the
Old testament dispensation, they may not concede
this. Then letus, inorder to try this obedience,
use the language of the covenant of circumcision.
‘I will be thy God,and the God of thy seed;’ or the
preface to the ten commandments. <Iam the Lord
your God.” It will be conceded, that every act of
obedience required by that covenant, demanded
the acknowledgment of this first principle; all the
obedience required, was to be performed to God,
as their God. But the unbeliever could never
render this kind of obedience, by any act, al-
though the matter of the actis good, yet he re-
jects God. Can any one, therefore, believe Mr. C.
who supposes that obedience may be required in
any covenant of which God is one party, and fallen
man the other, which ohedience demands eternal
destruction from the presence of God: for such is
the character of the best works of the natural'man.

But where is faith, the true principle of this obe~
dience to be obtained? In no other place, than
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m the gospel of peace. But Mr. C. concedes that
the covenant of circumcision required such obe-
dience as God would accept. Therefore, the cov-
enant of circumcision, while its laws required obc-
dience, ils promises presented 'proper gualifica-
tions for rendering that obedienee acceptable; but
of these, circumcisions was the seal, therefore it
was the seal of the promises of the everlasting gos-
el.

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

Without refering my readers toa vast pile o
old Dictionaries, upon the meaning of the word
seal, we shall just take the common acceptance
of thisword as used in scripture and in the com-
mon transactions of life, and define it to be a
sign affixed to a bond, contraet, or covenant, as a con-
firmation of the things contained in the instrument.
Whatever this mark maybe in civillife, each na-
tion has the liberty of determining. In like manner,
whatever mark or sign the head of the church may
appoint, his subjects have a right to submit, whe-
ther it be a mark on the finger or any other mem-
ber of the body,* or the application of water

*Mr. C. makes some very profane jests on this
subject, which 1 think too rude to transcribe;any
human institution, however wrong, will receive
modest treatment from a polite writer; but how
carefully should we speak, of an ordinauce ap-
pointed by Christ Jesus king and head of the
church: although, as Mr. C. supposes, the ordi-
nance was civil and only secured temporal bless-
ings, yet it is Divine,and merits all the reverence
of any other ordinance..
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ealing of bread or drinking of wine, no matter, HE
has liberty of choosing, we are bound to submit.

The dispute now is, was circumeision a sign or
seal of the covenant of grace? I reply thatl am
certain it was, because the covenant to which it
was appended, did contain spiritual blessings, the
property of that covenant alone, and which 1
think Thave proven at Jength, we shall only add
one scripjure passage upon the subject. Paul
speaking of Abraham declares Rom. 4. 11: ‘He
received the sign of circumcison, a seal of the
righteousness of the faith, which he had, being yet
uncircumcised, that righteousness might be imput-
ed to them also.” This passage as it stands, plainly
decides the controversy; because,

1st. It was a seal of the righteousness of faith
to Abraham. Is this righteousness, a temporal
blessing, a fruitthat grows in the land of Canaan?
Will Mr. C. answer in the affirmative? Is there
any other righteousness than the righteousness ; of
Christ, presented as the ground of acceptance with
God? No Calvanist will reply in the affirmative.
But the apostle in order to prevent any mctiphysi-
cal misconstruction, designates the righteousness
of which he speaks; it was that which the faith of
Abraham received, and which alone could have
been presented to him in the everlasting gospel.
But this righteousness is the sum of all the bless-
ings in the covenant of grace; no other blessing
of that covenant could have been mentioned, that
would have included as much. But of this right-
eousness the apostle declares circumcision vas
the seal. 0

2nd. That no ground of dgubt, might be teft,
he intimates that the rightecusness of which he
speaks, upon which the faith of Abraham rested,
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was the same that is now presented to believing
heathens, read the passage again and you will
find, that the righteousness sealed to Abraham was
the same righteousness which is imputed to those
who are uncircumeised. It follows by the most
natural consequence, that.circumcision was a seal
of that righteousness which is now presented tous
in the everlasting gospel, as the ground of our
justification and acceptance with God. -

8rd. Look at the historical facts to which the
apostle evidently alludes. Abraham had firist re-
ceived the promise,as Mr. C. grants, mentioned in
.Gen. 12, afterwards he had the same_ confirmed
by sacrifice chap. 15, Butin the 17th. chap. he
received a more full revelation of the blessings of
the same covenant. All thisrevelation was made
prior totheaffixing of any permanant seal. A-
mong other revelations made before this institu-
tion, this was one, that God would multiply his
seed. The apostle therefore argues, that the hea-
thens, who, with the Jews, are his sced, were in-
cluded in that covenant; now of all these promises
cirepmcision was given as a seal. I am persuad-
ed that suehi-is the evidence of this passage that
no honestygmind can prevent the conviction, that
circumeision was a seal of the covenant of
grace. ; .

This view of the passage startles Mr. C. and.
afraid of its mortal consequences upon his sys-
tem; he thinks it best to deny the very being ot
seals under any dispensation, even baptism, and
the Lord’s supper.—P. 175. This is .indeed, a
universal disposal of the doetrine to which in a
little we shall attend. But first of 2ll, he attacks
the sentiments, of the apostle. Rom. 4 11. P. 17,
18. ‘I know eof no p_%&sage, more evidently a-

2
~
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¢ gainst my opponeat; for it goes to show, that civ-
‘cumcmon was to Abm‘lam, what it never was,
‘nor could be to any of his posterity. Wil
‘my opponent say, that circumcision was to Ish-
§ mae], to Isaac,or to any of the infait otl’apxin« of

¢ Abraham, what it was to him? Was it a sign
“and seal to Isaac, or Ishmael of a rmhieou:neaa
¢which they previously possesed.’ Now reader, ,
vou will observe some new doctrinc.—Itis, that the
same ordinance, precisely the same, must have
differcnt meanings, when applied to dxfferent per-
sons. A'seal affixed to the same contract, by the
<ame Lord, propo:ma the same end; yet 1tha.~, a dif-.
fercat meaning, when applied to different subjeets.
Mr. C.—jyou will again look your dictionaries for
the word seal.

What did circumcision seal to Abraham,’ dis-
tinct from that which it sealed to other subjects?
Mr."C. replies, ‘had Ishmael or Isaac a righteous-
ness which they previously possessed.” T answer,

1st. In order righteously toadminister a seal of
the covenant of Grace, it is not necessary that the
person to whom it is administered, be in a known
sfate of grace; othérwise Judas, or Simon Magus
could not have been warrantably baptised.

2nd. There is a difference between making a
righteous profession, and possessing the righteous-
uess professed. The administration of the saera-
ment of circumeision to Ishmael or Isaae, was a-
legal ground, why they should be accounted holy,
or righteous; but this did not make them person-
ally so. In virtue of the promise made to Abra-
ham, they were accounted a holy seed. *I will be
thy God, and the God of thy seed:’  But circumei- -
sion was a seal of that visible relation; as reaﬂy to
the seed of Abraham, as to hunself for without
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apy change of expression, or vanationof senti-
ment,. ue is said to be both the God of Abraham
andof his seed. I know of no blessing promised
to Abrabam, which was not also promised to his
seed. In all those blessings promised to Abra-
. ham in Gen. 17. Abraham and his seed, stood on
the same covenant footing, and therefore the same
seal was equally applied to both.

Either Ishtael or Isaae, were as fit subjects of.
the righteousness possessed by Abraham as he
was himgelf. Any infant by the special grace of
God, mray be regenerated and Justified, and there-
by, may be made a partaker of that righteousness,
which believers, by faith, claim. DMy, C. must
either agree to this, or believe that all infants are
condemned, for without this righteousness, neither
infant, nor adult,khall evér see heaven.

Neither activity nor consent is essentially ne-
cessary to the imputation of Christ’s righteous-
ness: because regeneration and justification are
the acts of another; the subject is'passive; on
which more afterwards. What I have said is suf-
ficient to establish the assertion, that the righte-
ousness of which the apostle spoke was the same to
both. Abraham and his seed. I1.de notsay, all'the
generations of his seed: but all his seed-by pro-
mise, Ishmael, Isaac, his sons, and all his servants
were to him promised blessings, were to be raised
under his particular inspection, and were there-
fore, fit subjects of this sacramental seal. Butiu
‘Isaac shall thy seed be called,” and thereforc
such of his posterity alone, as were included in
the covenant of circumcision were in their gene-
rations the fit subjects of this rite. Hence it was
that the Edomites and Ishmaclites, stood in no
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other covenant relation to Abraham, than the Ca-
naanites or Moabites. « !

The revelaiion, of this circumstance, that Abra-
ham possessed this righteousness before- he was
circumcised, which Mr. C. takes as the ground of
his assertion, offord wo justification to his epinion.
Would Mr. C. say, that all the Israelites bornin
the wilderness, during the forty years of their tra-
vel, were unbelievers? I think none will say so.
‘But I observe that every one of them converted
during their journey, Abraham-like, possessed this
righteousness before circumcision;it was not un-
til they come intg the land of Canzan, any of
them were circumcised, that were born in the
wilderness. Joshua 5. 5. .‘Now all the people that
coine out were circumcised, but all the people that
were born in the wilderness by the way as they
come forth, them they had not circumcised.’
Yet Mr. C. asserts that circumcision was to Abra-
ham, what it never was to-any of his pasterity.
Bat all his posterity, who swere justified before
they were circumcised, had the blessings of that
covenant cealed to them, precisely as Abraham
had; but the states of persons are the same, and
the righteousness the same, whether it be subse-
quént or antecedent’ to circumeision. A person
who by faith was a partaker of this righteousness,
vefore he was circuimncised, enjoyéd it in the same
sense, he dié, who was not made partaker of it
until he was circumcised. This ¢ircumstance
with respect to the time of being justified, is the
alone ground of Mr. C’ assertion: yet I think
the intelligent reader will say, that it matters not
when Justification takes place; that the righteous-
ness (o ‘Abraliam and his seed was the same, al-
though the one was justified antecedent {o ci}'- :
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cumcision, and the o&ther subsequent to it.

But Mr. W’s reasoniag on this subject (says Mr.
C.) ¢is a sophism of the first magnitude; because
¢it is drawing a general conclusion from a parti-
cular premise.” Ireply, that my conclusion is no
more general than my premise; because Abraham
engaged to the duties of this covenant, as the
church, or as the father of the faithful. - There-
fore that which may be predicated of Abrahamn
sustaining this character, may also be predicated
of all his represented seed.

Indeed, if the premise of my argument had been
particular, it would have cut off, the chief source
of all the comfort of the church eversince; for
if the promise, or blessings of the covenant, had
been particuliarly to Abraham, as Mr. C. suppo-
ses; then noue of his spiritual seed, could ever
have appropriated these promises or claimed
these blessings; no individual could warrantably
claim a promise, never addressed to him. Rea-
der, view the difference between the faith of A-
braham’s seed, and Mr. C’s opinion. Ex. 32. 13.
‘Remember Abraham, Isaac and Israel, to whom
thou swearest by thine own self, and saidst. unto
them, I will multiply your seed as the stars of hea-
ven, and all this land, I have spoken of, will I
give unto your seed, and they shall inherit it for-
ever.) But if Abraham, ezclusively had been
made a possessor of any of the blessings of that
covenant, how was it possible for the Jews four
hundred and thirty years after that time, to claim
the blessings made to hin. But common sense
will say, that every part of a testament, covenant,
or contract to which a seal is affixed, that all their
items are equally sealed. Butthe apostle in the
4th. of Rom. orly mentions one of these items, viz.
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the righteousness which Abraham had by faith,
which was sealed to him in his circumcision; this
was, therefore, with the other blessings of that co-
venant sealed to him, and by the reasoning before,
was also sealed to his posterity. Moses in the pas-
sage cited selects one item of the contracti—
Paul cites another; each of their subjects required
separate parts of the same coveuant. It is only
necessary that the apostle should speak of the
time when Abraham was made partaker of righ-
teousness. But it was necessary for Moses, to
call up another part of the same covenant, and to
claim its accomplishment to all the congregation
of Israel, for whom he plead. - Now I ask, by what
authority, does Mr. C. declare that one item of
this covenant was private, which the apostle tells
us was sealed to Abraham by circumcision?
when Moses who selects another stipulation of
the same covenant, declares itto be public, and
equally to belong to the whole company of the
Jews. Now reader, whether of these two will

you believe, Moses the inspired penman, or Mr.
C.* ;

*Mr. C. in order to make a little sport, and
call the attention of the reader, from Mr. W’s
mode of argument, page 19, creates asyllogism,
in which he gives an example of Mr. W’s mode
of argument, from a particular premise, toa gen-

eral conclusion; but he might have saved the rea- .

der some trouble, either by refering to some of
his best arguments, for examples of false reason-
ing, or else in opposition to the apustle Paul, prov-

. ed that Abraham was not the Father of the faith-
ful, for without this last he caunot prove that Mr.
W’s. premise was particular,
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It is indeed surprising to witness the efforts
made by the Baptists, to destroy the true scripture
intent of the rite of circumcision. Mr. C’s pre-
decessors, attempted to make it only a national
distinction. Pedo-Baptists have succeeded in
chasing them from this refuge. Mr. C. took no
shelter under the covert of this argument. It
appears indeed ridiculous to the christian, or even
rational world, to hold thatup for a rational dis-
tinction, which did not distinguish: It was
found that circumeision did not distinguish be-
tween the Ishmalites and Israelites.

Mr. C. in order to hold up some substitute, and
fill up the chasm made by the loss of this potent
argument, invents a new one; or at least an old
argument new modelled; thatis, circumcision was
indeed a seal of the covenant of circumcision, but
that covenant only secured temporal blessings,
such as a large family to Abraham, and a place
for their habitation, the land of Canaan. &c. Let
us try for a moment his arguments, and see their
conclusions.

FIRST ARGUMENT.

Circumcision sealed the land of Canaan to all
the specified subjects of the covenant of circum-
cision:

But the tribe of Reuben, the tribe of Gad, and ,
the half tribe of Manasseh were the 'specified
subjects of the covenant of circumcision;

Therefore, the tribe of Reuben, the tribe of Gad
and the half tribe of Manasseh, obtained a pos-
session in the land of Canaan. g

The conclusion of this syllogism is false—for
- these tribes never got any possession in the land
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of Canaan; they possessed the kingdoms of Og
ard Sihon on this side Jordan. Mr. C’s conelusion
is false, because-the scripture is true.  'What turn
will he take next? Why!they got theland they
desired—true, but the force of the argument de-
pends upon their getting the land of Canaan.
Esau or his children the Edomites, got the land
they desired viz. Mount Seir. They too, were
the children of Abraham, and had also the seal of
*this covenant in Mr. C?s. sense. Let ur therefore
correct the argument, and make it correspond
with truth. c

Circumcision sealed temporal blessings to all the
specified subjects of the covenant of circum-
cision:

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

"Therefore, the tribe of Reuben, the tribe of Gad,
and the half tribe of Manasseh, had an earthly pos-
session secured to them, with other temporal
blessings. .

The defect in the first syllogism is, that the first
ierm is false—the conclusion fairly founded on it
is contrary to fact; but the last argument, in all
its terms, corresponds with fact.

‘If ye be willing and obedient,” is Mr. C’s con-
dition of this covenant. Perhaps he will say that
these tribes were not willing orobedient. In do-
ing this, he will again have to create some scrip-
ture, to prove that they were more disobedient and
unwilling than any of those tribes that did inherit
the land of Canaan. :

4
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SECOND ARGUMENT.

Circumcision, as the seal of the covenant of
circumcision, only secured temporal blessings to
its*specified subjects.

But circumeision as a seal of the covenant of
¢ircumcision, secured the righteousness of Christ
to Abraham, a specified subject of that covenant,
Rom. 4. 11. % y

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

Although it be unjust to reason from a particu-
lar premise to a general conclusion, yet every Lo-
gician will say thatit is fair to reason from a ge-
neral premise, to a particular conclusion. If I
make a general assertion, therefore, respecting the
covenant of circumcision, that must be true, of ev-
ry particular contained in that covenant.

The assertion of the premise, is often made by
-Mr. C. ‘It contained nothing but temporal bless-
ings.” How can he rid himself of the conclusion?
because every person knowsit to be false. Now
reader, view his method of escape; circumcision
sealed to Abraham, what it did to no other speci-
fied subject.” Then let us amend the syllogism te

*1 wonder Mr. C. did not propose some a-
mendmert on the translation of this verse, or a-
mend it, as he did the verse in Luke 1. It certain-
ly stands much in his road, his most convenient
method, will be, to borrow the plan of managing
scripture from the Anti-trinitarians, on 1 .John, 5,
7,and afew other passages, andurge the fact that,
the Pedo-Baptists haveh%)ut that passage in Rom,

-
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suit Mr. C’s exception, and see if it can answer his
purpose.

If the blessings sealed inthe covenant-of circum-
cision were only temporal in their nature, then
circumcision could not seal the righteousness of
Christ to any of its specified subjects. But the
former is true, and therefore the latter.

This argument would exactly serve his pur-
pose, but it has this defect, that it has no scripture
to support it; but an abundance of passages to
contradict it; particularly that cited from Rom.
4. 11. s

Let us therefore, once more correct 1t, by the
word of God, and i will answer the purpose of
every honest man. :

The covenant of circumcision secured bless-
ings, temporal and spiritual, to all its specified
subjects.

But all believers represented by Abraham, were
the specified subjects of that covenant.

Therefore all believers respresented by Abra-
ham, have blessing, temporaland spiritual, secured
to them, by the covenant of circumcision. Each
of the terms of this syllogism corresponds with
scripture and with the fact. i

The first term is true, Gen. 17. 7;: “and I will
establish my covenant between me and thee’ &c.
Rom. 4. 11. ‘And he received the sign of circum-
cision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith,-
which he had, yet, being uncircumcised.’

The second term is true Gen. 17. 6: ‘and I will
make thee exceeding fruitful, and I will make na-
tions of thee, and kings hall come out of thee.’
Rom. 4.11. “That he might be the father of all
them that believe, though they be not circumei-
sed. Rom. 9.8, ¢They who are the children of
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the flesh, tliese are not the children of God; but
the children of the promise, are counted for the
seed” The conclusion will not be denicd.

Upon the whole [ observe, that it is impossible
to foresee the point, to which the votary of absurdi-
ty, will travel. Mr. C. will no doubt find some
method of cure, although I cannot tell what it will
be: and, no doubt, it will satisfy his deluded follow-
ers, yet [ think it improbable, he will satisfy himself.

1V. PROPOSITION.
That Baplism came in the room of circumcision.

Itis evident from the observations made on the
preceding proposition, that ecircumcision was a
seal of the covenant of grace, as the same was
dispensed under the Old testament dispensation. It
was the first seal to be administered, to the subject
of that dispensation,as a security, for their obtaining
the blessings contained in the covenant ot grace.
That there were many to whom the seal was war-
rantably applied, who never were made partakers
of its blessings, is granted. So there are many
who subscribe with the hand, and affix their seal
to obligations, who never discharge the duties re-
quired 1n the bond.  All will therefore grant, that
insincerity, or hypocrisy in receiving, or improv-
ing the ordinances of the gospel, never destroys
their being, or varies their nature. Suffice it, to say,
that all, to whom these seals are sanctified, pos-
sess a full security, to the blessings contained
in the ‘covenant of grace. :

We shall now proceed, to prove the doctrine con-
tained in the proposition.
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- If circumcision was a sacramental seal of ad-
mission, into the visible church, then Baptism
came in the room of circumcision: but the for-
mer we have already proven: the latter follows,
by natural inference. Baptists, aware of the con-
clusion, have taken care, never to grant the first
assertion. They will admit that circumcision
was any thing, but aseal of the eovenant of grace.
Mr. C. who exoells all his predecessors, has
with a newly invented tellescope, discovered five
new covenants, out of which he has disecovered
that only one of them belonged to the covenant
of grace; the rest were scarcely its satslites. Cir-
cumcision was a seal of one ef the smaller cov-
enants, but, according to him, was not a seal of
the covenant of grace. .

When we say, that Baptism came in the room of
circumcision, we mean no more, than that baptism
occupied the same place in the orderof its adminis-
tration, and the blessings it sealed, that circumci-
sion did; and as circumecision was first in order,
so is baptism. That it is-sinful for an unbaptised
person to partake of the Lerds supper, is granted;
baptism must precede. But with respect to the sa-
crament of the passover, the observation is equally
true. Ex. 12.48. ‘Apd when a stranger shall so-
journ with thee, and will keep the passover unto
the Lord, let all his males be circumcised, and
then let him come near and keep it; and he shall -
be as one that is born in the land: for no uncir-
cumcised person shall eat thereof.

But the spiritual import of the ordinances, es-
tablishes the truth ¢f my proposition. Persons to
be‘ publickly acknowledged Christ’s disciples,
must be cleansed by the ‘washing of regeneration,
and the renewing of the Holy Spirit.” Tit. 3. 5
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Which is emblematically set forth in the rite of
baptism. In like manner regeneration, or circum-
cision ef the heart, was required of all those, who
were under the former dispensation, constituted
members. Ezek. 44. 9. ‘Thussaith the Lord God,
no stranger, uncircunicised in heart, nor uncir-
cumcised in flesh, shall enter into my sanctuary,
of any stranger that is amoag the children of Is-
rael.’

As we approach nigher to the point of dispute,

for fear of the consequences arising from princi-
" ples established, Mr. C. while he reasons no bet-
ter, declaims more heavily. By serious reasoning,
by prophane sport, and by consequences without
premises, he attempts to bear off the prize to the
Baptists. There are seven points ot difference,
between these ordinances, that render our propo-
sitions entirely absurd—yet reader, let us seri-
ously examine these, and you will find they shall
atlast appear like his six new covenants, only one,
we have these detailed at length, pages 12, 13.

‘Babtisin differs from circumcision, first in the
¢ sex of its subjects, men and women were bap-
¢ tised, males only were circumecised.” After the’
full reply made to this objection by Mr. Edwards
and other Pedo-Baptist writers, we thought the
objection would rise no more. We shail how-
ever give it all the forceto which it is entitled. I
would then observe:

Ist. The dispute in this place, is not the number,
or quality of the subjects of this ordinance. But
we now dispute respecting the nature of the ordi-
Jhances, as seals of a covenant. But it is self evi-
dent, that the difference, oragreement could never
be learned from the number of the subjects to
which either was applied.

~
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2nd. The whole force of the objection consists
in the limitation allowed by the head of the church,
in the number of the specified subjects of circum-
cision. But if HE chose at any future period, to ex-
tend that hmitation, will any person hence infer,
that the very nature of the ordinance is thereby
changed? :

3rd. If, inany period of the church, women were
excluded, by the divine command, from affixing one
of the seals to the covenant of grace, and alter-
wards, by ‘the same Lord, this privilege was ex-
tended to them, wlio is prepared tosay with Mr.
C. that, therefore, the seals were not the same in
their nature and intent?

4th. It produces no change, either in a bond, or
its seals, if in addition to its few original signers,
some more should afterwards ehoose to come un-
der its obligations, and enjoy its privileges by
subscribing their names, and affixing their seals.*

*It appears from a note in Mr. C’s. book P. 24,
25. that he had become something entangled with
this observation of Mr. W. and thatinan inter-
val of the debate, he had taken legal ceuncil on
the argument. Whether he had obtained the coun-
¢il by the payment of a fee, or obtained it grat-
is, he doesnotsay. Yetl would inform the law-
yer and bis client Mr. G. that they are both
wrong. ‘He (viz. the lawyer) observed, that Mr.
‘W’s. argument froma bond was predicated upon
‘a gross mistake of the true nature of a bond.
He adds, ‘If there were a thousand names, or only
¢ one, added to a bond, it would avail those - namnes
¢ nothing, unless there were some specifications,
¢in the bond concerning them.” The latter asser-
tion of the lawyer may be admitted, but it proved
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Women were never excluded, in consequence of
the difference of sex, from enjoying the beuefits
of this covenant; they were only excluded from af-
fixing a visible seal, they are now admitted; not by
changing the seal, but by extending the privi-
lege.

gI think these reaszons conclusive. Had Mr. C.
been serious, he would not have diverted the
mind of the reader, by calling his attention to'the
different privileges of the subjects of the cove-
nant of grace, in order thereby either to prove
that there were different covenants or seals. The
dispensation, under which, it is our privilege to
live, knows no difference between Jew, or Greek;

nothing absurd in Mr. W’s assertion. It will ap-
pear from the following examples. Englandand
America made a nztional covenant sixty years ago;
to this covenant there is an addition of millions,on
each side, by birth, emigration &c. query is there
any alteration in the bond? Though every indi-"
vidual is bound in the same sense, they would be,
if their names were subscribed, and their seals af-
fixed. Again: A father made a will: eight
months after he died, his wife was delivered of an-
other heir to the estate, query, would not this
child, be bound by the obligation of the father’s
will, or covenant, and entilled to the privileges
of it? :

So precisely is- it with the bond of which I
spoke, the number of its heirs, vary in every sep-
parate age. Yet the covenant itself continues
the same, and its seals the same. The reader
who may neither be preacher norlawyer, may
come to a knowledge of Mr. W’. assertion with-
out the cost or trouble of Mr. C.
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bond, or free; male, or female. 1n all these re-
spects the former dispensation did distinguish,
the special éxercie of grace, under that dispen-
sation, was corfir.ed cliefly to the Jews. Should
I now reason from this fact. as Mr. C. does, he
would refuse my conclusion, for the same reason 1
refuse his. Reader, look at the force of his argu-
ment; just by changing the subjects, I shall, upon
his plan, prove that saving grace in the hearts of
believers, isnow diffe ent, {rom that saving grace
which existed in the hearts of believers, under the
Old testament. ,

If saving grace, under the Qld testament,
was chiefly confined to the Jewish nation,

Then saving grace is not of the same nature, un-
der the present dispensation, it was, under the for-
mer. 5

Dut the former is true; and therefore the laiter.

Mr. Campbell’s Argument.

If circumcision under the Old testament was
confined to the male posterity of Abraham,

Then Baptism, the present seal of the covenant
of grace, is not of-the same nature of circumeision,
a seal under the former dispensation.

But the former is true, and therefore the latter.

Every reason Mr. C. can offer, to prove the
truth of the last sylogism, will bear with equal
force upon the separate terms of the first—but the
first is known by every person to be false, and as
the second is established in the same manner, it
must of necessity be also false.

"The truth of my observations, is unanswerably
confirmed-by the apostle, in the passage last cited.
Formerly, the privilege of a Jew, above a Greek,

-
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was much greater; now, in Christ, they are equal.
In the same manner, the privilege of a free man
excelled that of a bondman: now they are the
same. So that dispensation of grace distinguished
between male and female, thisis nomore. But
the addition of Greek converts to the church,
Christ found on earth, varied not the nature of that
grace that subdued both. In like manner, the ad-
dition of women, by the administration of bap-
tism, the first seal of the covenant of grace, did
not vary the nature of that seal. |

‘Secondly, it differs from circumcision in the
‘age of its subjects. Baptism has no age speci-
‘fied for any of its subjects,’ P. 12. - I now agree
with Mr. C. that, baptism has no age specified for
any of its subjects” From the birth to the grave,
this ordinance may be administered. It is equal-
ly true that the male children of the Jews were
ordered by the divine law, to be circumcised on
the eighth day. Yet the reasoning of Mr. C. from
this fact, is a sophism of the same nature, with the
preceding differcace, to which we have replied,
because:

1st. The difference stated, depends not on the
nature, either of circumcision or baptism, butonly
on the time of administration, the difference con-
sists therefore in something wiihout the ordinance,
a mere circumstance attending it.

2nd. To circumcise ou the eighth day, was not
essential to the being of the ordinance,because we
find that there was no circumcision during the
travel of Israel in the wilderress—Joshua, 5. 3, 4,
5,6,7. The divive law vever did attach that im-
portance to the eighth day, Mr. C’s. argument
does. The law did poritively require the perfor-
mance of the rite of circumecision; but it did nof
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as positively require the performance of it on the
eighth day, as Mr. C. supposes. God declared
that he would cut off the uncircumcised man from
his people; but gives no hint that he would cut off
those not circumcised on the eighth day; for had
this been the statute, then all the malesborn in
the wilderness, must have been cut off. It is evi-
dent therefore that the the whole force of Mr. C’s.
argument, depends upon a circumstance accompa-
nying this ordinance, which was not essential to
its being.

But suppose the statute had been, that all the
males should be circumcised when infants, then
Mr. C. would have asserted, as he did in the de-
bate, that child, infant §c. meant people of thirty
years of age; persons arrived to the years of ma-
turity., This he proved from some old hooks, but
not from scriptures, Pedo-Baptist’s have the advan-
tage in this place, the time when, this sacrament
might be administered, was specified—it was on
the eighth day. The reason, no doubt, of this po-
sitive injunction,—the particular specification of
the time, was to prevent undue delay: had no time
been specified, under one pretext or other, the rite
would have been neglecied, and in many cases,
entirely omitted: some would have cavilled, per-
hape like Mr. C. and shewn by strong arguments,
that infant or child meant people of thirty years of.
age; to prevent this, the time was specified.

But the only argument, that should be drawn
from this circumstance, by baptist or Pedo-Baptist,
is, that under the former dispensation, persons
were admitted members of the visible church
when infants. Now reader look at Mr. C’s. dif-
ference in its true dress, ;
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If circumecision was performed on the eighth
day, . '
Then baptism could not come ia the room of
circumeizion: .

But the former is true, and therefore the latter.

We refuse to admit the cenclusion, from the
importance attached by the argument to the eighth
day: let us therefore amend the argument, by the
facts as established by scripture.

If circumcision, as a seal of the righteousness
of Christ, was administered to persons in a state
of infancy,

Then baptism may also be administered to per-
sons of that age.

But the former is true, and therefore the latter.

The truth of this argument will appear from
the following summary observations:

1st. It was not essential to the being of circum-
cision, that it be administered on the eighth day,
from that day, to the seventy-fifth year, we have
it performed by divine commaud.

2nd. Baptism may le performed on the eighth.
tenth, or on any day.

3rd. From a coilection of scripture facts, no
more importance is essentially attached to the time
of circumcision, than is to the time of baptism.

~ 4th. Difference. ‘Baptism differs from circum-
¢ cision, in the prerequisites required to apartici-
¢ pation of the ordinance, circumcision required
¢ only carnal descent from Abraham, or covenant
‘ relation to Abraham, but baptism requires no car-
¢ nal relation to Abraham, it requires simply faith
¢ in Christ, as its sole prerequisite. If thou be-
¢ lievest with all thine heart, thou mayest No
¢ faith, was required asa sine qua non, to circumel-
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¢sion. But the New testament requires faith, as a
¢sine qua non, to baptism.” Acts 8. 37.

I have not generally, blamed Mr. C. for inge-
nuity of argument. 1 have considered his soph-
isms, rather naked and exposed. This last differ-
ence is one of this kind. He is contrasting {wo
ordinances, in order to fird the difference between
them, tobe of thiat nature, and magritude, that
they cannot be of the same import; and therefore
that the one carnot come in the room of the other.
But in the contrast here made, he should either
have left out ‘Covenant relstion to Abraham’
when speaking of circumcision, or else continued
it, when speaking of baptism; for otherwise the
contrast was not fair. But neither of these he
dare do. If he had omitted it altogether, the
most ignorant person, that could read the scrip-
tures, would have agked him for a warrant to cir-
cumcise Jewish prosylites, that had no carnal re-
lation to Abraham. He dare rot have omitted it
in the subject of baptism; for then he must have
turned Pedo-Baptist, and lost his aim: because,
a covenant relation to Abraham, is the reason
mentioned by the apostle Peter, why the children
of his hearers were entitled to baptism. Acts. 2.
38, 39. ‘Then Petersaid unto them, repentand
be baptised, every one of you, in the name of Je-
sus Christ, for the remission of sins; and ye shall
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit; for the pro-
mise .is unto you and your children.” Should
you ask, to whom was this promise made? It
is answered to Abraham; and through him, to his
spiritual seed. So reasons the apostle Paul. ‘If
ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and
heirs according to prothise.” The strength of Mr.
C’s argument depends upon the difference of the
prerequisites: '
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1st. Carnal descent from Abraham. This how-
ever, will not answer his purpose; because it is
not a fact. . Carnal descent was not cssentially
necessary, in erder to entitle to circumcision.
Were Abraham’s servants, born in his house, or
bought with his moncy, or those heathens who be-
came the prosolytes of the Jewish religion, Abra-
ham’s by carnal descent? They were to be cir-
cumcised, and yet they did not possess Mr. C’s
prerequisite. d

When a scriptural viewis taken of this subject,
Mr. C’ prerequisite disappears. Fora long peri-
od, the gospel was in a great measure. confined to
the natural poaterity of Abraham. The promisc
was addressed to them, and nottothe other nations
of theworld. This continued through the former
dispensation. So the apostle declares, Rom. 9. 4.
‘Who are Israelites; to whom pertaineth the adop-
tion, and the glory, and the covenants, and the
giving of the law, and the service of God, and the
promises.” But it is absurd to say that gospel or-
dinances should extend beyond gospel promise;
this would be, to give ordinances tothose who had
ro warrant to receive them..” But, as the promi-
ses for that time, were chiefly confined to'that peo-
ple, so must the ordinances also. Circumcision,
precisely like baptism, must extend only to its
proper subjects; it belonged to the promise to point
these out. The law, under both dispensations,
required the administration of the ordinances; but
it‘belonged to the promises to point out the pro-
per subjects; a few observations will discover the
true meritof Mr.C’s distinguishing prerequisite.

It was but a small share ofp Abraham’s
natural seed. who were to be circumcised. This
rite he was bound, to }grform on his servants and
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on his children; but there isno hint given, that thig
was to be continued to their posterity. Balaam
was, I suppose, as truly ason of Abrabani, as Mo-
ses was. Will Mr. C. say, that he was under the
same obligation to be circumcised? He was a
Midianite, a on of Abraham by Keturah. Or were
all the hosts of wandering Arabs, that traverse the
wide deserts, under the same obligation to receive
this rite, the Jews were? Yet all these possessed
Mr. C%s prerequisites; carnal descent.

This, reader, is the reason he uses the words
‘covenant relation;” because he found something
else necessary, than merely carnal descent.
This latter clause, he should retain and remove
the former; or agree that all the worshipping as-
semblies that met at Jerusalem, from any thing in
the covenant of circumecision, assembled in no
other character, than an Arabian Caravan; for
they all possessed Mr. C’s prerequisite. The cov-
enant relation makes the difference, I grant. Tre
one was a people in covenant with God; the
other was not.* For this I contend, so does Mr,
C. in this difference; yet, in other places denies it.

2nd. ‘But baptism requires no carnal relation to
¢ Abrahan; it requires simply faith in Christ, as
its sole prerequisite. ‘If thou believest with all
¢ thine heart thou mayest:’ no faith was required
¢ as a sine qua non to circumeision. But the New
¢ testament presents faith, as a sine qua non to’
¢ Buptism.” Acts. 8 87,

To faith, as a conditio sine que non of bap-
tism, we shall attend in its proper place. But
what I shall endeavour to establish in this place, is,
that it is no more a prerequisite of Baptism, than
it was of circumcision.

I observe that it will be granted on all sides, -
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that the Jews were under the same moral obliga-
tion to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, that the
church, under the present dispensation is. ‘The
just shall live by faith,” was as characleristic of
the Old, as of the New testament saintst It was
as truly the ground of their justification, as it is of
ours. That it was as necessary, that faith should
precede their receipt of ordinances, as 1t is, that
it should precede ours, should not, by any profes-
sor of the ehristian religion, be denied.

A Jewish prosolyte testified his' assent {o the
gospel, by his submitting to the rite of circumci-
sion, in the same manner as a heathen would now,
by his receiving the ordinance of baptism. Mem-
bers of both dispensations were cqually bound (o
believe; because, without faith it was ever impos-
sible to please God. By what authority then,
does Mr C. require it as a prerequisite to baptism
and not to circumcision. That an adult should
believe before he is baptized, I grant. But that faith
preceded the circuincision of Abraham, is proved
in the epistle to the Rom. I would further ask,
was ot a Jewish prosolyte bound to belicve be-
fore he was circumcised? Mr. C. will gract this
in some sense. He was bound to believe the pro-
mises of Ged, made in the covenant of gircumci-
sion, respecting temporal blessings; because cir-
cumcision sealed these. No matter, this faith was
as really a prerequisite to his admission to the or-
dinance of circumcision, as saving faith is,in or-
der to our adission to the sacrament of baptism:
and children, being circumcised, when eight days
old, would form no excuse to the prosolyte, for be-
ing witheut faith, Would it have been a duty for
one of these converts (o the Jewish religion, in the
way of discrediting God’s promises, respecting the
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earthly Canaan, to have submitted to the rite of
circumcision? Would not such conduct have
been consummate hypocrisy? Mr. C. therefore,
makes no escape by this distinguishing prerequi-
site.

It teaches a new dectrine, that a person may
warrantably, have a faith in the promises of God,
respecting temporal blessings, and yet possess no
faith in the promises respecting spiritual blessings;
and that the former is accepted of God without
the latter. [Itis plainly this, that an adult might
be admitted to profess the Jewish religion, by a
faith in the promises of the covenant of circumei-
sion, all of which were temporal, whereas, a per-
son o be admitted a member of the New testa-
ment church, must have saving faith in the pro-
mises of the covenant of grace, of such doctrines,
the simple statement, is 2 sufficient refutation.

¢ In the 4th place baptism differs from circum-
¢ cision, in the character of its admiristrators. Pa-
¢ rents, relatians, or civil officers, performed the
¢ rite of circumcision. Thus Zipporah circumeci-
* sed the son of Moses; Joshua circumcised the
¢ Jews.* Baptism is an ordinance connected with
¢ the ministry of Jesus Christ.” Page 13.

Mr. C. is evidently at a great loss to invent dif-
ferences between these ordinances; or he would
never have tried this difference. To expose it,

however, and give the most ignorant reader an op-,

#This example ot Joshua circumcising the
Jews, proves that civil officers did it—Mr. C. you
should have told your readers that Joshua did it,
inthe same way king Solomon built the temple:
1 suppose neitlier Solomon nor Joshua touched e1-
ther of these pieces of labor. .

3
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portunity of judging of its true merit, we shall
give one of a-similar kind. On his plan of arge-
ment, I shall prove this position: that offering
sacrifices before the flood, and for 600 years after,
was entirely distinctin its nature and end. from the
ordinance, from that time to the death of Christ.
And Iestablish this position from a well known
fact, that prior to the Aaronic priesthood, every
person oftered their own sacrifices. A king of
Judah, for offering sacrifices, was struck with the
plague of Leprosy, which deed, would, however,
have been perfectly warrantable, prior to the de-
livering of the law from Mt. Sinai. Now althotugh
mf' difference possesses all the force of the one
which Mr. C. presents, yet will any person be so
ignorant as to bhelieve me?

Christ Jesus, as the alone head of the chureh,
possesses the alone right of instituting its ordinan-

ces, and appointing administrators as he pleases..

He instituted the ordinance of circumcision; and
as long as the initiating seal of the covenant of
grace was administred in'therite of circumcision,
he made no special appointment of administrators.,
But when he changed the form of the seal, uE ap-
pointed special administrators for the ordinance..
This difterence merits no further attention.

¢ In the 5th place baptism differs from circum-
¢ cision, in its emblematical import. Baptism is
¢ emblematical of our death unto sin, our burial
¢ with Christ, and our resurrection with him, inte
¢ newness of life. Circumcision was a sign of the
¢ separation of the Jews, from all the haman fami-
¢ Jy;and it was a type of the dcath, or circumci-
¢ sion of Christ.”. Page 13.

Perhaps I do not understand Mr. C’s. mode of
expression, although we s(l)lould grant: all that he

2
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says*, still it 1s difficult to perceive the difference.
The sum, of Mr. C’s statement is, that baptism 1s
emblematical of our deliverance from sin, and of
our union to Christ: so that we die with him and
iive with him. And of circumcision, that it was a
separation of the Jews from the rest of the world.
and a typical representation of the death of Christ.
Because if we be delivered from sin, and united
to Christ, as he says baptism imports; and by cir-
cumcision separated and distinguished from the
world, and directed by faithi to the death of
Christ, which he says is its typical import; why
then distinguish it from baptism, which he de-
clares to be emblematical of our burial with
Christ? This difference, if language has any
meaning, so far from distinguishing, concedes the
two ordinances to be one’in import.

#Mr. C. in his strictures, does not, indeed, appro-
hate, in high language, Mr. W’s. understanding;
hie will therefore, more readily forgive his dullness
of perception. .

IMr. C. has conceded more in this difference,
ihan some of his readers, perhaps are aware. He
has told us, that circumcision was typioal of the
death of Christ, how will this comport with some
other declarations, ‘it was carnal.’ ‘It sealed
temporal blessings only? Ihave added the words
by faith, because there is no other way for either
New or Old testament saints, righteously to view
the death of Christ: although I believe the author
would not have put them in. Notwithstanding of
all Paul says about the faith of Old testament
sainte, Mr, C. eays very little about it.
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In this “difference, as in many other places, we
are indebted to Mr. C. for the inventio» of a new -
dostrine, that ‘circumcision was a type of the
death of Christ.> Had thizidea been revealed to
Paul in his public dispute with Peter, it would
have' finished his opponent. Hud he proved
to Peter, that circumcision was a shadow, Peter
would have united with him in declaring, that it
must have disappeared upon the coming of the
substance. But Paul was more fond of truth than
of novelty; and takes the Pedo-Baptist ground,
that eircumeision was a seal of the covenant of
grace, as administered under the Old testament;
and therefore, he who affixed this seal made him-
self a ‘debtor to the whole law;’ As any person
wowd be bound to all the items of abond, who
would subscribe his hand and set his seal. Cir-
cumcision was, I grant, performed in anage of
types; many typical things were in connexion with
it; but that it was a typical rite, I never before un-
derstood. There is a “difference between that
which is typical and that which is emblematical.
Circumcision was the -latter, but net the former,
Let us however, take a view of the natural import
of these ordinances.

1st, The doctrine taught in circumecision, was
the regeneration of the heart, Deut. 8. 3,6. ‘And
the Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart,’
compared with passages already quoted. This
intimates the true import of the rite of circumci-
sion, that the sword in the hand of the spirit, could
separate sin from the soul. We find the word em-
ployed by the Holy Spirit for this purpose in the
work of regeneration, Heb. 4. 12. ‘For the word
of God is quick and powerful, and sharper than
any tiwwo edged sword, piercing even to the divid-



152 BAPTISM.

ing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints
and marrow.” It would be absurd to apply any
rite to a subject of which it was not emblemati-
cal; but " circnmcision is used as descriptive of re-
generation. 'The work of regeneration, therefore,
was pointed out in circumcision.* That this same
doctrine is taught in scripture, is not denied.

2nd. Circumcision is used io express external
holiness, or holiness as “manisfested in the lan-
guage of a believer;thus we find uncircumcision
applied to designate the contrary of that holiness,
Ex. 6. 12. ‘How then shall Pharach hear me,
who am a man of uncircvmeised lips? We find
the prophet I~aiah, used the word unclean in the
same sense; Isaiah, 6. 5. ‘I am a man of unclean
lips, and I dwell in the midst of a people of un-
cleanlips.’ Now,because the wahi of water con-
stitutes a person unclean, or the washing of it,
clean, and this is true in a moral sense with re-
spect to baptism; and, because uncircumcision
was used to point out the same kind of unclean-

*All that Mr. C. says on this subject is lost.
He finds it always easier, to reply to doctrines
he invented for his opponent, than to reply to those
his opponent did use. Let us hear him: ‘To
¢ substantiate this answer, Mr. W. quoted, Deut.
¢30. 6. From which verse he attempted to prove,
¢ that the promise to circumcise their heart, implied
¢ all spiritual blessings!” Mr. W. did not say so;
what he said, was that for God to circumcise the
heart, implied that the subject was interested in
all the spiritual blessings of the covenant of grace;
because that the heart that is regenerated, will al-
so be sanctified, and the person, in due time, Glo-
rified. 1 have said Mr. C. lost hissubject, we
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ness, it follows, that the ordinances of circumei-
sion and baptism were of the same import; and
therefore, baptism, because it was of the same
signification, eame in the room of circumcision.
But, that their import was the same, will appear
by observing,

3rd. That the want of circumcision declared
the character of a persen unholy. So the sons
of Jacob refused to have any connexion with the
men of Shechem, until they became circumeised,
Gen. 24. So, throughout the whole Old testa-
ment scriptares, by way of contempt, the hea-
thens are called uncircumcised. But, that the
want of baptism will imply the same unholiness
of character will not be denied. 1t follows, that
as it respects the character of persons, the im-
port of these ordinances were the same; and,
therefore, baptisin might come in the room of
circumecision. .

Buat why should any, declaring the seriptures to
be the word of God, dispute this point? The
Old and New testament scriptures, unite on this
subject, in declaring their import to be the same,
particularly in regeneration, the great leading

dispute respecting the nature of circumcision;
Mr. C. denied, Mr. W, affirmed, that regencration
was the true import of the ordinance of circum-
cision. It was not introduced by Mr. W. as Mr.
C. has it, P. 77, to prove that the import of the
two covenants were the same; but, to prove  that
the import of the two ordinances, Circumecision
and Baptism were the same.. Thus, by misrepre-
sentation, he takes care never fairly to discuss, or
even confute this assertion, that regeneration was
the true import of the rite of circumeisioa.
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doctrine taught in baptism. So the want of ears
to hear, is used invariably in scripture,to denote
the want of a heart opened by the spirit of God.
‘He that hath ears to hear, let him hear.” But
uncircumcision of the ear, is used to denote this.
Jer. 6. 10 ‘To whom shall I speak and give
warning, that they may hear? Behold, their ear
is uncircumcised, and they cannot harken’ We
find Stephen, in a New testament discourse,
preached immediately before his death, use this
word in the same sense. Acts, 7. 51. ‘Ye stiff-
necked, and uncircumcised in heart, ye do always
resist the Holy Spirit.”

A subject so plainly tanght in scripture should
not be controverted. But so it is, and such it will
be, in every age, with the deluded votaries of mi-
serable systems; Mr. C. takes a plan, P. 77 to di-
vert the reader from the true signification of the
expression, to circumcise. ‘In the days of Moses,
it was a promise, relating to events then future.’
I reply, that as it respects the subject in dispute,
I care not whether it respects events, future or
present; it is the import of the rite itself, upon
which we dispute. Is it used to signify regene-
ration? is the question; whether the regenera-
tion of New or Old testament saints? - Let Mr. C.
gain his point, as it respects futurity, we have
gained it, 1n gignification,* the -only thing in dis-
pute. .

*This 77, P. of Mr. C’s work, 1s sufficient to de-
stroy his whole theory, although he had been or-
thodox in every other point, and to my mind it
bears strong evidence of this fact; that, while he
is struggling hard to obtain converts to his public
theory, he does not believe it himself. e.g. ‘I
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This difference. the Baptist have always made;
because they ure determined that circumcision
shall be proved to be arite only carnal. They
know, if the contrary is proven, their peculiar
system is no more. ‘Let God be true,andevery
man a liar.> After all thewr exertions, they have
lost their aim. It is not a national distinction,
for it did not distinguish them from other nations.
It was no security, for the possession of the land
of Canaan, because many of the specified subjects
of the Old coverant, never did inherit that land,
although they were as willing and obedient as
those were, who did inherit it; and every thing
else tanght by circumcision is also taught by

Baptism. )
6th. Difference. ‘Baptismi differs from circum-

will circumeise thine beart, and the heart of thy
seed,” (this word sced, Mr. C. with his usual free-
dom, calls children. 1 would be sorry to use the
same freedom with the scriptures,) lie declares
respects futurity and for the proof of this, cites the
denunciations and promises mentioned in the
same chapter, which respects the captivity of the
Jews and their return.  Aund, therefore, this pro-
mise of the circumcision of the heart could not
take place until more than Eight hundred years
after it was given. This denies, that any Old tes-
tament saint, until that time, could apply this
promise; or, in other words, that there were none
circumcised in heart, until after their return,
from the Babylonish captiwvity; a fact, which nei-
ther Mr. €. nor any of his followers can believe. If
I have now done, as Mr. Ralston did, let the world
see his system, he will, no doubt, add it to his list
of misrepresentations.
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¢ cicion in the part of the sys'em, that was the
¢ subject of the operstion. Prdo Baptists apply
¢ water to the face. Surely they do not suppose
¢ that the Jews c:rcumcised in the face. Baptists
¢ apply water to the whole person. Neither Bap-
¢ tist nor Pedo Buptist applies water to the precise
¢ partaffected in the rite of circumcision.” P. 13.

It is difficult for me to discover any other de-
sign in this difference; than a little prophane sport.
Even Mr. C. could not think that this difference
could possibly do any thing for his system. But,
lest any reader should be so ignorant, as not to
discover his sophism, we shall undress it, and let
him see itas it is. Did baptism come in the
room of circumecision? Mr. C. says, No. Why?
he answers, because the same precise parts of the
human body are not affected by the rites. That,
although circumecision was a seal of the covenant
of grace, and of the same covenant, that baptism
also is a seal, yet the one could not come in the:
room of the other, because the same precise parts
were not affected in the rites.

The weight of the objection, will appear, by a
plain example. The Congress of the United
States, 40 years ago, ofdained that any persons, in
giving bonds, notes, &c. should subscribe their
pames, and affix a cross, for a seal. Last session
they repealed that statute; and ordained that a
circular mark made with a pen, .after signing the"
name, should be the seal of such obligations.
Mr. C’s heading the faction, declares that the cir-
cular mark could not possibly come in the room of
the cross mark, for this unanswerable reason, that
itisnotthe same shape, or if, by the same act of
Congress, the part of ihe paper 6n which the sig-
nature and seal were (o be affixed, was also chang- -
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ed, then by Mr. C. the cross mark cannot come in
the room of the eirculay mark becausc the seal was
to be found on a different part of the paper, on
which the bond was written.

More than three thousand years ago, Christ Jc-
sus, the supreme authority over the church, ordain-
ed, that the cutting off a piece of flesh, should, as
a mark, be a seal of the blessings contained in the
covenant of grace. Nearly eighteen hundred
years ago, he changed the external form of the seal,
and, instead of the painful rite of circumcision, he
appointed the application of water. Who will
hence argue, that therefore, baptism did not come
in the room of circumcision? Mr.C. will perhaps,
say, that he has not granted that circumcision was
a seal ofthe covenant of grace. He hasnot indeed
granted this;but I observe that the subject in dis-
pute,is not thereby affected. He may call these
sealsor not, as he pleases; but heis here proving that
the one could not come in the room of the other,
because they affected different parts of the body.
The reasons for this assertion, is the ouly thing
here to which we have called the attention of the
reader.

th. Difference. ‘Baptism differs from circum-
¢ cision in the blessings it conveys. Circumcision
¢ conveyed no spiritual blessings. Baptism
¢ conveys no temporal, but spiritual blessings.’
Page 13.

To this difference I have already fully replied.
Had the assertion of Mr C. in this place been true,
it would have indeed affected the point; but we
have proven that the blessings sealed were the
same; which ends all the intended force of this dif-
ference. From the bantering commencement of
Mr. C. on these seven points of difference, we ex-
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pected that he would have attempted to have es-
tablished his position, by such arguments as af-
fected the pature of the ordinances. No—he
superficially calls the attention of his readers to
those external points of difference, which although
they had been true, would not have affected the
point in question; this last difference 1s the only
exception, and its assertion, upon investigation,
is found not true.

We shall now take some view of the different
methods of escape, by which he tries to rid him-
self of the force of objections.

¢ With regard to their not circumeising on the
¢ 8th day for 40 years; while travelling to Caanan;
¢ itis nothing to the purpose; for this plain reason,
¢ that circumcision, during this period, was entire-
¢ ly giver up. It was performed at noage.’ P. 18,

What was the intention of Mr. C. by this obser-
vation? It was to save himself from heing caught
in a plain absurdity, He had been proving that
baptism could not come in the room of circumci-
sion, because it was essential, to the being of this
rite, that it be administered on the 8th day. Itap-
pears Mr. W.had denied the truth of his assertion,
and declared that, by divine command, hundreds
of thousands of the Jews, had been circumcised
between their birth and fortieth year; no covenant
alteration could be made upon the passage in
Joshua, upon which the assertion was founded:
However, the part quoted from Mr. C’s book ac-
counts for it, and the reason is plain; that during
this period, circumcision was entirely given up.
I grant this, Mr. C.—but what will your plain rea-
son prove? this is the alone conclusion, that there
were 40 years the Jews did not circumcise; but
every person grants this. Yet the matter in -dis- .

o
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pute is not thereby affected. The dispute is, is
there any thing in the nature of the rite of eir-
cumcision, or any thing in the divine command
that forbids the adwministration of it, on any other
time, than on the eighth day? On the omission of
it for 40 years, we agree; but, to account for the
administration of it upon those with whom it had
been omitted for 40 years, is the difficulty. Mr.
C saysit was contined to the Sth day; the scrip-
ture says it was not; and might with propriety be
admitted at any period of life. '

Any person who can read his bible, may detect
the falacy of his plan of plain feasoning. They
will indéed see, that the Jews were required to be
circumcised on the Sth day; but they will find that
the requisition, was not essential to the being of
an ordinance; because it was omitted for 40 years,
at one time, and after that during the whole period
of its continuation in the church, proselytes, at any
age, were circumcised. Bat, if. the argument
used by Mr. C. had any force, it would prove, that
in order legally to administer the rite of circum-
cision, it was as necescary to perform it on the 8th
day of the persons life, as it was to cut off a piece
of flesh. It is not the circumstances accompany-
ing the rite @bout which we dispute; but we dis-
pute respecting those things essential to the be-
ing of therite itself. Where now, Mr. C.is your
plain reasoning, to prove that it was essential to the
being of the ordinance to administer it on the 8th
day? .

ButMr. C. objects to the assertion, that one or-
dinance came in the room of another. ¢Itap-
¢ pears to me a gross departure from analogy, from
¢ the meaning of Jewish rites, and from matter of
¢ fact, to say: ‘That baptism came in the room of
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¢ circumeision.” The sacred scriptures do nof,
¢ asfar as I can understand them, ever lead us to
¢ think that one rite came in the room of another,
¢ but they teach us, that Christ came in the room of
¢ all the Jewish rites—he is our passover, our ¢ir-
¢ cumecision & our sacrifice.” P. 19. By saying that
one ordinance came in the room of another, means
no more, than that the latter occupies the room of
the former. All the ordinances of the New testa-
ment came in the room of those that were under
the Old testament, or we have these ordinances,
instead of those the church formerly had. When
we say that the particular rite of baptism, came in
the room of circumcision, we mean that baptism
occupies the same place in #le present dispensa-
tion of grace, that circumé®ion occupied under
the former. &

Scarcely asingle ordinance now has the same pre-
cise form it hiad under the Old testament; cven the
dispensation of the word by the Gospel ministry,
is now different, from that which 1t was then.
Will Mr. C. argzue that the preaching of the gos-
pel, under the New testament, by gospel ministers,
d:d not come in the room of that teaching hy
priests and prophets under the ceremonial law?
we mean no more than this, when we say that
baptism came in the room of circumeision.

But this is an age of novelty. ‘Christ came in
the room of all Jewish rites.’” That HE came .
the substance of all Jewish rites, at least such of
them as were required by the ceremonial law,
none will deny; but, that he came in their room, I
suppose none except Mr. C. ever thought. Christ
is indeed called ‘our passover:’ because he was
‘the Lamb of God’ typically ‘slain from the foun-
dation of the world” HE was the substance, of
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which all the rites of that feast were the shadows;
but no hint is given that he -came in the room of
the passover.

Let us hear him further on this subject. ‘I
¢ would now ask my opponent, If baptism came in
¢ the room of circumcision, why were sc many
¢ thousands of the Jews baptised, who had been pre-
¢ viously circumcised? This, on the principles of
‘ my opponent, was a mere tautology. If baptism
¢and circumcision are alike, the same scals of
¢ the same covenant, why administer both to the
¢ came subjects?” P. 19. Inreply 1 observe,

1st. Thatin the change of a dispensation, the
members then existing, must be the subjects of
both dispensations. The same individual persons,
whoge duty it was to have offered sacrifices during
the life and public ministry of Christ on earth,
would have been guilty of a gross violation of the
Divine law, had they continued the same practi-
ces after his death. In like manner circumcision -
was a duly which a parent was bound to discharge,
until another ordinance took its place; but the
substitution of baptism in its room, as completely
destroyed the sacramental existence of circumci.
cion, as if it never had an existence.

2und. It s impossible to make the same persons
subjects of both dispensations, without making
them the partakers of the ordinances of both. By
their circumcision, they acknowledged all the
means of grace, sealed to them under that dispen-
sation, in their particular form of administration;
but the same persons in their baptism, publickly
acknowledged the change, declared themselves
members of the new dispensation of the same cov-
enant, and thereby openly acknowledged that
Christ the substance of al{) tge cerimonial law, was
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confqe and put away sin by the sacrifice of him-
sel

Mr. C. should have shewn us in what manner,
the same persons could have been constituted
members of both dispensations of grace, without
giving them the scals of both. He keeps his dis-
tance from this point, lest he might be taken in a
snure of truth.  Circumeision, according to M. C.
sealed to them the earthly Canaan. Then by bap-
tism they renounced all claim to that country;ev-
ery'man lost his title to his farm. By circumcision
they declared themselves the natural seed of
Abraham, although they had been Hittites or Am-
orites; by baplism, they declared they were not his
sced. By circumcision they incorporated them-
selves with the Jewish nation. By baptism they
disclaimed their own nation. These are Mr. C’s.
odd doetrines—ivho can believe him?

"The truth is, that those saints who were on earth,
during the life, death and resurrection of Christ,
were members of the Old testament church, by
their circumcision; and by baptism, were con-
stituted members of the New testament church.

3rd. Baptism was a New testamcnt seal; it se-
cured all the covenant blessings, sealed, by cir-
cumcision; the covenant was the same, but the
form of the seal was very different, as was the whole
dispensation. [t was necessary 1n the change of
dispensation, thatthere should also be a change
of seal; but, at the time of this change, there could
be no clnugc of persons; it follows that those who
had been initiated by circumeision into the former,
must now be admitted into the latter, by baptism.
As theylived under both dispensations of nrrace,
how could they otherwise be initiated into both?

But, in order to conﬁrm his assertion on this

z
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point, he presents you with a strange supposition.
¢ Upon the same principle, if all the Jews had liv-
¢ ed tothat time, and believed, they would all have
¢ been baptized. What would have come of their
¢ circumcision then? P. 19. I answer, the same
thing that came of all their sacrifices, temple
worship, &c. Instead of which we have nuow our
New testament worship. Abraham, the first initi-
ated by circumcision, as a seal, ‘saw the day afar
off” when baptism would take the room of circum-
cision, ‘and was glad.” With the same propriety
I might ask, 1f all the Jews that ever existed, had
lived, when baptism was introduced, what would
have come of their sacrifices then?

The difference of the cfficacy of these two or-
dinances, forms another strong reason with Mr. C.
why baptism could not come in the room of cir-
cumcision. His observations scarcely, however,
merit transcription. ‘Although they had the be-
‘nefit of circumcision for so many hundred years,
¢ Moses declares, ‘The Lord hath not given you
¢an heart to perceive, and eyes to see, and ears to
¢ hear, unio this day. Where now, are the spiritu-
“al blessings promised to the subjects of circum-
¢cision as such! What spiritual blessings had it
¢secured fop so long a time!! P. 7%. This ap-
pears rather like a 2wilful misconstruction of scrip-
ture. Mr. C. infers from the passage quoted, that
for several hundred years, the snbjects of circum-
cision had not been regenerated, justified, or san-
tified. Then, he asks with an air of triumph,
what good had their circumcision dene them?
Were there no saints during these several hun-
dred years? He does notdeny there were saints
under that dispensation; nay,he even condescends
to grantit; P. 44. For, although he supposes ‘Ju-

7
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daism to be no better than Gentilism, yet some-
how there were saints at that time. But saints as
they were, ‘they had not a heart to perceive, eyes
to see, and ears to hear.” Will this do for a true
character of saints? no. What then must be the
true 1import of the words? That notwithstanding
the administration of grace to these people for
400 years, there were many found who had not’
‘hearts to perceive, eyes to see, and ears to hear.’
Which is equally true of Gospel despisers in every
age of the church. With these, circumecision had
the same influence, that baptism had with Simon
Magus, or with any other subject that is not rege-
nerated. "

If Mr. C’. observation has any meaning, it 1s,
that baptisma has some intrinsic efficacy in giving
‘hearts to perceive, eyes to see, and ears to hear.’
For otherwise, there can be no difference, even
intended. He then acquiesces in the doctrines of
the Fathers who hold baptism to be regeneration,
for if it be not, what efficacy has it, more than cir-
cumcision. Therefore Mr. C. should not touch
the Fathers, or the Roman Catholicks on this point.

Perbaps Mr. C. will clear himself by his usual
‘as such.” Was Moses speaking to them as the
subjec!= of the covenant of circumeision? Mr. C.
should answer, no; beause ‘hearts to perceive,
eyes to see, and ears to heaT,” were spiritual bles-
sings; and therefore did not belong to that cove-
nant. Will Mr. C. say he was addressing them,
as the subjects of that covenant? He then relin- ~
quishes the point in dispute. If he says.the con-
trary, his ‘as such’ will be of no use.

The above is an instance of Mr. C’s. honesty.
It is evident from P. 44, that he beheves there
were saints at that time; yet, now, when he has
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another purpose to answer, he will give this pas-
sage a contrary, signification. Although he should
succeed in proving- what he intends, that there
were no saints at that time, he still failsin esta-
blishing this difference. 'I'he extentof our asser-
tion is, that the grace and other spiritual bless-
ings, which Old testament believers had, were
sealed to them by circumcision; but, if his asser-
tion be true,still circumcizion sealed as much to
them as baptism does to the unregenate persons
baptized. Bat, if they were saints, then circum-
cision sealed to them, that which baptism seals to
saints now.

Upon Mr. C’s. attempt to prove that baptism
did not come in the room of circumcision, the fol-
lowing observations will be found true.

1st. That heis compelled to change his ground,
and adopt principles new even to baptists; asser-
tions, at which Dr. Gill or Mr. Booth would have
blusbed. He finds no difficulty in asserting that
eircumcision was not a religious ordinance; that
it secured a country to millions who never saw 1t,
neither they, nor their.seed. What will reflecting
minds think of this doctrine? or does Mr. C. think
he 1s writing to people of the 12th century, or to
those who will at all times be satisfied with round
assertion?

2nd. It is evident that he does not appear seri-
oug in any thing he says on that subject. Had he
possessed sufficient candor to have carried out
any system on this point, it must either have been
too ridiculous for even his friends to have believ-
ed; or else, after all his opporition, he would have
established the assertion, that baptism came in the
room of circumoision; but in this he dare not pro-
ceed; he often suddenly stops and fills the vacuum
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with declamations; e. g. P. 77,78. He joins with
fanaticks, in rejoicing in their new light. As Mr.
C. fails in language, to express his detestation of
Pedo-Baptism;—so the shakers fail in either songs
or tunes, to celebrate their discovery that the re-
surrection is past; that they are now glorified
'saints: and, therefore, use reels, &e. without
words, to express it.  With them Mr. C. exclaims,
¢O human tradition, how hast thou biassed the
‘judgment and blinded the eyes of them that
¢should know.’

V. PROPOSITION.

That infants of professing parents are fit mem-
bers of the visible church; and may be acknow-
ledged such, by administering to them baptism, an
initiating seal of the covenant of grace.

We establish the truth of this proposition; first,
from the moral relation existing between parents,
and children. Relation always precedes obliga-
tion, and isof the same nature, Natural obliga-
tion springs 'from natural relation; moral obliga-
tion, from moral relation. These principles, I
believe, are not denied. Parents, in virtue of this
moral relation, are bound to use every means, both
by example and precept, to ‘train up their chil-
dren in the nurture and admonition of the Lord.’
And children, upon the same principle, are bound
to receive and obey this instruction. Hence the
divine declaration respecting Abraham, Gen. 18.
19. ‘For I know him, that he will command his
children, and his household after him.” The ex-
istence of this relation, and the promise forthe
continuation of it in the chruch; was a comfortable
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doctrine to King Hezekiah in his affliction. Isaiah,
38. 19. ‘The father tothe childreu, shall make
known thy truth’

If it be a fact, that there is such a relation be-
tween parents and children, and such privileges
resulting from it, thenI ask, where is the impro-
priety in giving children the seal of these bless-
ings? or are Baptists prepared to say, that chil-
dren shall be the heirs of these privileges, and
yet be denied the seal of them. That this princi-
ple may be more fully understood, I shall make a
few plain observations.

1st. That moral obligation may exist in its full
force, where there is no natural relation, asis often
the case between rulers and subjects, guardians
and children placed under their care; but, at the
same time a covenant is supposed to exist, which
secures to both parties, privileges, to which-each
are entitled, according to the stipulations of this
covenant, While this relation subsists, neither of
the partics can divest themselves of the obligation
or lose their title to the privileges; only by forfei-
ture there is a dissolution of contrac:.

2nd. That infants may be the subjects of such
a covenant-is evident from fact. A nation, con-
sisting of rulers and ruled, are mutually bound to
each other hy covenant. But the childrenof ci-
tizens are entitled to all the security and protec-
tion of their parents; and this, while in a state of
infancy, before they can give any consent to the
national constitution or covenant. It follows,
that babes are a party in acovenant, entitled to
its privileges, and grow up under its obligation,
when they possess no knowledge of either.

Now, itis vain to stop and ask, what good does
it do these children to have them constituted
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members of such a nation, when they have no
knowledge of its constitution or laws. Suffice it
to say, that, in every age of the world, 1t was a
fact, 1t was their privilege, and establishes this
principle, so much haied by the Baptists, that
children may po:sessa seal to a covenant, and
have its privileges before they can have any
knowledze of it.*

3rd. That a family, consisting of parents and
children, is a nation in miniature, and.granted by
all, to be the first beginning of civil government.
And it fares with a family as it does with a nation.
According to the state of the nation, with respect
to privileges, the state of the subjects, are good
or bad. So is it with a family. If the parents
are poor, so are the children, if rich, the children
are born the heirs of tie estate; and this is secur-
ed to the children by contract, although the pa-
rents should die intestate, and the children be in-
fants at the time of their death. In a word, what-
ever is the privilege of the parents, is, in a
greater or less degree, the privilege of their chil-
dren also. )

4th. Tha! this moral relation existing between
parents and children, is formed by God himself,
as truly as he constituted the relation between kings
and subjects under a theocratical government.
While infants are incapable of watching over
themselves in any degree, HE has appointed their
parents their guardians.

But, when we view this subject, and consider

*] shall afterwards shew, in its proper place,
that this principle is conceded by baptists, in con-
stituting children members of a national cove-
nant by circumeisior,
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these principles in the church, ‘a holy nation, a
peculiar people,’ they appear in all their force. It
1s surely granted that it is the privilege of children
to have Gudly professing parents, to have parents
under vows to God in the church, to warn them
accerding to the laws of his house, and teach
them the worth of their own privilege, by giving
them suitable religious institutions.

Parents, I grant, are morally bound to this.duty;
but professing parents are bound, by covenant to
these duties; and to these they have engaged
when they affixed a seal to the covenant of grace.

The doctrine of the covenant of works, estab-
lishes the truth of my assertion. Although in ma-
ny reepects, the relation between Adam and his
posterity, is very different frem that relation ex-
isting between parents and children, yet, in this
they agree, that Adam was constituted an agent
for his family, the human race; so that all who
spring from him, partake of the effects of his agen-
cy. In like manner, parents are divinely consti-
tuted agents of their respective families. The vi-
olation of the pesitive precept in the covenant of
works by Adam, was the violation of the same by
all his posterity: or had he partaken of the tree of
life in a state of innocency, it would have been a
seal securing to him and all his posterity, the
blessings found in that covenant, although the
same posterity was unborn. The reason of this
was, he was, by God, appointed their feederal head,
and in law they were constituted one. If a pation
employ an embassador, with powers plenipotentia-
ry, his eontract is theirs; and according to the con-
Lr’act, the nation enjoys benefits, or receives trou-

e.

As in the case of Adam, s0 also in the case of

.
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all parents; the Divine Being chose them. In the
choice, children have no agency whatever.

But this doctrine, as it represents the covenant
of works, is materially conceded by Mr C. p. 159,
¢ The token or seal of this transaction, was the
¢ tree of life; which was to him a token, and formal
‘ guarentee, that life would be enjoyed, on condi-
¢ tion of his obedience:’ which of course would
have been the same to all his posterity. I there-
fore argue, and that from principles conceded:
that, if the moral relation of Adam to his posterity
was such, that a seal; through him, could be ad-
minisiered to every one of his children, although
unborn; and this because he was divinely consti-
tuted their agent; that, therefore, a seal, through
ihe relation of parents to-their children, may be
justly administered to their children, after they
are born.

Ir all the transactions of life, by contract, the
doctrire of infant baptism 1s recognized, we bind
ourselves and our heirs. Considering the minor-
ity of our children, we deal for them, under this
consideration, that we are their agents and they
incapable of understanding. We mention duties
to be performed by them, and in their name we
seal contracts. The conduct. even of baptists,
contradict their theory on baptism. Their princi-
ples, if true, destroys almost all contracts in life.
I therefore reason: \

If parents may contract and seal the same for
their infant offspring; then infant baptism is right.
But the formeris true,and therefore the latter.

But take alook at the baptists syllogism.

If children, by their ignorance and want of faith,
are incapable of understanding the coatract, or
covenant. of grace; then children must not be bap-
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tized. But the former is true and therefore the
latter.

Apply the same argument to other things and
you will immediately see its genuine force.

If children by their ignorance and want of know-
ledge, are incapable of understanding a contract,:
or covenant; then children must not be parties in
a covenant, or contract. But the former is true
and therefore the latter. Now, every person that
ever saw a bond or will, knows this conclusion to
be false. But suchis the argument of baptists a-
gainst infant baptism.

The doctrine of infant baptism is universally
recognized in seripture. 1t was entirely unneces-
sessary either to give any precept in so many
words, requiring the baptism of infants; or yet
mention the case of individual children baptized.
This ceal, in scripture, was established in the
chuch, fermore than a thousand years, and thou-
sands of examples given us of infants initiated by it;
and, although, as we have shewn, the form of the
seal differed, yet its nature did not undergo any
change. To this seal the Jews had been accus-
tomed from its first institution in Abraham. There
could be no necessity to repeat that so well under-
steod by the ancient church.

It would indeed have been an evident curtail-
ing of the privileges of the church of Christ, had
the infants of the New testament, been excluded
from that security, or from those privileges to
which infant members of the Old testament church
were entitled. They would have complnined,
that the children of their fathers were received
members of the visible church, while their chil-
dren were excluded. Nay, that they enjoyed a
seal of the covenant of grace, an intimation of their
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security, right and title of its blessings; while their
children must be raised like the children of hea-
thens.

The baptists, from this specious but false reason,
deny the warrantableness of infant baptism; be-
cause, the persons baptized, are not only incapable
of believing, but also of discharging the duties
required in the covenant. While yet, it will be
easily made appear, that they concede the princi-
ples of Pedo Baptists in full. They declare that
the rite of circumcision constituted the infants of
the Jews, members of their nation. “The promise
¢ of the covenant of circumcision was not,’ says
Mr. C. ‘made to the Jews, as members of the
chureh; ‘but of the nation.’

Itis granted, that infant children are not only
incapable of believing, but also of discharging
the duties required of professing members. But
I assert, that they are as capable of discharging
the dnties required of professing members of the
visible church, as they are of doing the duties of
a civil citizen. Accordingly, on Mr. C’s plan of
reasoning, I argue that circumcision was not a
seal of admission into the Jewish nation, because
it was absurd, to constitute any person a civil citi-
zen, who was incapable of discharging any of the
duties of that character. The moment a person
acquires citizenship, they are entitled to as many
of the privileges as they are capable of enjoying;
and bound by all the laws of the nation. Why
then does Mr C. and other baptists, make such a
lamentable outcry against the Pedo Baptists, for
constituting persons members of the visible
church, b: cause they are incapable of believing, or
obeying the divine law, in any respect, seeing they,
at the same time, argue that inlants were, by the
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divine command, constituted members of a eivil
kingdom, and agreed that they were placed in
such circumstances, as that they are under every
civil obligation, and yetare unable to discharge
any of the duties of that relation? Let us compare
the baptist and Pedo Baptist concessions on this
subject, and their similarity will strike any reader.

Bap. A'child, as the member of a nation, isen-
titled to the security and protection of that nation.

P. Bap. A child, as the member of a church, is
entitled tosthe security and protection of Christ,
the King and Head of the church,

Bap. A child, as the member of a nation, has a
temporal subsistence secured by the promise of
that nation.

P. Bap. A child, as the member of the church,
has a spiritual subsistence secured by the promise
of Christ, King and Head of the church.

Bap. A child, although in a state of infancy,
was constituted the public member of a nation
by covenant, and the same confirmed by circumci-
sion, a public seal of the same. :

P. Bap. A child, although in a state of infancy,
is constituted a public member of the church by
covenant, and the same confirmed by baptism, a
publicseal of the same.

Itis hence evident, that, by whateyer argument
a baptist will urge against a Pedo baptist, that a
child is disqualified by its infancy from becoming
a member of the church, a Pedo baptist will urge,
precisely the same against their becoming mem-
bers of a nation. And I might further add, that
an infant citizen of a nation is bound, in virtue of
the relation in which it stands to the nation,
to become acquainted with the laws “of
its nation, and to render ohedience to the same.

Q=2
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In like manner, an infant citizen of the kingdom of
Christ, is bound by virtue of the relation in which
it stands tothe church, to become acquainted with
her laws, and yield obedience to the same. It fol-
lows, that every possible objection which Mr. C.
or any baptist, can bring against the church mem-
bership of infants, stands equally against their citi-
zenship; and on the contrary, we may justly ar-
gue upon the principles of common sense, that as
children, by circumecision, cven by the concession
of the baptists, are constituted members of a king-
dom, in which activity is required, and yet are in-
capable of being active: There is nothing absurd
in constituting them members of the visible church,
in which nothing more is required, in relation to
its laws.

Mr. C. spends a considerable time, in sporting
upon this question, ‘what good does infant sprink-
ling do its subjects.’ I reply that, allowing the
difference of relation and privilege, it does as
much good, as constituting them citizens of a ¢i-
vil kimgdom by circumeision. They are equally
capable of obeying the laws, and enjoying the pri-
vilege of both.

We shall now attend to his view of this subjeet.
His great levity of expression, so inconsistent with
the solemn subject, shall not receive any further
notice, than what is absolutely necessary to do
Kis arguments justice.

‘When Ihear any Pedo-Baptist, pleading for the-
¢‘baptism of infants, upon the footing of the faith
¢ of the parents, that is, on the footing of earnal
¢ generation, it brings to my recollection, the re-
¢ ply of John the baptist, made tothe Jews, who
¢ olicited baptism, upon the footing of their great,
¢ great, great, many times great grand father,
¢ Abraham. They were as confident of the valid- .
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ity of their claim, asany modern Pedo-Baptist.’
Page, 20, 21.

In what sense does Mr. C. use the word faith.
If by it, he means any thing more, than the faith
of parents expressed by their public profession,
he has been terrified by an apparition, the creature
of his own brain. An honest writer who makes
the edification of his opponent an object, will take
care to use the words in the sense, in which they
are commonly used. He must know that Pedo-
Baptists, mean no more, when they ‘plead for the
baptism of infants, upon the footing of the faith of
the parents;> than we do when we say, that Ja-
cob should be circumcised, when an infant, be-
cause Isaac his father, was a publie professor in
the church—we meanno more than Mr. C. does
when he says that Joseph should be circumeised
at eight days old, becausea title to the land of
Canaan was vested in’ Isaac his father, and a pro-
mise made of that land to him, through his father.
Or if any should have asked King Davyid; if he be-
lieved in the doctrine of circumecising infants, he
would have replied, yes: he even solicited eir-
cumcision ‘upon the footing of his great, great,
great many times great grand father Abraham.*

Parents baving claimed the promises of the co-
venant of grace for themselves, and having declar-
ed the same by a public profession, have, in the
divine constitution of things, the seal of the same

*The reader will forgive me for using Mr. C’s.
language, I ouly do it, to let you sec'that his lan-
guage is equally subversive of the rite of cirenmei-
sion. 1 do, indeed, think his language profane, I
believe that he is only making sport on the sub-
ject of Baptism.
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privileges offered to their children. In the same
sense, that God gave the promise to Abraham, and
his children, Peter declares to his congregation
‘the promise is to you and your children”” The
promise to Abraham was, ‘I will be thy God and
the God of thy seed.’

But what connexion did Mr. C. find between
the expressions, ‘upon the footing of the faith of
the parents,’ and ‘upon the footitg of earnal gene-
ration.” The scripture calls Abraham the father
of the faithful. Does Mr. C.suppose that he was
1he carnal father of all the faithful? If he does
not, why dees he use the expression as proving the
same signification? I am afraid that during all
the time he was a Pedo-Baptist, he was ignorant
of their doctrines, and this, the probable reason,
why he forsook them.

I' suppose Mr. C. never heard a Pedo- Bapn
plead for a right to the baptisni of chxldren upon
the footing of carnal gereration.”” That, upon
the footing “of carnal relation cxisting between pa-
rents and children, carnal benefits ﬂow, is not de-
nied; this is justly plead as the ground for the pos-
session of estates, &e.. But, that any spiritual
privileges flow, merely on the footing of carnal
relation, is never plead. The Jews were the car-
nel descendants of Abraham. He was their na-
tural father. They were his natural seed. Bat
ask the apostle Paul, if this be the ground on

which they received theirspiritual bl easings; he-

answers, no—It was not because they were his
children by nature, but because they were the chil-
dren of the promise. It follows that the™ children
of professing parents, actording to the flesh, are
also their seed by promise, and are tLereby enti=
tled to a seal of the promise.
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The true covenant relation existing between
Abraham and the Jews, when they came to John
to be baptized, I believe, was neither understood
by them, or their successor in opinion, Mr. C.
Had these Jews come forward, humbly asking the
the privilege of baptism, as a people in professed
covenant with God, and therefore Abraham’s seed,
John would have baptized them without reproof.
But it appears they were of the mind, with those
men of straw, with whom Mr. C. contends, that a
carnal relation was the only ‘entitling prerequisite,’
and therefore were justly reproved when they de-
manded the administration of this seal. The
HEAD of the church, indeed, often establishex a
spiritual relation when there is a pre-existing car-
nal relation; but these are in their nature entirely
distinct. The one may exist without the other.
Believing heathens have a spiritual relation to
Abraham, and this existing in its full force, being
nothing impaired, by the want of carnal relation.

It ic,in every case, necessary to determine, who
are the persons professing this spiritual relation;
this, when determined, should decide the contro-
versy. When a promise is given, we should know
the person, or persons to whom it is addressed;
should you ask, to whom are the promises of the
gospel addressed? 1 reply, 10 sinners as such:
should you again ask, to whoin is the seal of these
promises to be applied? we answer, to those who
by a covenant relation declare that the blessings
promised, are theirs. Let ussearch the scriptures
to find out these persons. The whole Bible, with
one voice, declares that these beiong to believing
parents and their seed. And that of such persons,
the church of Christ is constituted. Let the fol-
lowing observation be admitted.
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1st. That the church all holds, at least, a visible
covenant relation to Christ.

2nd. That the members of the church have a
professed covenant relation to one another.

3rd. That when God entered into a covenant
relation with Abraham, every item of that cove-
nant was also made with his seed, as truly the babe
as the adult. The only qualification there speci-
fied, was, that they be his seed. Neither the apos-
tle Peter, nor any other Pedo-Baptist, has plead for
any thing more, than that shich is contained in
the assertion. ‘The promise is to you, and to
your children.” We therefore infer that those
persons, found in the covenant relation, may just-
ly receive the seal of all its covenant blessings.
All this may be true, without any carnal relation.
Let us hear him a little further.

‘Mr. W. tells us, that infants may, if they are
¢obedient to the divine law, after they grow up re-
¢ ceive benefit from baptism.* This is an honest,
¢ though I presume, an unintentional confession,
¢ that they receive no benefit from it; either at the
“time of receiving it, or immediately after. But
“he has said, that infants in the act of baptism, are
‘Jaid under an obligation to obedience;that the
‘vows of God are upon them thenceforth. Let
“me ask how many years old are they, when they
‘recognize this obligation.” P, 33.

The substance of the quotation is, that no bene-
fit results from ‘infant sprinkling;’ of this he fre-
quently gives hints. But in his appendix, we have
a black list of evils, resulting fromit. P. 180. I

#This i3 a part of Mr. C’s. edition of Mr. Ws.
peeches; and is as honest, as his edition of many
parts of the bible. 4
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reply, that benefit, may either be, sensibly or in-
sensibly received. An infant or idiot, of parents
in easy and independent circumstances, receives
more beuefit than the children of parents in dffi-
cult circumstances of life: they are insensible,
however, of any such difference. Yet they de-
rive these superior favors, upon the same precise
principles, upon which we plead for infant bap-
tism, that is, relation. Because, infants receive
previleges according to the standing of their pa-
rents. They are either rich or poor, as their pa-
rents are in riches or poverty.

This assersion of Mr. C’s. lies against the
strongest evidence of fact. Because a child, if it
lives, receives both immediate and future benefit
from the relation it has to its parents. But its
privileges are inconcievably extended, if the pa-
rent he religious, it has thereby sccured a reli-
gious education. Itis traincd up in the nurture
and admonition of the Lord;it has an early op-
portunity of_ ministerial instruction, being raised
* beside the shepherd’s tent,” when born, or even
when 1t becomes a living soul, an everlasting re-
lation between it and Christ may be formed; it
may, ‘by the washing of regeneration and the re-
newing of the loly spirit, be as full an heir of
everlasting life, as the most experienced saint.
All we crave for this child is a visible seal of these
blessings. .

Ifa father die when one of his heirs is an infant,
he makes it equally a partaker of his estate with
those children that are grown to years of maturity,
when the babe is grown, it claims the interest in
the will, which was a contract, existing between
the father and the child, although the child was
entirely unconscious of  the whole transactiop, at



180 BAPTISM.

the time of engagement. But the want of con-
sciousiess neither affects its rights nor privileges.
I suppose that none of these facts will be denied.
From these principles I therefore argue,

Ist. That a child may be visibly sealed an heir
to the testament of Christ, from which it may, or
may not, receive any benefit. An infant may be
the legal heir of an estate, and yet by profligacy,
or death, receive no benefit. The signature and
seal of the parent, is the visible security of the
child, and yet it may never secure any thing profi-
table toit. Mr. C. will acknowledge the truth of
these assertions, because circumcision, which, ac-
cording to his assertion, sealed the earthly Canaan;
if the child either died in infancy, or removed in-
to another country, it received no benefit from
the seal: according to his system this painful rite
was administered in vain.

2nd. The right of Esau, Ishmael, or Jacob to
the earthly Canaan, according to the opinion of
Mr. C. was the same, because they were all by di-
vine authority, circumcised. But the posterity of
one of these only, entered in; query, of what use
was their infant circumecision?

3rd. There is a difference between the privile-
ges and obligation of a bond; and discharging and
enjoying the same. A man may contract in behalf
of a child, by which the minor maybe bound to
perform certain duties, and entitled to certain
privileges; and yet incapable of either doing the
former, or enjoying the latter, and even if he ar-
rives to years of maturity, may be equally inat-
tentive to both; yet this neither affects the moral
propriety or validity of the contract. Again Mr.
C. what good do these seals do minors?

4th. I assert that baptism possesses the same
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intrinsic validity, when applied to an infant, that
it does, when administered to an adult. It does
not in either case possess any saving power, so
a will confirmed to an heir, when an infant posses-
ses the same force, that it would, if the heir was an
adult. In either case they lose orenjoy as they
are profligate, or sober.

Baptists appear offended with those, who say,
that baptism is regeneration. Mr. C. here joins the
Pedo Baptists and vociferates, and by turns sports
upon it, in his usual manner. Yet I fear he will
be found guilty of the same error, and on this
point may justly give the bond of brotherhood te
Cyprian, his former enemy. If I herc blame Mr.
C. improperly, th~a what is the meaning of the
question, ‘what good does baptism do 1nfants?
For if it may be said that baptism abstractly con-
sidered, does good, it will follow, that it has a sav-
ing power, or it is the doctrine of Cyprian and
others, that baptismi is regeneration, or without
union to Christ, nothing is really good.

When a baptist asks the question, ‘what good
does baptism do infants? he must mean that if
does some good to adults, that is, that it either re-
generates them, or is an infallible seal of regenc-
ration. The greatest hereticks on this subject, ne-
ver attached any more importance to this ordinance
than those just expressed. Mr. C. would refuse I
suppose, to subscribe the following sentiment, not
only because it stands in opposition to his ques-
tion, but for & reason still more important, it is the
production of the Westminster assembly. " “The
‘ sacraments become effectual means of salvation,
* not from any virtue in them, or in him that doth
‘ administer them, but . by'the blessing of Christ
‘and the working of hIi{s spirit in them that by’
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¢ faith receive them.” Short cat quest. 91.
‘I never recollect’ says Mr. C. ‘of any thing or-
¢ dained forthe benefit of man, or any thing en-
¢ joined upon him, by divine authority, that had
‘not some immediate advantage, resulting to the
¢ subject who obeyed, according to the truth.
¢ My opponent has placed all the advantages of
¢ infant sprinkling, upon a slippery, perhaps; upon
¢a wonder working £ p. 33. Was not circum-
cision an ordinance of divine appointment? Al-
though you should say it was civil; I ask, Me. C.
what benefit immediately resulted to the subject
of this rite? If he says national protection, so I
say in the other case, church protection. For if
the kings of the earth afford their infant subjects
protection, the king of Zion is equally able
and willing to guard his habes. The truth is, that
in whatever shape, Mr. C. can turn the round as-
sertion I have last quoted, the rite of circum-
cision, isready to meet him in the face. Afterthe
child was circumcised, there was a great variety
of events, casualties, &c. that it took a slippery pers
haps and a wonder working if,to put himin the
possession of that land, Mr. C. converts the
subject upon the spot. Baptism is a Divine ordi-
nance, immediate benefit must result. Mr. C. ne-
ver recollects an instance of its failing. Peter
must have been mistaken about Simon Magus,
Isaac when he circumcised Esau. Whata bless- -
ed thing it would be, to be baptized by Mr. C.
‘But he has said infants in the act of baptismare
¢laid under an obligation to obedience, that
¢ the vows of God are upon them. Let me ask,
¢ how many years old, are they, when they recog-
< nise this obligation? Shall I'say at 10 or 15
¢ years, after sprinkling.” p. 33. By thisall deeds,
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bonds, conveyances &c. are completely destroyed,
because the person, or persons who give thesein-
struments, bind themselves and their heirs. In-
stead of casting a vail over the subject, by loose
declamation Mr. C. should have defined the nature
of such obligations, upon children, before the age
of 10 or 15 years: or let me ask Mr. C.how many
years old are those children, thus bound before
they are conscious of such obligations? In an-
swering this question by whatever mode he
chooses, he will answer his own query.

In page 43. he closes a declamatory speech,
with this assertion, when speaking of infants.
¢ They are private property, the property of pa-
“reuts and not the property of the church, hence
¢ parents as such, have orders how to bring them
¢ up.' To look at this assertion asit is, it is suffi-
ciently refuted.

Ist. It is not the duty of the church,to see how
their youth behave. 3

2nd. Itis asabsurd for ministers to direct pa-
rents, respecting the manner of training up their
children as it would be for them from the pulpit to
direct their members how to break horses, and
train cattle for the plough, because horses, cattle,
and children are equally the private property of
farmers, and equnally under the care of the pastor
of the congregation. -

3rd. Ministers must neither teach nor reprove
children ‘Shall I say under 10 or 15 years.’

4th. Hannah and her husband had no right to
deliver up Samuel to the Lord, by yielding him up
to the church, when he was a young child.
1, Sam. 1. 24, 28.

Mr. C- will get no serious person to yield their
assent to the truth of the assertion above, Because
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itis evident with all the care and attention of
both ministers and parents too many of our youth
grow upin carelessness; but it is indeed surpri-
sing to find a man styling himself ‘Minister of
the word of God’ exerting all his power, to prevent
ministers and others from exerting Godly influence
over youth. In a word why does Mr. C. say ehil-
dren ‘ are private property, the property of pa-
‘ rents, and not the property of the churgh? Let
us campare this with that which God himself says
Psal. 127, 8. ‘Lo children are an heritage of the
Lord, and the fruit of the womb is hiz reward.®
But Mr. C. now tries to escape by an old baptist
tract; ‘I ask, does not the baptism or sprinkling of

* Mr. C. can satisty his followers with something
as a cure, to any true impression, these things
may make on their minds, or if they believe his
view of the subject, it is because they are left “to
strong delusions to helieve alie.” Such scntiments
m'ght not have disgraced Lord Chesterfield,
who taught his son to be profane, but they certain-
ly disgrace the character Mr C. tries to assume,
and which his few followers think he possesses.
Whaterer force such opinions can have is, with-
out doubrt, demorilizing. We have generally blam-
ed the baptists, for raicing their children, hea-
thens, in a land where Christianity is, but these
observations only 'respect their relation to the -
church. But Mr C. appears in full on the subject,
and actually orders the church to let the children
of their members alone, that they have nothing to
do with them. ‘Tellit not in Gath; publish it not
in the streets of Askelon, lest the daughters of the
Philistines rejoice: lest the daughters of the uncir-
cumeised triumph.’
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¢ an infant require a positive command? And I call
¢ upon my opponent to shew if there was ever a .
¢ positive institution founded solely upon reason or
“inference.’ p:48.

What does Mr. C. mean, by positive command and
positive institution; and these as distinct from moral
commands? Let us here define the subject. ‘By
¢ moral positive, or positive we understand those
¢ that depend entirely for their moral obligation,
¢ upon snme express precept of the Deity; the pro-
¢ priety of which, nature, in its most perfect state
¢ could not discover. Moral precepts are such as
¢ respect our duty to our fellow creatures; and are
“in some degree more or less discernible by
¢ mankind, even now, and were perfectly so pre-
‘vious to the fall” ‘In positive institutions, the
¢ obligation is altogether in the command; but in
‘ moral duties, the obligation is not only in the com-
¢ mand, but also in the nature of things. In posi-
¢ tive institutions we are not authorized to reason
¢ what we should do, but implicitly to obey. In
¢ moral requirements, we are clearly shewn and
¢ commanded to perform certain duties, but Jleft
¢ at liberty to reason, to kuow in what these duties
¢ consist™* p. 46. 47, .

If I understand the above distinctions, the senti-
ment of Mr. C. that positive commands, tell us
plainiy our duty, and the way in whiech that du-
ty is to be discharged: but the precepts only mo-

* The above view proves, that Mr. C. had at
least heard of the terms moral and meral position.
It is a kind of miserable mixture of truth and error.
Itis said that Mahomed formed the Alcoran from
the Jewish, Christian, and Pagan systems; therefore
it had some truth in it
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ral, tell us in some kind of general terms the duty,
but let each subject discharge it as he pleases.
Togive ns an examnple of the way in which he un-
derstands the subject, he quotes a passage; Phil.
4. 8. ‘Finally, brethren, whatsover things are
honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever
things are pure, whatsoever things are lovely,
whatsoever things are of good report, if there be any
virtue,if there be any praise, think on these things.’

Mr. C. certainly, and not the seriptures, is the
first to whom we stand indebted for this new reve-
lation of moral and positive precepts until his time,
the christian world have been in the dark on the
subject; but, lilte every other new theory, we can-
notl adopt it at once; and this, for the following
reasons. :

Ist. The will of God revealed, is the rule of the
subject’s duty, and it matters nct to us, how that is
made known in the scriptures of truth, whither by
vision, dreams, Balaam, Isaiah or the apostles. It
1§ our duty to obey. 5

Znd. It-matters not whether in express revela-
tion, or by plain letters, our particular duty is
made known. Mr C. would,indeed, have a very
large bible that must expressly tell every indivi-
dual his or her duty, in particular; for as the same
may not be learned by.inference, when it is re-
quired by the positive moral law, the command
must contain the name and sirname of the indivi-.
daal, upon whom the duty is enjoined. If indeed
God appoints a positive institution for the benefit
of the church, I may easily and by a natural pro-
cess of reasoning learn that the same is my duty;
butthis I find by exercising my reason upon the
command, yet this I must not do, if I adopt Mr. C’s
system; for thereby, I will destroy all positive in-
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stitutions. They, according to his system, may be
moral, but not positive when found by any pro-
cess of reasouing. e. g. A person applies to Mr.
C. for baptism; he makes a full profession of his
faith; Mr. C. asks the scriptures for his duty; he
finds examples of adults being baptized, of differ-
ent ages; he finds Christ giving a command to min-
isters to go and baptize; but, from the begining of
Genesis to the last of the book of the Revelation,
be finds no such passage, as according to his
system, he now needs. These must be the
words of the passage. ‘Alexander Cambell, V. D.
M. go take this man (naming him) and plunge him
into Buffaloe, Chartiers or Short Creek,’ (as con-
veniency may serve, for, to make the passage
express, it must contain the name of the creek.)—
Without much inference Mr. C. can now go to
- work. But the misfortuneis there is no such pas-
sage, and of course, onhis scheme there cannot
now be any positive institution. - They must be
founded upon some ‘express precept of the Dei-
ty.

8rd. It is an unfair division of the moral law;
because it supposes, that, upon some of its pre-
cepls, you may exercise your reason, in order to
find your duty; and another class of them, upon
which reason must not be exercised, without de-
stroying the institution altogether. 1 fear this di-
vision will hardly be admitted by readers of com-
mon sense; because they will immediately reply,
that one class of moral precepts were made for
reasonable men, and another class for people with-
out reason.

Lastly, Iobject to Mr. C’s. system of the moral
law, for another very important reason. It has ne
foundation in scripture. He cannot even prove
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it by inference; for then we should have admitted
it

We are now constrained to adhere to the old sys-
tem of morals; which we shall briefly state, in an-
swerto oune question. ‘What is the dut) which
“God requireth of man? The duty which God
‘requireth of man is obedience to his revealed
will? short, cat, quest. 39. This is intended to
comprehend the whole duty of man. If the will
of God, even by the most diligent search can be
found, our duty of course follows.

If this doctrine be not true, then the following
things must be true.

1st. That reason, in some sense, isa law; that
is, in tliose cases were the divine law, fails in clear
revelation, D. Huge and T. Pam,and I'was go-
ing to say M—wouid agree with this, because it
strikes at the first root of divine rev elation 1

2nd. There must be as many different laws as
there are subjects of law; becaure two individuals
neverreason in the same precise way; and with all
that variety of reasoning, the conduct of each,
will be morally right, although very distinct, and
in many cases, directly opposite.

3rd. That in order to obtain a knowledge of the
moral law, difficult search must be made in order
to discover our duty; but no such search is ne-
cessary, where we enquire for our duty, asrequir-
ed by laws pesitively moral.

Now because we refuse the doctrines contain-
ed in these assertions, and yet admit the truth of
the assertion, that there is a distincticn between
precepts, naturally moral, and those po-itively so;
we ask for the distinction. I answrer, that those
commands which are founded solely upon the will
of Grod, are positive; and those whicly in their na-
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ture, are unchaugeable, & being founded upon the
divine naturc are naturally moral. To the first
class belonged, I grant, the prohibition to eat of
the tree of knowledge of good and evil, in the ce-
rimonial and judicial laws; to this same class al-
so belong the commands of Baptism aud the
Lord’s supper, while to the latter belong the ten
commandments, with the exception of a partof
the fourth commandment, which respects the
precise portion of time to be devoted to the Lord;
together with all those commands throughout the
scriptures, which are in their nature unchange-
able.

By inference or otherwise our duty from all
these commands is found; they all require perfect
obedience, which we have neither will or power
to render. From the darkness of our minds, but
not from any defectin the divine law, we disagree
respecting our duty; even in our practice, we can-
not ‘see eye toeye. Mr. C. is perhaps the first
christian writer who has charged these defects on
the law of God.

The way by which we learn the divine mind, is
by inference, &c. but nothing on this subject is to
be decided, by the commands being positively, or
naturally moral; in either, with the same ease or'
difficulty we learn our duty. Sometimes our duty
is mentioned in general terms, as in Phil. 4.8.
The passage quoted by Mr. C. or in Micah, 6. 8,
‘He hath shewed thee O man what is good; and
what doth the Lord require of thee, but to do
Justly, to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy
God.” But the same daties, are in other parts
particularly mentioned; and this in language, gen-
erally so plain that ¢he that runs may read.’

Upon Mr. C’. view of the subject, the greatest
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part of practical duties must cease tobe. Where
1s the express warrant for the change of the sa-
bath? This belongs to the positive part of the
fourth commandment. If Mr. C. will adhere te
the positive injunctions on this subject, he must
either turn Jew, or seven day baptist; where is
the express warrant for family worship? Notin
the scriptures, nay, even secret prayer fares the
game fate; unless aman is wealthy enough to
own a clocet; for, in the express warrant requir-
ing this subject, they were told to enter into a clos-
et. Preaching, and almost every duty by Mr.
C’s. sweeping system, is annibilated. In this he
will be contadicted by the experience of all God’s
people; lcose and profane gospel hearers, will be-
come his disciples, without undergoing any
change. It is nature’s system he teaches.

Moral precepts would receive no force had the
revelation even been made on Mr. C's plan. The
commandment given in Math. 7. 12. ¢Therefore
all things, whatsoever ye would that meu.should
do to you, do ye even so to them.” This isa re-
velation, as expressly prohibiting slavery, as if the
command had run in these express words, no man
or woman (naming them) shall make trafic of his
fellow men.

Having thus premised a few things, and having
called the atteution of the reader to Mr. C’s. ab-
surd theory, upon which he builds his system;
we shall prosecuted the subject in debate

That baptism, is itself, literally required,
and expressly commanded, is not denied by Mr.
C. Frem example, commavd, and the nature of
the duty, we learn the persens io be baptised.
But, because he cannct find these express words
thou shalt baptize infants; hie reiuses to do it, and
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although even this revelution had been made, be
would haye been under the necessity of reasoning
from a general command, to a particular duty,
and this, according to his theory, would not have
done. ‘In positive institutions we are not autho-
‘rized to reason what we should do.” Nay, the
very age of the children must be mentioned,
They must be under ten or fifteen years. So from
the reasoning before, a slave holder justifies the
nefarious practice- of slavery, because, they can
find no express warrant against it, sexen day bap-
tists can find no express warrant for the change
of the sabbath; and even some refuse to read any
other book than the Bible, because we are com-
manded to search the scriptures, but not command-
ed to search any other bouk. Isuppose the cliurch
of Corinth, was at as great a loss to find the prop-
er manner of celebrating the sacrament of the
Lord’s supper, as Mr. C. is to find the proper sub-
jects and mode of baptism; and thérefore, encou-
raged drunkenness and gluttony, in this sacied
feast. Christ corrected this mistake by Paul,not by
any new revelation, but by repeating the revela-
tion made at the institution.

We bave,Mr. C. making an assertion asif it
had been asserted by a Pedo-Baptist, ‘a positive
institution as founded wholy upon reason.’ Ireply,
that no Pedo-Baptist will say so; we say that no
duty whatever is founded upon reason. The di-
vine law stands ready to condemn or approbate
every act performed by man. Reason, in no case,
is a bar at which human actions will be tried. It
may be laid down as a general assertion in no
case to be contradicted; that every ordinance,
nay, every justifiable act, is founded solely upon
the divine law, whether the true meaning of the



X

192 BAPTISM.

law is to be discovered, by its express letter, by
inference, or example.

Before I further attend to his objections, I would
observe, that is an evident trait in Mr. C’s cha-

‘racter as a disputant, that those svho were not

present at the public debate, should know; this
was evident in the debate, and is manifest in his
book: that wherever he received an agument
for which he had no reply at hand, he attempted
to look the argument out of countenance. He
would treat it with the greatest possible contempt;
and upon that occasion vociferate and declaim un-
usually. He would give an excellent character
to his own argument, thereby attempting to pass
it, with those who had implicit faith in all he said,
the argument passed decently, but with those who
possessed sense, it was treated with contempt.
We have astriking example of this in his rea-
roning on positive institutions. It had been ob-
served by Pedo-Baptist writers, that there was no
express warrant for female communion, and the
arguments offered by Mr. Edwards and others, on
this subject, never yet have received a reply. Mr.
C. must now attempt it. Now reader aitend to
his strong and convincing reply. ‘As to his se-
‘cond query concerning female communion, I
“have to observe, that although sundry Pedo-
¢ Baptists have made a salvo, to scothe their minds
“in this apparent difficulty; it is a poor and piti-
‘ful come off. Itis the most puerile and childish
‘ retort, that I ever heard used by adults, that bad
‘any‘kno“]edge of words and things.” P. 70. T1.%

*This argument or rather mede of reply, for 1

surpose Mr. C. intends it for both, is a complete
campbelism. It was evident to an enlightened
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Mr. C. would now have dropped the subject with
this ncble reply. but son ething mu-t be said, was
¢ the Lord’ supper, nstituted or appointed to mer,
‘or women, as such? Was it not aproirted to
‘the di~ciples of Christ? he gave it to the disc.?
¢ples suying partake ye all of it.” The truth of
the dcctrite, that women should be admitted to
a communicvn table, no person disputes. In this
we agree with Mr. C. But tl ¢ question is, what
is his express warrant? Thou shalt admit women
(:aming them) to a communion table? or let a -
woman so examine herself ard <o let 1 er eat. No,
these are not to be found. He would have pre~
fered such passages,

But Christ gave the clements to his di-ciples; of
the bread he said: Eat ye all ofit; of the wi:e
drink ye all of it.> 'This is true, but were tl ere
any women among the disciples? answer No.
Then how is the warrant of female communion
found herc? Mr. C. has an answer at hand: thirty
or forty years sfter the institution of the supper, a
woman is called a di-ciple. - T am now p--pared
to infer with him that a woman, may be almitted
to the sacrament of the supper. Should [ found
‘my argument for the communion of men. upon
the fact to which Mr. C. alludes, I can est.bl--h it
by easy infirence; but the circumstarce of nen
bring the only communicants at tl at time, makes
the inference for the admission of women lay more

audience, and must be so now to tt:e reader, that &
he could not no any thing with the reply on this «
subject. Mr. C. is well acquainted with the ig-
norince "of this day, and intends to profit by it;
kad he consulted his cuty, he would rather wi ed
to have colightened them.
S
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remote. We shall however attempt to find |

Every disciple of Christ, may be admitted to a
communion table.

But women are called disciplés of Christ: there-
fore women may be admitted to a communion
table.

Mr. C. thinksthis inference so easy, that at least
we should take it for an express warrant. Bat
in reviewing the sylogism, I find it not true. I
find a defectin the first term, it is too general, I
shall therefore amend it.

Every disciple of Christ may not be adinitted Yo
a communion table, because they may be overta.
fren in a fault, and for some time, be under the in-
fluence of the sin, and as Miriam was, excluded for
a season from the visible communicn of the
churei.

But women ure disciples of Christ: therefure wo-
men may be excluded from the communion of the
(.hnrch.

_ This last syllogism T know, is not very good.
But it proves this, that it talces some reasoning 1o
find a just inference: itis not a truth, that because
they are disciples of Christ, that, tlwreforé, they
have always a right to commun:on. It talzes some
reasoning (o find, that they are of that kird of diszi-
ples,that should be admitted td a commurion table,
Thus by reasoning afid inference, I ‘grant that it
- may be proved, that women bave a right to be
ammtted to the full communion of the chiirch.

‘Mr. C.,saw what Mr. Edwards had done with
Mr. Bootlw s express warrants, and thought he
should escape by inventing a new example, and
thus be prepared fora new conclusion. But it is
now found that his premise will not” necessarily.
admit of his conclusion. ‘A person in delerivm may
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be a disciple of Chnst ;and this. in addition to the
above, can shew the fallucy of his argument, that,
Leeause a person is a disciple of Christ, that there-
fore they must be adniitted to a communion table.
Mr. C. will have to exert his inventive powers
once mere, arrd again declaim at some length, be-
fore he will preduce an express warrant for fe-
male communion.

Mr. C. givés us a new comment upon acts 2. 23.
‘F'or the promize is unto you and to your children,
ard o all that are afar off, even as many as the
Lord our God shall call” The promise he sup-
poses to whicl Peier reters, is cited from Jrel v. .
17, 18,19 20. P.ge 56. 57, m d =ccording to his
usual mauner declares that he ‘that saith he can=
! nnt see it1s bln d i deed,” page 56.

3y the things p_xomnscd i this verse, quoted by
P ter. Mr. C must either understand the extraor-
divary mamfeatation of the spiit, as manifested on
ths day of Penticost, or the special excrcise of
ti e sume spirit, in the werk of grace. Butit i21m-
possible that it can be tl e firmer; for the promise
to which Peter reflers, was nut only addressed to
these presenton that occasion, but to their chil-
drc“, to those who were yet ledthm, or u bern,
‘al v off.”  But few of the children, or those afur off,
ever witnessed these mir.culous out- -pouri: g= of
the spirit; and. of course, could not be the -ul-
jeets of this part-cular promsise.  But the propue-
¢y of Jeel hed a. preper accomphshment on the
‘duy of Penticost; and theretore, the promise men-
tjened by Pelel, could not, as Mr C. suppeses, re-
fer ta the prophecy of Joel.

Mr. C. manages his commert on Peter’s words
as he dcer Ljs other opponents; Le -ays Poier-iad
alefercuce tothe prophecy made by Joel; aud
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the reason he gives must be sufficient. This 1s
his strong argument—IE THAT CANNOT SEE IT, 1S
BLIND INDEED., Tnis, however, is his usual mode
of speech, when he eithier does not understand a
point, or does not believe his own assertion.

Mr. C. next entertains you, with an attempted
refafation, of an arcument drawn in favor of iu-
fant baptism, from the eircumstances ofa numbe=r
of households being baptized. Page 72, 73. Af-
ter teking a view of the household of Cornelius,
 entioned in the 10:h chap. of Acts, he concludes;
¢ The imaginary infants of the household of Cor-
¢ nelius when the 10th chapter of the Acts is read,
¢ come out distingui-hed believers and notable
< christians.” The acuteness of Mr. C’s genius
‘has mmade some discoveries on this chapter wiich
10 other per:on can sce. We cannot perceive a-
ny thing in the chapter which excludes the possi-
Lility of infont members being in it. Should T
make this public d:claration respecting a family,
that.they were religisus; had instructive parents;
a household that feared God; wouldany ore chal-
lange me for speaking improperly, although some
of them were infants, and some sufficiently growa
toyield the fruits of religious education? -But
Luke asserts no Rt respectmg the household of
Cornelius, Acts 10, ‘A devout man and oue
that feared God, wnlh ull his house;” and finally
that they were baptized. .

2nd. Household, was the household of Lydia,
¢ The 40th verse prohibits the supposition of in-
¢ fants, for we are told that Paul, at her request,
¢ after he was discharged from prison, visited her
¢ family; and that ‘when they had entered the
¢ house of Lydia & had seen the brethrer, and vom-
¢ forted them, they departed.” So that {hese sup-~

3
-
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¢posed that infants were brethren in the faith,
¢ capable of recelvmg comfort from the words of
¢ the apostle.

Reader, attend to this new epecies of hOuSPhnld
It was composed of the neighbors who had called
to visit her family, ar d hear Paul preach. T ese.
were all baptized. Pauland Silas, who also had
called with her, were thereby constituted a part of
her household; and of course, with the rest were
baptized. Itis not possible 1hat_an) person can
believe Mr. C’s doctrine. That if a nymber of
neighbours, either accidentally or by design, hap-,
pened to meet in the house of a neighbor, that they
thereby constituted one houschold. But his idea is
atill more ridiculous, because a congregation,
it appears, had ccllected at the house of Lydia; al.
though they had no concern in her secular affairs,
yet from this simple circumstance, according to -
Mr. C. they were the members of her household,
and 2s such, obtained baptism. Any thing, Mr. C.
rutber than the baptism of Infants,

Whether Lydia was a widow, or had a living
husband. I cannot tell; but I am certain she had a
family. She not onl had a'house, but also a
household;& this family,whetherbast or not, were
baptized. Mr. C. has found, (I <uppose from Mr.
Robiaon) that she was a travelling merchant; bes
canse it is said she was of the city of Thyatyra;
and from this circumstance, would have the rea-
der to believe that she was a single lady, that
mercely called at Philippr tosell a cargo of goods.
He mdeed talks so familiarly aboat it, that the
reader.would <uppose Le was personally acquaint-
ed-with her. Butshe had a houve, a suitable place
of entertainment. This I co- fes does ot appear
much like a ‘travelling merchant.’  She had origj-

S 2 .

-
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vally, lived in Thyatyra. She now resided in
Philippi. Mr. C. you ahould at least try tomdko the
likeness of trath,

The next example mentioned, is the househo]d
of the jailor, page 73. After Mr. C. reviews this
subject, he concludes, ‘So that the suppoced in-
¢ fants of this hou e were capable of having a ser-
* mon preached to them, of believing,” &ec. But
the examination of the premises, will, perhaps ren-
der Mr. C's conclusion not so easy. Let us now
resd the paseage. 'Andthey spake unto him the
word of the Lord, and toall that were in his house.
And he took them the same hour of the night,
and washed their stripes and was baptized, he and
all his straight-way. And when he had brought
them into his housé he sat mrat before them, and
rejoieed, believing in God, with all his house.” Acts
16. To whom was the word here spoken? 1Itis
to the jailor, and to all that were in his house; in-
cluding, perhaps, servants and others. Suppose
that these were adults, as Mr. C. supposes. Yet
these by the inspired historian, are carefully dis-

“tinguished from the infants and other members of
the family. Because, when he speaks of bapti-
tizing, itis the jailor ‘and all his” Mr. C. inten-
tionally confounds those who heard the word,
with those that were baptized; but Luke does not.

Mr. C. supposes that they were all triumphant
believers who were baptized in his household. Here;
as usual, Mr. C. takes the advantage of the reader
not acquainted with the original text. Because
the words ‘rejoiced, believing,! are in the sin-
gular number, and therefore cannot include those
to whom the word was preached*. He rejoiced

*Tnere is.but htle doubt, but Mr. C. kuew
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w'th all his hmnP or rejoiced aver that family, he
hai jast d-dicated 1 the Lord by baptism. Nei-
thor the joy of the family nor yet™ the joy of
others is  mentioned, The  family had
just now received the ordinance of baptism;
why did they not join with their father in this joy?
or why doés the inspired historian, mention the
jov of the father alone? Tue answeris easy;a
great share of the family were children, too youug
to have an understanding of the qeal they had
just received.

The last honsehold mentioned by Mr. C. is the’
honsehnld of Stephanus. 1Cor. 1. 16. He says
that ‘all the members of this household, were
saints of the first magnitude; because they addict-
ed themselves to the mnisiry of the saints. Li-
beralitv is, indeed, an excellent character; but he-
fore Mr. C. I never heard that it constitvtes a
person; @ saint of the first magnitude? The
truth, however, is, that the apostle gives a good
character of this family; thev were liberal in en-
tertaining saints. But Mr, C. thinks that no fa-~
‘mily could be said to be liberal, who had infants;
for this is the only reason he gives, why they could
have no infant members in the family. *They mi-
nistered to the saints.’ His most ignorant rea-
ders can judge of the force of this argument.

Notwithstanding ail Mr  C. has said, the ar-

this fuct. This circumstance might awaken his
few disciples, when they see the use he makes of
Greck. Thisis, however; to be observed, that Mr.
C. always speaks with the inost confidence, and
exults most in victory, when he kuows he is
wrong. Tuis may do with one class of mankind,
but the wise will scora it.
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gument of Pedo-Baptist, founded upon the facts
of so many households being baprized, remains
unimpaired. Wien thisseal of the covenant of
grace was first administéred, under another form,
the names of some of the infants, members of the
household, were-mentioned; nay at eight days old
this seal was administered; of which we have a
particular account given, when this positive in-
stitution was first mentioned; Gen. 17.27. As
the mode was the almost only thing changed, it
appeared no longer recessary to mention the pre-
cice age of the ditferent members of households
adantted by this seal. :

But the simple and natural method in which
we find the baptism of households stated, form a
strong argument in favor of the system of Pedo-
Baptist, Mr. C. desires to amend the texts by
inserting the adult members;this wounld end the
controversy; but a reader of common sense, when
he finds the word household, will at least suppose
it probable, there were infant members in it. The
househuld of Abraham is mentioned; we know it
had infant members; yet the baptist deny that any
infants belonged to the households of Lydia, Ste-
phavus, &ec. for this strong reason, that nonc of
them are mentioned.

Next, Mr. C. objects to the interpretation gi-
ven by Mr. W. of Psal. 127, Let us hear M:. C.

‘Now what a perversion of a plain portion of-

¢scripture, to sttempt to shew, from these words,
“that infants are, ina spiritnal sense, the inheri-
¢ tance of the Lord, or a reward, or gifi, presented
¢ to humn by theiwr parents T is is just the revéerse
“of the meaning of the Psidin> I+ accordingly
pre-erts ‘us with.a paraphrase, lest we <houid
misunderstand the pass.ge. ‘Lo,’ even childrer

.
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¢ themselves, which are born by ordinary genera-
¢ tion, are an heritage or «ift of the Lord to pa-
¢ rents, and the truit of the womb is s reward to
them.” P. 74, But we ask to whom is the address
made? We answerfto parents; and those believ-
ers, having a standing in the cavenant of grace;
and it is to them, an intimation.that theyamay ¢n-
jov themselves withoutingnietude. They may
canzider themselves delivered from all the snyie-
ties and troubles of the world, mauifested by their
rising early and sitting up late from rest; feeding
on the bread of sorrow, &c. Because you are
taken intoa relation to Ghd, by which you' have
peace with Gud secured, and finally. a conquest
over the world. As the persous addressed wre
believers, so the heritaze of which the Psilmist
speaks, is behever’s children. These God de-
clares to be his heritage; and while they are ouly
lent to parents, the right of the Head of the
Church 15 not thereby relinquished.- All we ask
is, that this heritage should be sealed to the Lord,
by baptism. ;
Mr. W. did, in the public dispute; and does yet,
contend, that the passage in Psal. 127, does de-
clare, that'infants may be constituted members of
the visible church, by declaring, that the children
of believers are the ‘heritage of the Lord.> This
is a title in scripture given to the church, Joel 2.
17, ¢Spare thy people O Lord, and give not thy
" heritage to reproach.” The church is an heritave
which Christ ‘purchased of old.” Itwill indeed
take the ingenuity of Mr. C. to prove that the ex- -
pression in Psal. 127, must mean something dif-
ferent from that which it was, in every other part
of scripture.
The next argument he attempts to refute, is

-
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drawn from Matt. 28. 19. ¢Go ye therefore and
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of
the Father and of the Sn, and of the Holy Ghost.?
P. 151. Mr. C. after profoundly trying hix Greek
skill, Succeeds in proving that tle word THEM,
dres notrelate to nations; but only to those parts
of nations, that are d|~cnpled This, indeed, may
serve him for an opportunity of displayinghimself:_
because no person ever denied that which he has
proven; and therefore, his Gr cian labor i3 lost.
No per<on ever supposed that Chri-t’s injunction
required the baptism of every prrson, prophane
or sober. But this iuference will not be denied.
even hy the Buptists, that it is the duty of Gospel
ministers to go and preach the Gospel to different -
nations, and give such as receive it the seals oft
the covenant of grace. Yet we ob-erve that
something more is fou d in this expression of
Christ.  From the icjunction of Christ in Matt,
28. 19. the tollowing things are evident.

1t That an adu't should be tought by the
preaching of the cvelhstmlr Gospel, before he be,
b‘p'llrd

. That it was the dut yof all the nations to

‘whum the apostles came, to receive the word of
life to them pre:ched, and the sacrament of bap-
tisin to them yresented

3rd. Thot every mewmber constituting the na-
tion, whet! er m :le or female, bond or free, young
or ovid, should profit, by the administration of -
word and saerament. [t will be granted, that
the parents were not the oily persons hound to
veceive these; but their children also. The pa-
rents being once instructed and initiated.in t e
mysteries of grace, wer qualified and dispn-ed
ty jostruct their clildren; who, hke olive
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plants, mwht be set around their Gospel table, ard
reap the fruxt of all the blessings their parents
ossessed.

4th. ‘That all who were in the nation, and ca-
pable of being tsuglt, should be instracted.  And
again, all who were capable of being.baptiz-d
should receive this ordinance. "But as receiving
instraction, snpjoses the activity of the subject -
structed; so noue but those capable of under-
strmdmg could receive instruction, But in the
recerving of the sacrament of baptism, no activity
was necessary; then the infant members of the
nation could be the proper subjects of 1t. The
fit aubJeCH- of baptism were then more numerous,
thar the fit subjects addressed inthe ministry; bes

cauce baptism included adults and infants. But
as Mr. C. is fond of syilogisms, he shail have it'in
that form. _ .

If infants sre the members of-a nation. they
were included in the po~1txve command of Chrlst
Martt. 28.19. "

But the former is tene, and therefore the latter.

Our first assertion will not be dénied. = The se-
cond 1 think is a natural concequerce. Mr. C,
thinks not’ Why? because the words might be
rendered goye therefore into all the world and dis-
ciple all nations; and because infants cannot be
discipled they niust rot be baptized. But I ob-
serve, that Mr. C’s, iuference is not true. Read
- Math. 10.22. *And whosoever shall give to
- dripk, uuto one of these little on.es, a cup of cold
water.ip the name of a disciple, verily T say unto
you, he shall in no wise loose hisreward.” There,
‘a little one, a babe, is called a disciple. Buta cer-
tain Dr. Lathrep, who happened to quote, for some
purpese,. Matt, 18. 5,6, Mr. C. to the surpuise of
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.

the Decctor, found the we.rds little one in v. 6,
were to be uiderstood of  helievers; and then
be :buses tie D ctor for d rug to think that the
words little one could meanab b, Ti:e amount of
M. "C’s. reasoning i, that the words Uittle one
were taken in a fizurai:ve serse in Matdh. 18. 6:
There fore, this must be their sigmfication i every
other scripture passage.

Mr. C. admits that infants may, in lnf«mcy, re-
ceive aseal of civil citizenslup, even at eight days
old; although they are both unconscious of the
sign and of the thing siguified. Granting circum-
cision to bé, what Mr. C. supposes, a national sign,
a seal of the eurthly Canaun, yet 1t will vot be
denied that it wasan instructive seal. They must,
according to him, have by it, been taught their na-
tional character, their civil rights and priviledges,
their security for possessing their land, and final-
ly, the source from which all fliwed. Why, Mr.
C do all this to male infant:, when they
had no uunderstanding of any of the doctrines
tazught 1 thisrite?  Buat this was 1n a civil seunse,
dscipling them:; and as we have before shewn,
has all the Baptist difliculties attached to it, that
discipling them in a religious sense could have.

‘But the commission of Christ says, first teach
‘and then Baptize.” Page 1562. 1 reply that Christ,
upon issuing the commission, mentioned in Mark
26. 16. continues: ¢He that believeth and is bap-
tized shsll be saved; but he that belic veth not, shall
br damned’ Now,upen Mr C’- plan, I argue.

1e that will not believe, shall not be saved, but no
snfant ina state of infancy will believe; therefire,
noinfait dying in a state ufi.xfamy will be saved.
The truth of my conclusion drawn on his plan, is
evident; because fuith 15 set before solvation; and
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af course, without faith, salvation cannot follow.
Nor will any person either believe Mr. C’s pre-
mises, or are they prepared to receive his con-
¢lusion.

Thus from scripture and reason, I think the im-
partial reader will say, that the doctrine of infant
baptism is established. Indeed the reader will
acknowledge, that little more was necessary after
the establishment of the first propositions. Mr.
C. was well aware of this, and theretore plead with
all the'ingenuity of which he was master, with
all the sternnesswhich he possessed, and with all
the pity which a felling combatant could claim,
that Mr. W. would I+t him loose from the old
musty covenant, and from the doctrine of circum-
cision, here indeed hia cause looked miserable.
Here was the mortal disease of his system, Mr. C.
felt it.  When the discussion of this was done,
little more was necessary. 1 ‘

In order that his system should live, the cove-
nant of the Old testament, the churchin that day,
nay even the gospel of that age, must all die, they
must be no more; and the language of a Paine, a
Hume, a Bolingbroke must be revived, to bring
down scormrand contempt, upon that age, that Mr.
C. may succeed in establishing his theory, and
lead* captive - unthoughtful, and ignorant hear-

- ers.,™ 2 . J

*Perhaps the degeneracy of a part of our com-
munity cannot be better discovered, than by the
support which a periodical work, edited by Mr. C.
receives. The loose, and [ think, the prophane man-
ner with which he treats divine revelation, must
be shocking to the Christian ear. See his obser-
vations on Prov. 27,27,and on Acts. 13, 23.

T ' :
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Mr. C. concludes his discussion of the doetrine
of infant baptism,n a way, which must conviuce
every attentive reader: that the ignorant and un-
wary are his mark, this he evidences. ]

1st. By bis address to the Roman Catholicks,
page 183. And here I muy remark, ‘that lus ad-
dress to the Papists and others, are drawn on the
plan of Mr. Hume’s history of En-laud M:. Hume
becaus€ he was an infidel, gives no discriminating
view of the ditfferent churches in Britain, but pla-
ce- on a level, the chureh of Rume, and the re-
formed churches. So Mr. C although he may
not very well understand the different points,
which distinguish the church of Rome “from pro-
testants, yet at least he is careless about it.

It is true, that in some sense the Papists are
Pcdo-Baptists, because they yet in some way,
however corrupt, retain a few of the apostolical
practice<: but will th.e Baptists den:y the being of a
God, because the Roman Catholicks bilieye it?
While even this doctrine is corrupted by them, in
their waorshipping of saints and angel-; so the doe-
trive of infant baptisin is corrupted hy papists, by
the sign of the cross, and other superstitious rites
attached to it by them: yet we are williug toagree
with thbem, so tar as they rccognize the doctrine
of the Bble. e

2nd By his address- to the Episcopalians, his
manner of writing to them, has rather atendency to
confirm them in every view he opposes. The seri-
ous members of that church, deplore all the abuses
of this doctrine, and while to Mr. C. it is the sub-
ject of sport, yet to every honest Episcopalian, it is
the subject of lamentation. It is usual with the
prophane rabble, to take peculiar plvasure in
dwelling upon the faults of professers of the Chiris-
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tien religion, forming ther« by, some excuse for
tlenelves, Itis a pity to fod Mr. C. copying
their eor duct. and presenting it to the world for
t] eir in mitution. Among the Episcopalizns, he
only selects those members, who hike himself, have
denied their own bajptisni. ;
‘8rd. Respecting that which Mr. C. says of the
Piesbaterians, I shall make a few observatoons.
He asserts in page 133 ‘For if, as their confes-
¢ sion says, the sprinkled infant, “is engrafted into
¢ Chris{’ by sprinkling, then its sins must be for-
¢ given it; then it must be pardoned and accepted)
It1s quite sufficient Lere to veply, thet neither
such expressions, nor sentinients are fourd in a
confession of faith, belonging to any brarch of
the Presbyterian church, and -is one of Mr. C's
usual commenrts. Mr. C. has soon furgotten his
shorter catechism, when in a citation made from
that small book, lie can be contradicted by cvery
scloel boy. By it, the clurchof R ne secnres
all b rn watkin ker deminion, the church of En-
gland and the claireh of Scotland, secure, by this
¢ rite, all witlon he pale of their respective juris-
¢ dictions, each sect has its.own views:" Poge {83,
It Mr. C. Lie1e means that prrents, who have pre-
sented their children to God in baptism, tcach
their respective views to their children, then 1
grant that children generally possess the senti-
ments of thew parents; but I have never yet been
able to discaver a difference in this respect, be-
tween the chldren of Baptists and Ped . Baptista,
Nay, I huve knawn some, who urdergo all the
changes of their parents, and-with them leap fiom
crced to creed. Will Mr. C. advise parents to
teach their .children views, they believe not.
Query, how does he teach his own children?

- o
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But why attribute that to baptism, which belongs
to the manner of teaching alone? The Roman
Catholick is as strongly attached to his particular
views as Mr. C. is, he teaches his children to hate
the doctrine of the protestants, with the same par-
tiality, that Mr. C. would teach his, to hate the doc-
trine of Pedo Baptists. The consequence is, that
children of the one,- become Roman Catholicks.
and the children of the other, some kind of Baptists.
This phenomenon is by Mr. C. ascribed to 1nfant
baptism.*

But every reasonable reader, will refuse his con-
clusion, because the principle is not contained in
e premises, the effects not found in the cause.

Mr. C. not content with charging almost every

* The reader will pardon me, for paying any
atiention to Mr. C's observations on other braach-
cs of the church,  These remarks have generally
therr answer in themselves, [ should have paid
no atlention to that which he has said, but for the
sake of a certain class of readers. There are
some, who easily take offence at the church of
Christ, 1o us all, infidelity is natural, while Thomas
Pain and others, proclaiined war against the serip-
tures, attempting thereby to disarm the church.
Mr. C. 1s not willing fully to declare on their side;
but while he almost concedes their views with re-
spect to the Old testament, he attacts the church’
in another quarter viz..her practice, docirine, and
profession, with a few he may sacceed, but with
the wary and discerning he never will, Those
who feel little interést in Divine truth, or vital
piety, will content themselves, notwithstanding of
all that has been said. with a superficial view of
the subject.
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error and outrage upon truth, upon Pedo-Baptism;
but interwoven in its being, he finds persecution
with all its horrors, on this he reasons as fairly, as
I would do, should 1 assert that adult baptism, was
the cause of the basest crime committed by men, the
betraying of the son of God, it was done by Judas,
an adult subject of baptism and one indeed thought
by Mr. C. to have been dipped. On the other
hand the baptists were a sanctificd people from
the begining. That such was the character of the
baptists, let readers judge for themselves, like
other branches of the church, they have had their
faults. Let us hear the facts from a German wi'ter
of the age,in which the baptists arose. Mr.
Hoorne, page 318 319. Whether he was a Pedo-
Baptist, or rot, I cannot say, yet certainly he was
impartial. ~ ‘Their founders in Germany were
¢ Nicholas Storch and Thomas Muntzerus. They
‘rejected Pedo-Baptism and taught that baptized
¢ infants shouvld, when they became adults, be re-
¢ baptized. That impious magistrates should be
¢ slain, and in their room pious princes and ma-
¢ gistrates should be set up. They arose about
¢ the year 1525. They collected their, troops and
¢ occupied Mulhusias a city in Thuringia; from
_ ¢ which they led their army to indiscriminate butch-
¢ ery, believing they should reign without a rivel,
*and would-have left Germany a heap of ruins;
¢ but Philip, Ldangrave of Hesse se-zed their lea-
¢ der, Muntzerus and took off his head, and set it
“upona pola, in the centre of a public place, as a
‘tesrwr to other<* and disnersed the {roap:.
Mantzeraslike Mr. C. had his cwn standaed of

*This apan the whole, was rough teavnens, of
o€ of Mi. C’s holy baptists.
71‘ ?
2
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piety, and like him, he attempted to desiroy eve-
ry other system and set up one in its room: yet he
succeeded better among the Germans in obtaining
followers, than Mr. C. has among the Americans.
That was the age of popery, this is not.

It is evident, from any church history that men-
tions the events of that day. that Mr. C. might, with
nore propriety, have described the persecution,
and the full spirit of it found in the chureh, to
which he has the honor. of belonging, more than
in any branch of the protestant church. Every im-
partial historian justifies the conduct of the cele-
brated Knos, and many, the conduct of Calvin, in
those eveants for which Mr. C. condemns them:
but none the conduct of the baptists. In justice
%o this branch of the church, we must, however ob-
serve, that no more of a persecuting spirit is now
found among them than in other branches of the
church; nor would any of their writers, treated
this subject as Mr. C. has done, I do not believe,
thatthe conductof these ancient Ana-baptists, pro-
ceded from their views of baptism, nor do I be-
Ireve that the persecuting spirit of the baptists
arose from their views of baptism: every impar-
tial reader will equally deny both.

We shall next attend to the history of baptism.
But before we proceed to give a particular histo-
1y we shall make a few observations.

1st. Mr. C. refuses the testimany of any person
with respect to facts, who does not agree with -
him in opinion. Upon this general view of the sub-
iect, and as if there could be no controversy on
this point, he proceeds to invalidate the testimo-
ny of Cyprian and others, brcausez their views,
not on facts, but on abstract subjects, differed
from his: yet he never once attempted to impeach
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the character of any of the fathers, on truth and
weracity. 5

2nd. This pesition, must therefore be true, that
no witness can be received in a civil court to
give testimony, whose religious sentiments may
differ, from the Judge before whom he testifies:
what are your religious sentiments? must be the
first question asked to every witness, who appears
before court. Query, will ever the world be' re-
duced to_that state of ignorance. [t was the po-
pish opinion in the 13, 14, and 15 centuries, Mr.
C. has revived it.

3rd. Many of the fathers, I grant, were in the
habit of calling baptism regeneration, although
this manner of speech, is not to be justified, yet it
is not probuble, that their sentiments differed
much on this subject, from those now generally
believed, by both regular baplists and Pedo-Bap-
tists. It was evideutly a practice of the Old-tes-
tament saints, to call circumecision a covenant;
while it was only a‘seal of a covenant, as in Gen.
17.13. So the fathers might have called b:p-
tism, regeneration because baptism is the sign of
it. Hd this been true however, their testilnony
on facts might have been neverless true. Itis
remarkable®that Mr. Robertson, believed to be a
Socinian writer, was fully qualified, with Mr. C.
to bear testimony, while the pious—or as heis
usually styled the holy Cyprian, was refused.
O this subject Mr. C’s. readers will pity him,

In the history of infant baptism* we have a few

*#[ have for wmyself translated the most of the
following quotations from the original works, or
extracts of the same, found in the Lattin edition of
Bingham’s antiquities. ] thought or this plan;

»
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remaining sketches, or rather seraps of those fa-
thers who were cotemporary with the apostles;
by comparing their testimony, I think it will easi-
ly be infered, tlat nfant bapiisin was preached
in -their day. Clemens Romanus and Hermes
the shepherd, lived in those daye<; whether they
were the persons, of whom the Apostle spake, I
cannot affirm;¥ yet certainly they were the imme-
diate successors of the apostles.  That both these
writers, grarted the possibility of the salvation of
infants will not be denied.

Clemens Romarus says in his epistle to the
Corinthians.  “Job was just ard without fault,
‘true, worshiping God, abstaining from cvery evil.
" ‘No oue is free from corruption (rhupou) although
‘he is but a day old (oude et mias hemeras he zoe
autou,)

Now reader attend to the téstimony of the co-
temporary writer of Clemens and see the impor-
tance attached by Hermes the shepherd to bab-
tism. ‘It is necessary, as by water, they have to
¢ ascend, that they may re<t; for they cannot other-
¢ wive enter into the kingdom of God, than by lay-
“ing aside the mort'\]nyof' this pre:ent life. They,
‘therefore being sealed with the seal of the Son
¢of -Geod, and being deud, enter into the kingdom
<of the Son of God. For before a person receives
‘the name of the son of Gud, he is destined to

thut I conld =t least, do more justice to t} e facts,’
than if I had talxen them, as found in Eonglish
hooks.

#Fcom the posiave manacr in wiich Mr. G
speaks of the-e fathers, yon wiuld thizk Le was
personally acquua:ted with them,
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‘death but where he receives that sign, he is
“freed from death, and is delivered tolite. But
they ascend being sealed to life. To these there-
¢ fore is this seal preached, and they use it that
¢ they may enter into the kingdomof God.’ Pas.
lib. 1ib. 1. vis. 3. chap. 3.

Compare these declarations, and what is the
evident result. That there could be no salvation
to infants without baptism. For if as Clemeit
says, they had moral corruption from the womb,
and as Herms says, baptism the ouly way by
which they could enter into heaven. It follows
that such as desired the salvation of their chil-
dren, would have this seal administered. Now
although we grant. that they attached an undue
impertance to this ordinance, yct it affects not
the point upon which we demand their testimony.
To every nnrdrual reader, they declare, that in-
farts at that time were baptized. .

Justin Martyr who wrote about the year 148.
has this declaration. ¢“There are many among us
“of each sex, sixty or seventv years old, who wers
¢made disciples of Christ when clildren (hoi &
puidon ematucthesan  to  Christo’)  Those of
.whom Justin here speaks, were of course, initiat-
ed into the church during the life tin.e «f some of
the apostles. But in the sume apology, like
Hermes, he declares the necessity of baptism for
sulvation and this he attempts to establ-sh from
John 8. 3. 5. But that he also granted the d c-
trine of original sin, is evident from some passa-
ges in his dialogue P.315,316. That Justin viewed
baptism, as coming-n the room of circumecisior,
and thereby, granted the baptism of infants; is
alro evident. ‘h e,” says he ‘have not received
“{hat circumecion according to the flesh, butin a
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“spiritual manner, ac Enoch and the like (oi
‘omoioi) saints received it; but we have receiv-
‘ed it by bapti~m: seeing we as sinners, are re-
‘cewved by the mercy of God, aud are all fr.é in
‘hike manner. old copy P 261. ) a

But Mr. C. havinz faithfullv mutilated Mr. W’s.

quotation, P. 105, 106. says T ereis notthen, I af-
firm the slizhtest ground, to guote Justin Martyr
“as a testimony in favor of infant b: ptism.”

Let the reader now judge for himself Ifit be
corceded that baptism is to the subject now, that
which, circumcision was to its subjects under the
Old testament, then infants may be baptized. But
this concession is absolutely made by Justin Mar-
tyr, or otherwise his words can have no meaning.
H+d Mr. C. made the same concession with this
father, he never woulidl have d-nied the doc-
‘trme of infant baptism. But it is also evident
from the same writer that he did not think, with
Mr. C. that the priviledges of New testament pa-
re: ts wrre abridged, thos<e now 60 or 70 years old
were disciples to Christ when cluldren.  So the

¥[he, reeder will Jook at a note in Mr. C%
bhowk, P. 105. The last and firat assertions of
thut note are equally true.  Indeed Mr. W. does’
think, that the buoks assizued to ‘the list of Mr.
C’s. suints—suach as saint Barn sbas saizr IT-rines,
&e. were never seen hy those saints  Then- '
thealogy diffies very much, from that which
wonld have been written by the companivns of
the upostles—one of whom was an evangel st be-
fore the Apostle Paul, the style savers more of
the 4th, then of the 1st. century. Mr. C. knows
this, but 1t serves his purpose, to hand ivrth spu-
rious works, for genuine. :



BAPTISM. 115

Jews had them discipled when eight daysold by
circumcision, this is the opinion of Justin Murtyr,
but not of Mr. C. :

{t appeurs (0 have been an opinion generally
received, in the time of Justin Martyr. that the or-
dinauce of baptizm, was essential to salvation:
without doubt, at that period, they would have
their children baptised - The homilies supposed
to have been wnitten by Clement Romanus*® hus
this que-tion, ‘of what™ u=e’is the water of bap-
“tism in the worship of G)d? He answers; Ist.
‘It pleases God in that it fulfills his will.  2nd.
¢ Becuuse being regenerated by water and renew-
“ed by God, the weakness of our nativity, which
¢ was produced by man, is removed; so that final-
ly you can enter ito life but otherwise it is irm-
possible,’ (allos de adunaton. 26. P 698.

Let us next attend to the testimony of Ireneus.
It indeed, appears something difficult to fix pre-
cissely thie time of the birth of this celebrated
man. Mr. Dodwe!l that writes a drssertation on
his age, has fixed it A. N. 97 thishe collects from
an expression 6“1’0:1695, “the fall (f the empire~of
¢ Domitien happered in Lis time” But Mr. Bing-
ham states® that another copy, has it ‘alwiost at
¢histime.” Yet certain it is that he was born be-
fore the year 122, while as yet Polycarp the dise

# 1 have more reason for supposing Clement,
was the author of these homilies, than Mr, C.
has for, supposing that his saint Barnabas was the
author of the Catholick Epistle ascrbed to bing
yet 1 am far from being convinced that Clemeut
was their author, although I beieve the work to
be very ancient and probably written about the
time of Justin Martyr, ;
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ciple of John the Divine was living, whom Ire-
neus declares he saw and heard preach, his tes-
timony should be of force on this question, were
infant children adnitted, by baptism, members of
the visible church in that age? “The sincerity
of his assertions will not be disputed by an’y chris-
tian, he sealed with his blood, the doctrine he pro-
fessed. He uses these words book 2nd. chap.
39. <‘Christ came to save all by himself, all [ say,
¢who by him aré regeneraté unto God, both infauts
¢ and little ones, young men & elder persons,” By
theexpression ‘regencrate unto Geé.’ he certain-
ly meant baptized wunto God, because he
uniformly uses the words jn  this sense.
Thus he saysin boek 1:t chap. 19. <Because
‘to deny baptism which is our regeneration to
¢ God’ (eis theon anagenncsess.) ¥le has also
these words. *‘When Chrnist give the command-
¢ ment of regencrating into ‘God, he said go and
¢ teach all nations.” &e.

Tertullian ordained the Bishop of Carthage, was |
born in the last part of the 3rd century. He ex-
presses his mind clearly on this subject, as it re-
spects the fact, that infants were baptized. I grant
that upon the subject of baptism, he held some
opmions entirely unjustifiable, and in some things
almost aswildin his notions as Mr C. He was
indeed 1ather opposed to the baptism of infants,
or any unmarried person. He advises that in
most cases it be delsyed until after marriage; yet
he opposed the baptizm of infants, merely because
they were unmarried. But he expressly decleres
that in case of necessity arrising from evident ap-
proach of death, their baptism should not be de-
layed. And this he does upon the authority of
Christ’s wordsJokn 3 5. ‘Eacept a man be born
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of water and of the spirit, he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God’ See Tertuihan on haptism
cligtp. 18 E9 0 2 ' ‘
Origin that was his cotemp: r.ry, &indeed e:v-
lier in the ehurel than Teruibian, aflords ug “am-
ple testimony, both as it respects  hisx own views,
and the opibion of others in his age, reveral Uin.e
stand mach in e fovoras a witnes-: he was bhorn
about the year 138 His father & grand fatl.er both
professed” chiristiafinty; and, bewg born himself
within a Little” more than 100 years of the life-time
of some of the apustles, he must have had a particu-
lar knowledze of the aet:, practices, aud views
of the chureh, from the earliest ages. of her New
testament history. Leonidas, his tather, suflercd
martyrdom in the persecutionriised by Scverus tie
R man Emperer; at which time, Orgin, who was
orly 18 years of age, wrote a letter to hi- futl. 1,
to continue steadfast in his adhcrance ta truu,
to death. He says: *The baptism of children are
¢ given for the forgiveress of their sins; but why
¢ are-children. by the usage of the church, bapiized,
¢ if they have nothing that wants forgiviness?’
He adds: ‘It is because, by baptism, the potlution
¢ of our birth is tiken away, ‘hat infants are bup-
“lized.” Nay, he asserts, that the practice was ri=
ccived from the aposties; L ceclures: *The church
¢ had also an order from the apostles to give
¢ baptism 4o infants: for they to whom, tl e Divine
¢ mysteries were committed, knew that there was,
¢ all persons, a natural pollution, which ought
‘10 be washed away, by water and the spimt.”’
Cyprian and Ambrose declare, that it was the
original practice of the cliurch to baptize infants,
1 was evén urged against P lagius that lie denied
the doctine of original sin, and yet he granted that
g -
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infants should be baptized. ‘Men slahder me,’
says Pelagius, ‘as if | denied baptisin to infants.’

Thus, reader, I have given you a brief view oftlie
testimony of the first New testament writers up-
on this subject; I think it ‘remains evident,
that the writers of the two first centyries, admjt-
ted the baptism of mfants, aud that it had beer
constintly practized in the church from the earli-
est ages of the New testament. There is not a'sin-
gle hint given, of adults possessing an exclusive
right to this ordinance.

‘The false views of the chureh at'that time, form
a reason, why itis very improbable, that they
would neglect the baptism of their children. Itis
conceded by all, thatinfants may be regenerated;:
but their expressions seem to say, that baptism was
regeneration; it was not likely, with this opinion,
they would neglect the ordmance. They held
that baptism was essential to.salvation; with this
view would they neglect the admvn:tratmn of it
to their children?

The primitive fathers, e;enerally granted the
doctrine of original sin. Pelagius was among the
first who openly denied .it; and  therefore should
have been among the first to deny infant baptism;*
for without guilt, any atonement is unnccessary,
or any sign to erreaent it.

The hemsy of denying infant baptism, did not
make its appearance, until the third century, when
many other errors made their appearance, some
of which Mr. C. mentions. He " should have ad-

# ] should think, that Mr. C. might feel hurt when
he finds the herencd] Pelagins-considering it slan-
der, to hold that which Mr. C. thinksis an honor
0 tempora. O mores. J
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ded this opinion of the baptists to the list. That
was the age of the novelty of sentiment. They
began to deny infints a right to baptism. This
is the reason - why Cyprian, Austin, Chrysostim
and others of the succecding fathers, are so ex-
plicit on the subject of baptism. .

The writers of the two first centuries have hut
little on the subject of baptism; became the right
of children to that ordinance at that time, was not
disputed. It fared with the subject, as with the
doctrine of the Trinity, until the time of Arius,
little was'said on that subject; but, after his time,
we have an abundance on the subject of the Trin-
ity. ‘The church is apt to assert a truth but {eebly,
until it is opposed; but opposition gives life to the
testimony of the church.

Mr. C. by his despising the testimony of the
carly fathers, by his reviling their characters, con-
cedes to the world, that their testimony lay against
him. A man, who in court has a witness called,
who testifies in Ius favor, will endeavor to estab-*
lish the character of that witness. Had My. C. be-
lieved the witness of these fatherson bhis side, he
would not have called forth the aid of a standering
Robinson, to ¢ Hlumniate them. No, he would hasve
carefully concealed their failings. His ingenuity
to umpeach, is his ingenious co: fession, that all
their testimony was in favor of Pedo baptism,

THE. MODE OF BAPTISM #

We have now come to that part of the debate-

*1If Mr C. has.done Mr. W. htle justice e
other purt of the debate, he has done nun suil.

-
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for which Mr. C. expressed so much fontness da-
ring the debate: When, at any time, he either wxs
exhausted himsell, or had not filled up his time,
he would fly to this subject, informing the au-
d ence tnat he would fill up the time as he pleas-
‘ed.®* It inust however be observed, that he never
touched this part of the debate, with any thing like-
a true svirit of investigation. H- spenids a great
share of his time, in praising Lexographers; no
€ ne in giving true the analysis of words. He sports
much and does little on this point of debte.

It is not our intention hereto ofter to the public.
any criticisms upon the Greek ‘word, translated to
daptize. - Weiter: have done this to good purpose
already. M:. Ralston in a late publication, cer-
tainly has given a very just view of this part of the
suhject; and I think, has done justice to the Groek

less on themole of bapusm. fo this part of the -
b e, be has Mre. W. giving some tolerable’ good
criiictsms on the Greele words: but some of these,
however guod, were never seen by Mr W. until
he read them in Mr. C’s book. "Other ‘criticims
Mr. W.did make; these Mr. C. has matlated.
S nne of the arguments ure entisely misrepresented,
¢. g those wiuch were drawn from the typical
atonement. You would suppose, that Mr. W. be-
heved, "that the -witer of baptism respected
tue ground of justification alone, which 15 not a

fuct.

A -

* [t is sappo-ed Mr. C. dud this iv piek a qu riel
with Mr. Findly, one of the Judges, because he
kiew that the Jalges were boand to keep the
disputants to the question. He missed il'is aln, ne=
sessity alone impelied Me., F. tu use this powers
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words.But I observed, during the public debate,
and.l noticed the same in Mr. C’s strictures on
Mr. R’s review, that he scarcely attempts to re-
move the difficulties, which stand in his way, from
the meaning of the original words. Ihave observ-
ed the same thing, with most of the baptist wri-
ters. They have a beaten track in which they all
travel; indeed some attempt it, who do not know
the difference b=tween the Greek and Dutch,
And yet when Pedo Baptists attempt to shew that
the word baptize1s frequently used, both by hea-
then and sacred writers, when it cannot be transla-
ted, to dip, to plunge: and must mean to sprinkle, o
pour, noreply is given, and frequently nore at:
tempted. Ishall therefore, ouly for the present,
briefly reason from the nature of the ordinance.
The only matter here in dispute, is, how much
water is pecessary .in the administration of the
ordinance of baptism? O this Pedo Baptists have
Lad but little difficulty; because,-from a drop-to
the fullness of the ocean, they do not object. 1t
is sufficient that- the element. of water be used.
Water is asign;and . unul the baptists can shew,
that the command which regunires the use of this
sign, specifies “also. the quantity to be used, we
must regard all their'reasoning asinconclusive.
The word baptize, in itsdullest, supposed extent,
can determine nothing in favor of the baptists.
For, supose it does mean plunging entirely under
water; yet they cannot draw the conclusion, that.
baptiem is not rightly .administered, unless by
plunging, becduse deipnon. titt word used to po'nt

-ont the meal taken in the Lord’s supper, meaus a

full feast. Bnt if is conceded, that the Lord’s sup-

per muy be rightly celebrated, by eating a wor-

sel of bre.d, aud drinking a small quantity of
U2
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wine. The Cocriathiaus, reproved by the apostie
Paulin t-t. Cir. 11, Aopear to have fallew inty the
same mistake in eating the Lord’s supper, that the
baptists have, with respect to bantism. ‘[hey sup-
posed that, because the word deipron siznified a full,
meal, they therefore eat and drank he-rtilv. Sy ihe
buptists, becanse they suppose the word baptize
means plunging, must therefore conclude that it
cannot be baptizm, unless the personis wholly put
unider water. )

We argue 1st. That 'if sprinkling with the blood
of sacrifices was sufficient to represent the clean-
sing eflicacy of Christ’s blood, then the sprinkling
© of waterin baptism is sufficient. .

But the formeris true. And therefore the latter.

That this tvas the .end proposéd by the bl.od
of sacrifices, is not denied. But the blond of Je-
3us, i3, in seripture,.called a fountain. Zach. 13. k.
*{n that day. there shall be a fountain opened to
the housze of David and to the inhab tants of Je-
rusalem, for sin and for uncleanness,” But this
*fountain’ was sufficiently represented, by sprink-
ling; and, in the use of it, required by the cerimo-
niul law, the sign and the thne signified had their
coanexion shewn. Heb, 9. 19. 20. ‘For when
Mboses had spoken every precept to all the pea-
ple according to” the law, he took the blood of
calves and of goats, with water and scarlet wool,
and hysop, and sprinkled both the bookand all
the people, saying, this is the blood of the testa-
ment which God hath enjoiaed unto you.) |

Let us for the present, take it for truth, that, by
the blood of sacrifices, nothing more was intend-
ed to be emblematicallv set forth, than the justify-
ing righteousness of Christ; yet, by this actof
Gol, the believer is perfectly washed from all le--
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_gal euilt; whereas, the washing of regeneration,

si~nified in thesacr iment of baptism, is but partisl.
C irruptions, moral- p lution, remam even :f-
ter regenerativn. . Therefore, aceording to Mr.
C’s. concession, the act of- sprinklinz blood, was
a fit sizn to represent the perfect, the evtire wash-
ing of a believer; whereas, we only plead that
weater, used in buptisn, signifies the renewing of
the believer in part. But as the former wus 1e-
presented by sprinkling, so I say, may the latter
alsc. . C

& °
SECOND ARGUMENT.

If the mode of baptizm, be distinct from its being,
then it is not necessary to plunge the person en-
tirely under water, in the administration of this.
sacrament.

But the former is true. And therefore the latter.

That the mode is distinct from its being, will
appear, by observing, that the only thing es-en-
tinlly ‘necessary to the being of the ordinance in
its external administration, is the use of water; the
name. of the per<ons of the ! Trinity, the sume,t
suitable, and the admunistrator duly authorised.
Bread and wine were the elements used in the sa-
crament of the Supper, but no baptict will say
- that it'is essential to the being of the ordi-
nance, that a person should sit at table although
Christ sat at it; that the bre=d should be unleaven
ed. although the bread used in its first institution
was-unleavened; or that it should be administer-
ed after ‘night in an upper chamber, dlthOl)"ll
the<e were facts in its first institution.

- Water is the sign used in b.ptivin] but nn(lnno'
can depcud upon either its quality, or quauut),
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because an ocean of pure water, cannot wash .
away a single stain, or remove a ringle corruption;
it is only a sign. It is.iu vain for you, reader, to
listen to a great and tedious process of Greek in-
vestigation, to .prove that baptizing meant plung-
ing, secing that a drop of water is as truly-a sign,
as a river would be. This is the reason why
neither- Mr. C. nor any other baptist, can be
brought” to prove the necessity of dipping from
the nature of the ordinance. -~

When the baptists have succeeded in proving
(which they never yet lave "do1 e) that John the
Baptist and the disciples dipped, the utmost infer-
ence, will not effrct the mode used by the Pideo
Baptist.  They will only, after all, infer, that
plungirg. is a suitable method in warm climates;
as if 1 should assert that sitting at the Lord’s ta-
ble was a suitable .mode in recciving the ordi-
nance of the supper, because Christ and his de-
eiples sat at meat. »

THIRD ARGUMENT,

If God will-have-mercy and not sacrifice, then
sprirkling is sufficient in baptism. :

But.the former is true. And thercfore the latter,

Sur fir:t a=sertion will not he denied. That cur
inference is just.will appear, by conzidering, that
no ordinance which God requires, will, 1n any ge- .
epeet, violate any of his precepts; but the sixth
commandment, which forbids us to kill, must re-
quire ‘us to use all lawful endeavours {o preserve
our ewn life, and the lives of-others.” But a great
many di~eaves, to-which the human body is sub-
ject, ard some scasons of the year, entirely for-
bid the use of the cold bath; & to administer it, is
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the form required by the -baptist church, wou'd
endanger the life of the subject* whereas, in
some climates, and to some constitutions, it would
be agreesble, and wholesome. There is, howe-
ver, nothing essentially belonging to this ordi- -
nance, but that which is equally suited to all. sea-
sons, constitutions, and climates; because that the
gospel of which it is a seal, is so adapted. To
« whatever country or climate, ministers were sent
to preach, they were also to baptize.

T have thusin a few words, endeavoured to es-
tablizh the assertion, that sprinkling water is
sufficient in the administration of the sacrament
of baptism.  Although we grant that dipping s
baptism, because the element of water is used,
yet I object to dipping for the following reasons.

1st. Becauseitis unnecessary. Any water ap-
plied in the name of the Tjrnity by a person duly
anthoriced, is”sufficient; adrop is as truly em-
blematical as an ocean.

2.d. Becanse it makes the ordinance tocon-

" sist, not in the element of water, but in the quan-
tity used, so that the subject is not bs ptxsed unless
entirely put under water,

#B.pusts wili tell you that they never knew
any p:r=on hurt.by being dipped. 1 first di~pute
the truth of t:e assertion. I'think coutrary fucts can
be produced They mostly however neglect the
ordinance until the secsou w:ll admit. But the
idea’ they wi-h to hoid out, is rather that there is
a kind of muricaivus preservation of the sub-
jeet. This will do with fanaticks.  But. would
inferm the public that  water nsed 1 this ordi-
naice, wilb produce the sume etfect as at other
times. ; ]



296 BAPTISM.

3rd. Because it argues great ignorapce of the
ordinance. It savors too much of the uselecs cer-.
emnnies attrched to the ordinance of baptim in
the darkness of popery. A.baptist will cortend
as firmly for dipping in baptism, as a Catholic.
did, at that time, for the sign of a cross m the ad-
ministration of llns sacrament,

4th. Tt "calls too much of the attention to the.
sign; nothing in the administration of this ordi-
nance should even for a moment, divert the atten-
tion from the thing signified. If the subject be a |
babe, then the faith of the parent should be ac-
tlve]) employed, in ck .mnng the promise, made
through them to their children. 1t the subject be -
an adult, he sliould exercise faith in the very act
of receiving the ordmar ce; but his atlention will
certairly be called off, by a plunge in cold water,

To this view of the subject, however, Mr. C ob-
- jects. Tothose argnments which are founded upon
the origiral words, 1 do not propose to attend to.
He knows, he frels, notwithstanding of all his .
egotism and boasting, that he was satistird on
this subject during the public debate* But we
shall atterd to a few of his objections, which.

*From the gieat threats of mr. C. .what he
would do with his opponent, when he woud come
to tus part of the depate, 1it.was eapected, Le
would’ at least, present somethihg ingenious on
this part ot the subject; but all the leained gen-
tlemen on the stage with whom 1 conversed, feit
themselves extrer e]) disappointed. We smpect,
Lis Greek skill, indeed, to be very deficient; ale
tLough he has persuaded a pumber that he 152
perfect udept in tisls, and almost every thing eisec
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e gave in reply, tothat whih he states were Mr.
“ 3. spéecues,

He says P. 140. ‘I dcﬁy that baptism .has a
‘r spect to the.bluod ot sprinkiing, but that 1t de-
‘nolea the wa-hing of re genceration and the rerews-

‘ing of tle Hly G ost, und 4s emblematica of
¢ the bumal and resurrection of Christ and of our
“death and bural with him unto sin, and of éur
‘resurrection with lnm tu a new lne‘ Upon this
1 would (bseive: :

Ist. That the “washing of rPezenelahon 7 1s in-
deed the thimg chiefly ~|gmhed by the sign of wa-
Ter used in baptism; it 1s not however, the only
thing. Justification, regencration, ai d sanctifica-
tmﬁ although all distinet in their nature, yet
have the se:me ground, the same f‘ounddtior'l, the
blood of Jesus. Hence being washed in this
blood, is u-¢d to denote, not onlv the justifica-
tion of a behever, but also that work of the spi-

rit, by which 1he believer is finally perfected.
Rev. 1, 5. 6. “Unto lum that hath loved us, a1 d
washed us from our sins in bis own blood, and
hath made us kings and priests unto God.” In
this passage it is evident, that in every respect,
in.whichwe were stained and polluted with i,
the blood of Jesus has washed us from it.

2nd. It is only because the debt of the believer
is paid by the death of Christ, that lLe can be re-
zenerated, or sanetified. The washing of rege-
neration could have.no existence without the
shedidg of that blood wlnch is. the washing of
justification.

3rd. Tt follows that every emblematical repre-
sentation of jllSllﬁcatlon, is also a sign of t"e
washing of recgeneration, where the things signi-
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fied are inseparably conncctrd, so also must the
signs be.

4tin. That baptism does teach, tte death, buri-
al and resurrection of Christ, 1s conceded.  But
Mr. C. by'this concession has yielded the pemt
in dispute, bectuse, beyord all doubt, this doctrine
was tanght by the‘typic 1 bload that was €privklcd
u-.der the ecerimonial law.,  Christ Jesus was ‘the
L nb of God slain from the fenidation of the
world,'  This death was jrefigured by the shied-
ing of the bload of beasts slain in swcrifice, this
was sprinkicd upon the peopde to intimste their
interest in it Now if «pr.ukiing this blood upen
the people was a sufiicient rejresentation of this
death as.Mr. €. concedes, why does he refusc
sprinkhing of wuter .as a suf"xcnent representation
of the same thing.

Mr: C. endewvours to establis I» }ns mod« of bap-
ti=m from Rom. 6. 4, 6. *Dawried with Lim by bap-
tism mio deasth, that like as-Christ was raised
frem tlie dewd, by the Glory of the Father, even
so we also should walk in n.ewness of life.” P. 140,
208 # I'or the proper understanding of this pas-
sace [ ob-crve that baptism is a scal of nnion to
Christ, as it is a real of all the blessings of the
covenant of grace. The blessing is 1n tno

#Thi~ letter quotziion i~ taken from Mr C's
C techism—Tlis is the only placein which 1 |mv
peid any attention ta that work, a lay gentema
banded me s full rerly to that é#techism, 1 tlmu"ht
it vot necessary to pubhish it. Had I thought Me. C.
serious, I should have loplic 'd. Howerver,.to eve-
1y discerning resder. it carr es its confut tiop. It
may scrve for sport; but the intelligent and. geri-
ous reader is dlS"’h ted with 3t
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respects united to Christ. He has a vital
union to him, in which sensc, Christ is the vine
and they are the branches. They are in this re-
spect said to be one spirit with Chirist.  John 5.
5.1 Cor. 6. 17. But there is also a union in law
between Chri-t and the believer. In this sguse the
believer was crucitied with Chnist. G112, 20. In
the same sense hie was buried with Christ. Now
becau~e¢ baptism is a seal of that union, snbsisting
between Christ and the behiever, they are said
to be ‘buricd with him by baptism.” So that bap-
tism intimates that the believer died and was
buried with Christ. The death and burial of
Christ, stand necessarily “connected—that sign
which represents the one, iust necessarily repre-
sent the other: but the death of Christ is called the
sprinkling or staining of blood: Isaiah 63. 2.3,
which may be represented by the sprinkling of wa-
ter in baptism. -

It indesd appearsstrange to hear Mr. C. state
g0 fully the connesion between a figure and the
reality. Christ was buried, so a person baptized,
must be buried under water. Christ arose;so the
person must come up from under the water.®* To
understaudhowever, the truth of the thing signifi-
ed, vur attention will be called from the mode, to
which Mr. C. adhears so particularly. The sub-
ject to be baptized will rather enquire, was Christ
my surety? am I crucifivd with Christ? was I bu-
ried with him? If these things are facts, then 1
may take the sign and the seal of these blessings.

* Why but Mr. C.teaches in order to make out
the figure, that the person should stay under water
3 days? For if he will follow the letter, this too
should be done.

\4
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It was the chief object proposed by the baptists to
call the attention of ther members, to there ex-
ternal ceremonies, while little attention was paid
to the heart, so baptists adhere clearly to, and say
much about the mode of baptism. If more of that
time was spent, in searching for the possession of
the thing signified by the water used in this or-
dinance, it would be better for the souls of their
members.

ae



REMARKS ON THE DEBATE, BY THE REY.
SAMUEL FINDLEY.

Christian brethren, of every profession;

I am confident you will agree with me that
christianity without truth and integrity, is but a
shadow without its substance. On the same
principle, the person who writes or speaks for the
edification of the christian world, is expected to
be eminent, for his.undoubted veracity. Iu pro-
portion as he is, on the other hand, detected of
incapacity, or indisposition, to speak or write the
truth, on every occasion, his reputation in the
christinn world, -onght to be depricated, and his _
influence renou: ced.  Facts innumerable, might
be adduccd, to evince the correctness of this prin-
ciple. For instance, shew meaman who is of
known dismgennty in ns statemeot of facts; and
I will shew to the world a man on whose doctrinal
views of the chlristan eeligion,. there is little, if
any thing, truly scriptural, and vice versus; point
me out a man, who dares to lie against the Holy
Ghost, speaking in his own word. in teacling, as
the doctrines theieof, the veguries of his own
brain; and I wl point you out a man, who will
regard  the tuth, in lis statement of facts,
only so far as his sinister ends may be
thereby promoted.. Now as that old drazon, who
is the Devil a1 d Satan, has always had his chil-
dren in the world, who delight to do his works;
he has them sull. There are, even at this day,
those who “speak ereat swelling words of i'anily
end of falsehood, in petverting the truth as it is in
Jisnsy and who emyploy themsclves, 1 all the arts
ot fi e; ard dcceit,in ieading captive unwary
souls. The Lord has, in furwer ages, admiuister-
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ed seaconable checks, to the influence of such
unprincipled hereticks,by accomplishing that pro-
mise, “when error cometh in like aflood, the spi-
rit of Jehovah will lift' up a standard against tlnm.”
This standard has consisted, and must still con-
sist, in the agency employed, by his faithful he-
rzlds, in detecting the falsehoods, and rectifying
the mistakes,of the grand propagators of error
ard delusion. In the very fact, therefore, that the
church is, in our own day, infested with enemies
to all righteousness, the watchmen upon Zion’s
walls, are called out, to buckle on their armour,
and to become as iron pillars, and a3 brazen walls,
in the defence, and vindication of precious truth;
they are called forth, to contend earnestly for the
faith, that was once delivered to the saints-
These remarks have been elicited at prezent, by
Rev. Mr. Walker calling upon me,to furnish, to
the christian world, a correction of such mistate-
ments of facts, as might have occured to my notice,
in a recent publication,entitled ‘the substance of a
dehate &c. stating, at the same time, that he had
undertaken to correct the errors of doctrine con-
tained in that work, and also a number of the
statements there made of facts, in a publication
now in the press, and in as much as it has ordi-
parily required, the combined testimony of two
or three witnesses. to convict a cniminal at the
bor of justice, he therefore requesied for truth’s
sake, which had been so audaciously murdered,
in the above publication, to turnish a statement, a
plain, unvarnished statement of the truth, in op-
position to the falsehoods, colour ngs and perver-
sion of the substance &c. As my attenion was
particalarly drawn ou the oceasion of that debate,
and my name particularly implicated in thie pub-
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lication of its substance, Ttle wore readily stepped
forward, to vindicate the truth. in beannglestl-
miny to her sacred cliims, in opposition to the
propagation of falscho.ds "the most nuked and
gross. However, to pursue Mr. Campbell through
all his meanderings—to detect him in all his mis-
statements of facts, and to correct iim in all his
aberrations, from scriptural principle, would be
alimost an endless undertaking. O.e might as
well undertake, to trace out the meanderings ofe
a wandering Ar\b, 1norder to prove that he did
not a]ways tread in a high way; or detect all his
particular acts, to prove him an aucultivated sa-
vage. The task in eitlier case, would be endless;
but it is unnecessary. Quce prove that an author
is capable of misrepresenting fucts. and of main-
taining urscriptural principles, and you have left
his f.bric, as Sampson of old, I fi the Dagon
house of the Philistines. without ats pillars. This
in part, I trust you will find accomplished, by the
Rev. Mr. Walker, in relation fo the widely circu-
lated, and herculean performance of Alexander
Campb1’s—To complete the catastrophy, it re-
mains for me, by a few statements, to evince eith-
er the ir.capacity cr indispo<ition of Mr. C. to
sta'e the trath. This being done, we trust Mr. |
Campbell’s whole scheme wull as we are convine'd
it ought, to appear, but the bm*lecs fabrick of a
visinn, wilhnul a wreck behind. I ind ed feel
that my task is a paful one. In detecting a
man’s missiatement of tacts, the aubjevt of criti- .
ci~m, is necessarily Leld up to society, «s an ob-
Ject of abhorrence. On this s2me acco nt the
critic becomes awfully re<pon- bee. It w. md no._
dnabt be highly de<w.ble, were there no e in_ so-_
ciely su enleagued with the Prince’ of darkness,
v2
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as to give occasion, for their fellow creatures, at
any time, to ergage in the exercice of such an
office. But thiswe are scarcely anthorsed to ex-
pect; offences must come.  And when offence is
given on the ground of falsehiood, a banner must
be displayed on the part of truth. It is noivhere
predicted of truth, asitis of iniquity, that as a-
shamed it shall hideits head. It does not indeed
properly belong to truth, norits advocate, to aim
especially for the last word. The heretick more.
fiequently seeks for this, because he has no other
ground, on which, he can hope to gain the ascen-
dency over his antagonist, than that of speaking
much, or speaking the last. The advocate of
truth,on the other hand, havirg honestly and can-
didly, stated the truth, on whatever subject he 13
called to aj pear, more generally leaves the fur-
ther issue of the case,in the hands of that God,
whose blessing alone, can, in any case, give genu=-
ine success. :

Bat to proceed, Mr. Campbell has stated, in
the frontal page of hi< book, that he ¢had previous
to his publication, made application to me, for a
copy of the rules to be ohserved during the de-
bate, but withont effect.” Itisalresdy before the
public, that this statement is incorrect. It has
been stated and cannot be disproved, that [ never
saw, nor met with any person, on the occasion of
such a demard.

It has also been stated; and cannot be disprov-
ed, that a few lines Jeft at my house, when | was
80 miles from home, was not an application tor
the copy but for the original draft «f said rales.

Mr, C. then procerd- to state the suhbstance
of them from recollection.  There is however, a

true copy of these rules (the original of which
: ‘:
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with Mr. Campbell’s own cigrature #ffixed, can
at any time be eahibited) inserted in page 4 of
this volume. 'The veader is entzeated to compare
Mr. Cumpbell’s substarce, with the true copy,
that he may. the moire decidedly determine, low,
niuch depender cey he is safe, in placitg on Mr,
Campbell’s recollections, (which is the great gronnd
of his narrative,) in other staten ents.  On a fair
comparison, it must be perceived, by tle candid
and judicious reader, that rome of Mr. Camp-
bell’s rules, both as to substance and form, are an
entire forgery.

But again, in Mr. Camjbell’s statements of what
he calls facts, connceted with the debate, in the
5th page,we meet with the following words: “The
Debate was closed by myself, but after Isat down,
Mr. Sarmuel Findly, by an injudicious, and un-
becomirg eddress, contrary tu the rules by which
he, as one of the Moderators, shiould have been
governed, produced an unpleasant excitement in
the conegregation. Bt as the pnblic, obviously
and emphatically expressed their disapprobation
of it, 1 feel no desire by.a minute statement to per-
petnate the remembrance of 1it.”  Now, whether
Mr. Campbell has, i this statement, spoken the
truth or not, will be submitted to the reader, after
Ihave given a brief narrative of the transaction,
to which he here alludes. Mr. C. has <aid that he .
had closed the debate, previous to Mr., Findley’s
acdress,of which he complai g5 and in the same
sentence, he states, that «aid sdd ess was contra-
ry to the rules, bv which le, as a Moaderator,
ghould lave been governcd.  Tle controversy
for which these rules were fermed, it wppears,was
cleced.  They bad consequently lived their day.
How then could Mr. Findley’s uddress violate
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them? Pray teader do veconcile this if you can.
Botto be more ex, lic't, it is freely adwitted that
Mr. F.d d give an:ddress at the close of the con-
tioversy.  What theu was the reason, and what
the substance of that addsess?  These enquiries
shall be arswered as briefly as pessible. If it be
found that his rewson for giving 1t was good, ard
that the matler of it was important; there certuin-
ly could be no sufficient canse for ui-pleasant ex-
citemunt at the tin.e, nor yet for censorious re-
flections afterwards,

Ist:"Then the reason ¢f my address, is to be
found in what, I truly conceiv’d to be.injndicious &
unbecon ing & somethrg at least ten de grees worse
than either, in Mr. C’. closing addres. Leav-
ing his subject of debate altogether, hie undertock’
to harangue the audience, upon the unfuir man-
agement of his oppouents; as displayeid through-
out the course of the dcbate. e even asserted
that I had used partiality in the matter of order,
and had endeavoured to keep him under undue
restraint; & reflected moreover that the judges had
disappointed hing, in bringing the subji ct to a has-
ty close; and that at this he was the more aston-
ished, seeing the regnlatious made provision for-
continving from day to d y; with these vcflee-
tions Mr. Campell coucluded his last address.
Previcus to this unesxpr cted ard unprecedent har-
angue; the thought «f speaking in the wiy «f " ad-
dressine the audierce, had 1ot entered my wmhd—
Upon Mr. Campel?s conclud ng I bekoned to the”
amdienci. There was the wost profound attention”
g ven. I pri ceeded then to deliver an address, the
substar:ce of which as 1 ut derstand, is atre: dy in<
se'ted, in page 16, 17 18, of thiy-work—Huving
closcd my uddress, I tock my leave of the sudience *
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ag respeciably as possible, and withdrew. “So fr
as any marks of attention, came under my notice
upon my descer ding the stage, they were cntire
ly of the caressingkind. My friends, at least did
1ot discover any mortification, at my having acted
an injudicious and unbeconing part; and I had
the opinion of some to the very revirse, who were
as capable of judging, cither on a question of or-
deror merit, asMi, C. orany cf his friends.

Another instance of Mr. Campell’s indisposition
or incapacity, to state the truth, ycu have in a
note apprnded to the 69th page of s book—He
there calls Mr. F. tl.e abettor and second, of Mr,
W. We have only to suy, that Mr.Findley ap-
peared inno such character.  No, he appeared on
that occasion, asfree «f personal cbligation to se-
cond,or abett Mr.W . as Mr. C—;& notking but the
exercise of that prerogative, whichlie reed from
the hand of Mr. Campbell himseifito defend truth,
and good order, to the iisupportzble chagrine of
Mr. Cimpell’s lawless spirit, could have induced
him, [Mr. C.] groundlessly to apply these con-
temptible epithets,

In the same page he complains that Mr. F, had
made a preposition soor.er than Le l:ad anticipated
to bring the cubject urder discussion toa clore. 1t
is utterly denied that Mr. F. made any such prop-
osition ut that tin'e, but with the Lewrty concur-
rence of his associzte judge. Nowis it honest? is
it candid? to attribute a decision that was «qually
concurred in, by each of the judges actingon tle
occasion, to tl.e nufair interposition of an individ-
ual.  Such however s the honesty aud such tle
candour of our author. : :

_We have a like instar.ce of disingenuity, in the
76th p. of his book. His words are, “Here 1 was
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interrupted by Mr. F. who objected tothis mode of
proceeding.  He said that as the object of this
meeting,was the edificatinn of the public, he could
not perceive how the asking and answering of
que=tions conld promote their edification,he desnre
that we should proceed in some way more condn-
cive to their edification. To which T replied—
Mr. F. you are douhtless an advocate for th e West-
minster creed and cutechism, and I presume as
such. must agree with your bretheren, that the
cate chetical mode of instruction is the best, as we
arenow preceeding as the Westminster divines di-
rect, I thizk you cannot without a dereliction of
priteivle object. Mr.F. then was mute, I proceed-
ed.” What magnanimity? What Lmsrh( hiood was
d-plhyed heve? Truly when I read this part of
Mr.Cnmpb«-l)’s report was induced to exclaim, O
truth whither hast thou flcd! O shame, O thon fear
of God & fear of man, whither hast thon fed!!
Did Mr. Campbell think there were none present
that coulid or would, bear testimony to the truth, in
opposition to his abominzble perversion? If he
did, I assure him he is greatly mistaken. To the
andirnce then present, I appeal, winle 1 write
for the satisfaetion of tho-e, who have had uo other
source of formation, than tle above mistate-
ment of the f ct. The truth is this. Mr. Camplell
had been stating questions, ar.d making assertions,

& pruging in erch interim, for the m:tter of two, -

tiree, or four minute~, untill his father had tine to
write, in {ull, the word- he hed need. and then
there waus a reading, and restating of what had
bren stuted, to ascrrtain t' a' no mistake had ta-
ken place; he stuied at the sane time, that he was
thus partieular, with 4 view 1o publich to the world
the whole of what passéd on the occasiou. Afier
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he had repeated such intervals again and again,
until the sudience became quite restless and dis-
composed, from not having their attention occupi-
ed.—and just while Mr. Campbell wus ~uspending
his address, in waiting upon his father’s transeri-
bing what he had said, 1 asked him if he was done,
he veplied no, 1t was ins 40 minutes, and he would
occnpy them as Le pleased.—I observed that it was
" his 40 minutes to speak and argue, it he hud any
thing to say, but it was not his time to waste; that
the public were waiting for edification; but that
they would not be disposed to wait upon, his wri-‘
ting a book, This closed the inteiview between
Mr. C. and myself. He progressed in the d: bate,
and I, of course, remai.ed mute. 1 had snceeeded
in calling him to order, which was my object in
spraking.

See again Pace 99, to the same effect.  His
words are:—“Mr. F. said that he and his associ-
ate Moderator thought that enough had been said
on the Covenants, &c.” Now I have to inform Mr.
Campbell, and the public, that the word covenant
or covenants, did not escare from my Lips at the.
time; nor was it the subject of remark—our opi-
nion respected the contrcversy on tle subject of
baptism. Mr. C. may perhaps, at this, wipe his
mouth,and say, is it not a little one? DBe itso. _It
is sufficient to discover his disinchnation or 1n-
capacity at any time, where fuct is concerned, to
state the truth. ‘

For another aberration of a similar kind, we
invite the reader’s attention to p. 118 «f hisbook on
thie di-bate &c. Tuere he tells you that Mr. Find-
ley usked the name of the aithor of tlie book,
which he held in his hand—strange indeed! that
Mr, Findley should have asked the name of an au-
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thor, whose name hekrew as well as Mr. C.—No,
no; the world 1s defied to prove, (except on the
g:ound of perjury,) that Me. F. :aid a single
sylluble o Mr. C. in Ins ccurse « f reading, until
hc hod made his introductory 1emarks, and pass-
ed aful~ome eulogy upon his socinisn friend, R.
R bi rtson, and until he had read from page 185,
of s history, the follwing sentence: *“I'lie Afri-
can Futhiers were the least ef all others, tinc-
tured with thie true spirit of the sublime reli-
gion of Jesus. Siaves themselves, they never
thouzht of christian liberty: and even Cyprian
Limself, the guide of the reat, durst not think
for himseif.” In opposition to the long tramn
of forged rant which Mr. C. has in his book,
I then called him to order, stating that the rules
by which wy juiisdiction on the occasion was to
be governsd, absclutely prohibited all diminutive
or disrespectful personal allusions—see rule 3rd.
and that if this rule liad any meaning in 1t, ke
was certainly trensgressing it. 1 stated that 1
appreheiided, that by this rule;, I was as
much bound to protect the characier of the de.d
as of the living. against perscnal and ground-
less invective; vea more so, for their character
was submitted to our trust, as a kind of szered
deposite. They were not alive to defend it
themselves, Iu this respect they hada claim up-,
on us, that living characters had not. Mr. Camp-
bell’s reply was, “Am I not to be” permittcd to
re:d history as well as my antagonist?”’” You
are sir, said 1, at liberty to read history.—What-
ever of histery you can find in R. bertson, cra-
ny where else; you are at liberty to read it,but
sir, you arc not at liberty either to speak or
read slander. Mr. C, then exclaimed, with a
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kind of frothy sneering, peculiar to him-
self: “Robertson, an inhzbitant of the Holy land,
where the holy league and covenant was, is re-
jected?

Whetlier he intended, by such a sneer, to east
contempt upon the Mertyrs of Jesus or not, I dare
not say. The remark, however, as having this
hearing, made my feelwgs recoil.

After Mr. C. had then bandied the public for
some time, in the most unorderly manner, and af-
ter rome baptist friends had discovered their im-
patience to bear up their sinking ship, by vocife-
rating here, end there, through the assembly, read
read; i culled agam to order, and observed that
lest some might suspect me for wishing to keep
something, that might have the semblence of rea-
son, and evidence, out of view, I would give Mr.
C. special privilege to read, from his socinian
friend, 28 wuch as he pleased; but I would advise
the andience to cbtain, and read-at their leisure,
John P. Campells review of Robertson’s History,
and also Cave’s lives of the Fatbers, that hereby
they would find them:elves fortified against the
slanders and misrepresentations of the author
now read. Upon this intimation Mr. C. proceeded
to read a few,. but very few passages, from his
highly favorite historian. I am sorry to say, or
even <to think, but so it is, as fact would not ad-
mit of Mr. Campbell’s venting that strain of accu-
sation against me; which the cravings of his ve-
nemous nature required, wherever he has the
slightest occasion to foist in my name, in his
rancorons publication, he hasconnected with it,
a forgery of his own, to make it appear, as he
thought, sufliciently black.

In the 124th page, W‘;‘;lave' another instance of
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the same kind.—He there states, that Mr. F. at
the instance of Mr. Walker, wished the debate to
be closed by once speaking on each side. The
statement, is obviously intended to bias the pub-
lic, with the apprehension, that Mr. Walker was
exhausted or tired, with his part of the contro-
versy. Now if Mr. Walker will suy, with Mr. C,
that he consulted me to the above effect; I will
then agree to give a lihel upon myself, in respect
to every instarnce, in which, I huve correced Mr.
Campbell’s misrepresentations. No, No. There
was no suoh consaliation on the part of Mr. W.
He was indeed opposed to coming to a close as
soon as he did.—DBut during the intcrmission of
which Mr. C. speaks, I mentioned to Mr. Walk-
er, that he must either choose another judge or
they must adopt some measures; by which they
could draw to a close, that evening; my circum-
stances at hume, beingsuch, that I could remain
no longer with them, The measuses employed
to bring it to a close were altogether of suy own
projecting, aud occasoned by family and eongra-
tional eircumstances. Instead of Mr. Walker giv-
ing out in the controversy, as Mr. C. at different
times, fondly insinuates; it was the decided opi-
nion, of all I heard speak of their-performance,
that Mr. Walker did much better, and Mr. Camp-
bell mnch worse, the second day, than the first.—
If Mr. Walker had any inward fears, | have only
to say, I never hecrd him, nor any persen for him,
express them. )

Having thus far, proceeded to acquit my con-
science of an obligation to the public, in the cause
of slandered truth, I commit and leave the
issue, in the hand of that God, who is in every
place, at all times, beholding the eyil and the
good.—~He is the God of truth; and I know he
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will, in his own time, reduce to silence every
lying lip.—Thet his will may be done in all things
pertaining to his own glory and the interests of
truth, is the sincere prayer of ycur servant for
Jesus’ sake.

SAMULL FINDLEY.
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Rev. Sir,

WaiLE we agree on the subject of Baptism in ge--
neral, I am sorry to find a difference of sentiment,
prevailing in any respect, on a subject so im-
portant. Baptists may be disposed to take the
same advantage of these disputations, that infidels
take of those disputes that divide the christianworld,
1.c. to deny the whole system. Baptists should,how-
ever, remember that among themselves they are
not agreed, for besides all the different sects, that
are denominated baptist Mr. Campbeli, one of
their late writers, has devised a plan for the sup-
portof their falling system, chiefly out of his own
brain, a plan unknown to the Apesties or their
successors—to Dr Gill or Mr. Booth. And while
his system possesses an authority no higher than
himself, yet it ditfers as much from other baptist
writerz, as if the propositions they defended had
been entirely different.

In defence of publick disputes, it appears
scarcely necessary that I should make any obser-.
vations. WWhatever were your sentimeuts when
you first heard of the dispute, between Mr. Camp-
bell and myself, you certainly now justify our
conduct: you have not only disputed with Mr.
C. but when he made an atlempt to reply, you
answered. Your dispute with Mr. C. is still more
publick than mine was; the only difference is that
you disputed on paper, in the absence of your op-’
ponent, while I contended in his presence. Our
methods differ; yet sir, it must be conceded that
by the method adopted by Mr. C. and myself, it
was most probable the subject would receive the
most fair and full investigation.

A writer gives form to the argument he oppo-
ses, but in disputation viva wvoce, each side for -

~
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themselves, forms the argument, and to it, in that
shape, the reply must be given. This done in
the presence of the publick, carriesa conviction
with it, which no paper can atffiid: where human
passiong, or ill nature is mixed with such dispu-
tations, they are not only unprofitable. but degrad-
ing. But I can assure you, in our public dispute,
there was nothing even like wrath, and had his
book been a true pertrait of that dispute, there
would have been no necessity for me ever to
have addressed any thing to the public, on paper.

To the plan of disputing you have adopted, I
also give my consent. I now adopt the sume, yet
would always prefer the former where it can be
obtained. The great apostle of the Gentiles give:
me the example in Athens; Acts 17. 17. also with
Peter. Gal. 2. 19. To this plan alco acceded our
reforming forefatherz, such as Knox, Luther, Cal-
vin, Zuinglius and others, and indeed some of
their opponents were but a small degree sounder
in the faith than Mr. C.

I have a cloud of witnesses in my favor: I thini
the church was much ed:fied, by the explicit, and
publick manner the reformers: defended truth. [
could wish the eame attempts were move frequent.
For my own part, [ am fully rewarded for ail my
toil in that debate, not only by the accession ‘to
the church, which succeeded it, but also by the
spirit of inquiry which it produced, which to
many, Ihope,issued in an understanding of the
truth.

Different from our reforming predecessors, we
afford error a rest too guiet and peaceful in the
church: we are not valiant for the trath upon the
earth. While peace is the general language of
the chiurch, we, coward-like, stand disarmed and
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witness the advance of error,and the consequent
decay of truth.

I shalj now, sir, endeavonr briefly. yet plainly,
to state the leading doctrines, in your letlers,
which I cannot subscribe, :

The first of them is your view of the covenant
of eircumcision. You appear to deny that this
covenant was a dispensaticn of the covenant of
grace. You suppo-e that my assumption of this
principle in the early stage of the debate, compell-
ed me to support it, through the publick disputa-
tion.  But I can assure you,sir, that 1 assumed
no principle in ary stage of the controversy but
those which were the rusult of deliberate consid-
ertion. [ therefore again declare

That the covenant of circumcision was o dispen-
sation of the covenant of grace.

When I find any of the blcssings of the covenant
of grace, dispensced in the form of covenant, 1
thought myself justifiable in calling such dispen-
sation, a dispensation of the covenant of grace, be-
cause the blessings dizpensed belong to that cov-
enant slone. There are no blessings in the cov-
enant of grace, but may be considered as the prop -
erty of the church. Now, sir, if T can prove that
any premise made to Christ the Head, from all
eternity, in the covenant of grace, ‘‘was revealed
in the covenant of circnmeision, then it will fol-
low,that at least so far the covenant of circumcision,
was a dispensation of the covenant of grace. But
this is preved, Psal. 89 35, 86, 37. O..cc have
I sworr by my holiness, that I will ot lie unto
D.avid. His reed shall endure forever, ard his
throne as the sun before me. It shall be estab-
lished furever 2s the moon; and as a faitliful wit-
ness in Heaven.” But tlus promise is found in

L 3
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the covenant of circumcision, Gen. 17. 9. ‘And I
will establish my covenarit between thee, and
me, and thy seed after thee,in their generalioas
for an everlasting covenant.” The persons to
whom the promises refer are the same, Abraham’s
true seed: These were also the seed of Christ. Gal.
3. 29. “Ifye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s
secd.”” Where then is the absurdity of saying
that the one was a dispensation of the other, when
they dicpense the same blessings, to the same
heirs.

~ You object 1st, ¢As circumcission was the seal
‘which God himself, affized to that covenant, and as
‘a seal, the momeunt it is affixed, gives the persons on
‘whose behalf the covenant was made, all the advan-
‘tages therein contained: it follows by inevitable con-
‘sequence, that if that covenant was the covenant of
‘grace, then every circumcised person must be
‘saved; and if baptism is come in the room of circum-
‘cision, that every  baptised person. must be saved
‘also.’

I reply, 1st, That you will certainly consider that
the Lord's supper is a seal of the cuvenant of
grace: wifl you now admit your cwn inferencer It
follows by ipevitable conscquence,’ that every per-
son admittn;-j into the full commuuion of the Cluich,
must be raved,” It is impossible for me to see any
difference in the premises, The conclusion must be
the same. *

2nd. I have shown.in the preceeding work,that there

#Was the Doctor aware cf wnis difficuity in Lis sys-
tem? Or, will he deny that the Lord’s supper is a
seal ofthe covenant ofgrace. or in other ‘words, that
there are no seals to the covenant of grace? The
Liord’s supper is as truly <affised by Gad™ himself, as
circumecision or baptism: are all members in the full
sommunion of the church ‘saved?’
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isa difference between affixing a sealto a covenant,
and discharging the dutics of the same. In baptism
or the Lord’s supper, the seal is affixed. bat by a life
of conformity to the law of God, we can alo'xe dis-
charge tl.e duties of it.

Srd. The utmost that can be inferred from the
circumstance of a person being baptised, is, that they
are under the laws of Christ’s house, and entltled to
all its visible privileges. The simple truth appears
to be; that there js a visible relation existing
between Chrizt and all the members of the visi-
ble church,and that they are ertitles to all the ex-.
ternal privileges of the church, so long as they
conform to her visible laws,

Y:u, however, obsevve in the page last cited,
“But what is on external relation to a covenant ?
Is it not 1n other word: 10 be out of a covenant?”
Permit me. sir, to answer your query; Taat to be
externally related to a covenant, 1s to be an ex-
ternal member of it; and not in other words *“to be
out of a caovenant.” Whaut is the church on earth,
if she is not a visible body, posse~ing external pri-
vileges, and nnder a wvizible law? In order that
any of these external bearfit: should be, in reality,
prefitable, I grant that 1t is necessary they should
be inwerdly wpplied, or in otler words that there
should be sowething more than an external rela-
tion—"This forms a visible tide to invisible ben-
efits. . g

What inward or spiritual biessingdnes the ehurch
on exrth enjoy. which is not first visible and ex-
ternal.  Lveu fvith, a spiritual gift by which we
enjoy all others, cemes by un external ordinane e.
“L_ Learing, ard hearizg by the word of Gid.”
Row. 10, 17. Hencr where this external displuy of
the gospel is not, we have no divine warrant to be- -
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lieve that spiritnal blessings exist. The scripture
forbids the hope. Prov. 29.15.

Ten children may have an equal right in a will;
five through profligacy.-may never inherit any pdl‘t
of the estatv will | assert, as you have done, that
in “other worda they were without a covenant” or
will? My assertion would be fonund contrary to the
fact: the instrument signed by the testator would
pronounce me false- DBut thie covenart, about
which we dispute, is diatheke a will or testament,
in which the external rights and privileges of the
heirs are the same: the legal reason why they do
not possess the inheritance willed, is because,
“they forsake their own mercies.”” The external
standing of the ten virgiis, mentioned in Mat-
thew, 5. were the same. It was notuntil Christ
the Brldevmom called them from time, by death,
that the difference was discovered.

This doctrine, you have materially conceded;
for althcugh yon appear unwilling to admit that
the covenant of circumcision, wasan administra-
sion of the covenant of grace; yet your conces-
tions cannot be ture, without admitiing the truth
of my pasition, because,

Ist. You call the covenant of circumecision an
ecclesiastical covenant. Now, sir, what isan ccle-
siastical covenant, buta covenant of the church?
and what else is the covenant of grace? Two
parties are necessary, to form a covenant. In
this, your ccclesiastical coveuant, God must have
been one party, and the church the other. But
we have ro account of any cther cevenant in
which God and the cliurcli were parties, besides
the covenant of grace. The apostle Peter when
he refers o the covenant of circuicision certain-
ly, however, refers to it, as the covenant of grace,
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“Yeare the children of the prophets and of the
covenart which Ged made with our fathers,
saying unto Abraham, and iu thy seed shall 4ll
the kindreds of the earth be blessed.” Acts 3. 25.
This passage will establish the following things.

ist. That 2ll nations had an cquzal intaest in
this covenant. 2nd. That Chi-t was tie alone
medium, through which the blessings of the cove-
nant of circun:cision were to be dispen-ed. The
apostle Poul so camments on the same passage,
Gal. 8. 16, *Now to Abrahem & his seed. were the
promises made. He saith not and to seeds, as
of many; but as of ore, and to thy seed which is
Christ’ From the view token of your ecclesias-
tical covenant by Peter and Paul, it is evident
they recognize Christ as its head; the persen,
through whom all its blessings are to be eujoyed;
and a covenant in which all true behevers have
an cqual interest.  Uthink, sir, you ard I under-
stand a covenant of this discription to be the co-
venant of grace; if not, in what respect dces it
differ?

2nd. You concede ‘that it was a-covenant gra-
“ciousiy designed ond wisely calculated, as a
“ mean to an end, to interest them in the blessings
¢ of the covenant of grace, consisting in pardon,
¢ sanctification and eternal life paze 4. By this
you mustmean, one of {wo things; either, Ist.
that this covenant prepared its subjects for re--
receiving these spivituval blessings; or 2rd that
they were centained in the covenant of circum-
cision. If you believe the former; tlhiei your sen-
timent must bhe that Ged the Fatlier did through
Christ, as federal Head, enter into two cove-
nanis with the church; the first of which was to
prepare them for the latter, the first contained
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the means, the latter the end;the first ¢was cal-
culated to interest 1iem’in the latter. But Ido
not belicve 1his novel theory to be yours; yuu
must then beieve that pardou, ~auctification, &e.
were dispensed in that cove.ant. i folliws,
that as the covenant of grace alove, cortained
these blessings, the covenant of ciicumeision,
was a dispensation of the covenant of .vace.

Srd. You concede. that it is ‘undemabiz, that
Cinfants were intreduced into that ciwre! by cir-
“cumei<ion.” Th~ cmchis a sopy hely to ihe
L rd,—-an wheruance prepared. Acts 2028 Your
corcession implies, thait by circumcizion they
were united to that body, of which Christ isihe
Head. Col. 1.18. But themome:t they were ucit=
¢d to this body, they were entitled to all the pre-
vileges of 1, as they became capable to receive
them, and bound by 21l their laws. The righteous-
ness of Christ,the foundation of allthese privileg-
ez, was -ealed to Abraham by circamcision. Rom.
4 11. Butthis rightcousuess and all the blessings
flowing from it, are the blessings of the covenant
of grace. Therefore circumcision was a sigu and
a seal of the blessings of the covenant of grace.

In a word, you concede that ‘they are engraft-
ed into the good olive tree.” page 13. Initiated
by this ordinance, among ‘the assembly of saints,?
among a ‘chosen nation’ a‘chosen people.” page 7.
If s0, 1t certainlv follows, that however unprofi-
table their standing be to themselves, yet they
are visible members of that body. possessing ail
the external relation and privileges, that saints
do, and must therefore by God, be dealt with, as
‘covenant breakers,’ which could not be true, un-
less in some sense, they had been in the cove-
nant,

X
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The passage you chiefly urge forthe confirmation
of this your opinioa is,Rom. 3.2.¢ What advantage
hath the Jew, or whatprofit is there of circumei-
sion? much every way; chiefly, because that unto
them, were committed the oracies of God.” Vour
view of the passage is, that the oracles of God
‘are said to be the chiefadvantage, which those
‘who were interested in that covenant by eircums
‘cision, derived from it; and until it is proved,
“that the words, the oracles of God.” imply in
¢ them, justification, sanctification and eternal life,
‘this single passage settles the point at once.” P.
14, note. ' )

_For the proper understanding of this passage
you will suffer a few observations.

1st. That by the ‘oracles of God,’ we are to un-
derstand the scriptures of trith, and thst in Rom.
3.2. weare chiefly to nnderstand old testament
seriptures, hecause these were given to the sub-
jects of circumcision first. ‘

2ad. We are in a still more extensive sense, to
understand by these oracles, all the ordinances
warranted by the scriptures, together with all the
previleges they contained. 'These, the same a-
posile and in the same epistle, declares to be the
peculiar privilege of the subjects of circumcision.
Rom 9. 4. *“Who are Isralites;’ to whom pertain-
eth the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants,
and the giving of the law, and the service of God,
and the promises.” This, the old testament church
keew to be their peculiar previlege. Deut. 4. 8.
‘And what nation is so great, that hath statutes
and Judgments so righteous, as all this law, which
I set before you thisday,” Now,sir, ‘the church
of God is one and indivisible.” Therefore all these
ordinances are, in every age of the world, the
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speclal property of the church. This sentiment is
fully confirmed in Psalms, 98. 5. 6.

In what sense are we to understand the Scrip-
tuies of truth? 1 answer, in no other sense, than
a dispensation of the covenant of grace. 1consi-
der the scriptures to be the written léstament of
Christ, sealed by his blood, as testator. Will you
say that Christ, as testator, sealed two wills, one
an ecclesiastical will, the other the festament of
grace? The apostle, therefore, in as=ertmg that
it was a benefit arising from circumeision, that
unto them were committed ‘the oracles of God;
whieh by the reasoning before, must have inti-
mated, that a dispensation of the covenant of
grace, was the peculiar privilege of the subjects
of circumcisiou.

This, indeed, you appear to concede in page 81i.
‘But the covenant of circumeision, secured only
“the ordinances of religion, as the means of grace
‘to the circumcised.’ But what can any person-
understand by the ordinances of religion, but a
dispensation of the blessings of the covenant of
grace? Now, these ordinances belonged to the
covanant of circumecision; therefore the blessings
of the covenant of grace, were dispensed in the
covenant of circumcision, or n other words, the
covenant of circumeision was a dlspensallon of
the covenant of grace.

To the:e Israelites, the subjects of circumeision,
‘pertained the promises.” Rom. 9. 4. In what co-
venant were these promises contained? 1 think
you will grant, that they were gospel promises,
and if so, you will not deny that they were promjs-
es of the covenant of grace. It follows that the
covenant of circumcision, was a dlspensatlon of
the covenant of grace.
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But until it is proved, that the words, the ¢ora-
cles of God’ imply n them, justification, sanctifica-
tion and eternal life, this single pascage settles
the point’ Now, sir, I would have supposed,
that little reasoning was necessary to prove to you,
that in the ‘oracles of God,” justification &c. were
dispensed to men, and that he, wha by 2 living
faith, received these oracles, received in them all
these spiritual blessings. |

Do you believe, that there i3 any.outward dis-
pensation of the covenant of grace? If there is,
it must be the Scriptures of truth; the oracles of
God; the word preached, &c. why then deny
that justification, sanctification and eternal life,
are dispensed in these oracles?

Now, what is your theory on the subject of the
covenant of circumcision?

1st. That the covenant of circumcision was an
ecclesiastical covenant; containing no promises,—
for had it poszessedany promises, and these have
been claimed by faith, still it could not have dis-
peased pardon or eternal life—it was not a dis-
pensation of the covenant of grace: it had none of
these blessings in it.

2ad. There are two covenants existing betiveen
God and man; one of which contains the means,
the other the end. But had the covenant of grace
been a perfect contract, then it would have con-
tained both means and end ; it would have contain-
ed all the provisions, conditions, and means, neces-
sary to put all its subjects mta full possession of
all its blessings. And then one of two covenants
would have been unnecessary.

‘3rd. This ecclesiastical covenant, has but one
sign, or seal; this was circumcizion, andis now
‘baptism. All the things signified or sealed, are
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" means—no spiritual blessings,—for this reason,
that a seal is a security for the blessings contain-
ed in the covenant alone,.to which it is appended.

In a word, the covenant of circumeision was not
a gospel covenant; because the gospel is a dis-
peusation of the covenant of grace. It is indeed
on this plan, difficult tosay, what the covenant of
circumcision was; unless you say with me, that it
was a dispensation of the covenant of grace.

The secoxp poinT, i which I differ from the
sentiments you have expressed, on the subject of
debate, between Mr. Campbell and myself, is that
which you declare to be the design of circumei-
sion and baptism. You say, ‘I do not consider
¢ circumcision and baptism, as primarily designed,
¢ for the purpose of building up believers in holi-
‘ness; but as ordinances designed for the conver-
¢sion of sinners, of a certain character.’ page 39.
Thus ‘certain character,” eor qualification necessary
in order to admit adults to baptism, or parents whe
desire their children admitted by this ordinance,
you declare to be ‘a speculative faith, and =ense
of guilt.” Your reader now perceives the reason
why you deny circumcision and b=ptism to be
seals of the covenant of grace, becuuse they inti-
mate no ioterest in Christ, but sre ouly means to
interest. It is a way to pussess the blessings,
but is not a seal of possession.

I shall now give some reasons, why I cannot
subscribe the sentiments you have expressed on
this subject.

That the faithrequired of persons, inord rto
their admission to this ordinaice, is niot, ns you
suppose, a speculative, bu.-a true ~»d l'ving faith
is evident, becausc no otuer kind of faith was, or

x 2
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indeed could be,required by the divine law. It is, !
brlieve, absurd to suppose that the law of God re-
guires a faith, the very character of which is diso-
bedience. You will certainly concede,that the gos-
pel of Christ, presents to every person, where it
comes, all the ble®ings it contains. The law of
God requires every sinner to accept these bless-
ings, and this it requires under the pains and pen-
alty of eternal death. But it cannot be supposed-
that a tempcrary, or speculative *fzith, will an-
swer the Divine reguisition, or will such faith de-
Liver from the punishment due to unbelicf, why
then suppose that such faith can be a true pre-rce
quisite, entitlicg us to any ordinance?

Tlc true state of a person, not possessing sav-
ing faith, iz, that he is a child of wrath. From this
character, he is not delivered by ‘speculative
faith,” or a ‘sense of guilt.” In relation to the
gospel of Jesus, the whole duty of a sinner is
marked out by the divine law. It requires lum
to accept Christ as his Saviour, and all the bless-
ings that centre mn him. A siuner, feeling con-
vicced of the truth of the following assertions,
that Jesus Christ is the Saviour of sinners, that
the law requires him to accept of Christ, as his
Saviour: that he is a guilty sinner, that without
faith he must be damned,—is willing to make a
profession of these truths. Query, will he have
in consequence of this, his faith, any interest in
the covenant of grace, or a right to any of its
blessings? No sir. when the faith of tlie man ad-
vances no further, when he refuses to appropri-
ate the blessings, that he needs, audto obey the
law which he is persnaded requires such appro-
priation, his guilt is greatly increased; he knows
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his master’s will, and does 1t not; he is entitled to
many stripes, but not to any privileges.

For the establishment of your theory, you first
reason from the character given of the church.
‘Abraham and all his servants were circumecised.’
‘I would now ask, if you can believe, that all
‘these, with all their countless offspring, to the
‘coming of the Mesiah, were true believers. P.
-40. 1 answer that the former system on this sub-
Ject, does not require us to believe that they were
all united to Christ by faith. It ‘only requires us
to believe, thatit was their duty and the duty of
their seed, that desire the ordinance of circumci-
sion for themselves or their children,to possess a
true and living faith. True holiness, which could
have no existence without saving faith, was re-
quired in the very introduction of the covenant
of circumcision. Gen. 17. 1. *Walk. before me,
and be thou perfect.” To that which was contain-
ed in the covenant of circumcisson, all its sub-
jects were bound, and of this they made a public
profession, when they were circumcised. In re-
ceiving this ordinance, they must therefore have
agreed, to walk before God perfectly; to receive
the Lord as their God Almighty. v.1. To re-
ceive the blessings of this covenant as everlast-
ing. v. 7. But because Abraham was required
to teach this covenant to all under his care, and
because the Head of the church recognized him
as a man,who would ‘command his children and
his household after him; Chap. 18. 19. There-
fore, to his household also, was extended the seal
of these privileges. If any of these wera found
irveligious, they were like other apostates, ‘cove-_
nant breakers.

Every pavent presenting his child for baptism,
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is required as Abraham was, to walk before God
and be perfuet, and to possess that faith, by which
alone, - his obedience can be acceptable, and to
‘commanrd his children and his household after
him;’ and in the way of engaging to these duties,
to reeeive this ordinance. : s

In the covenant of circumcision was contained
the three {ollowing things.

1st. The duties required.

2nd. The promiscs stated.

3rd. Theseal affixed.

In receiving the last, the subjects of that cove-
nant were bound by fiith, to receive the promises,
and essay the duties. 1 therefore reason, that
the obedience which God regnired in this and ey-
ery other covenant, in which he is a party, must
be rendered according to the true spirit and in-
tention of his law, which, you will acknowledge,
is by saving faithalone. In every case where the
gospel presents a promise, the law requires the
accuptance of faith. But a promise was given to
Abraham and to his seed, in the covenaat of cir-
cuincision, before he was circumeised, and he
possessed the faith required, proved in Rom. 4. 11.
But that which was the moral duty of Abraham,
is also the duty of all desiring to be, as he was,
initiated into the church of Christ. It is their du-
ty first to belicve the prom:ses of the gospel, by a
living faith. 2Znd. T: profus: a determ:nation
through the grace of God promised, to live a ho-
1y tire.  3rd. To receive baptism for themselves,
or tvewr ¢ ldrep. Thus is found to b» the order
by which Abr:ham and hus household were adiuit-
ted.

You reuson from the letter or form of expres-
sion used in Scripture, ‘How opposite to what

-
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*is said n the scriptures of Zion, or the church,
‘and of Zion it shall be said, this and that man
was born 1§ her’ And Jerusalem, (another epi-
‘thet of the church,) which is above and is free,
Vjs said to be the‘Mother of us all.’ page 41.-

On the first of these texts, I observe, that you
would.certainly consider the promise equally =2e-
complished, in the admission of those regenerated
before they are admitted into the church, that
you would of those converted after they become
mew bers; if so, yeu cannot then draw any argu-
ment from the passage, in favor of your hypothe-
sis. To give your opinion its full force upon the

- passage, it is; that the church receives honor a-
lone, from those who enroll themselves, among
her citizens, at a time when they are enemies to
God by wicked works; because they are ungene-
rate sinpers, or in other woids, the way to seek
the face of Jacob, so as to honor him with their
birth, is to seck t-im in that way which dishonors
his Lord; a sentiment, you would as unwillingly
subscribe as myscif. I consider the true import
of the ypassage to be, that in a day of the reviving
of the church,converts of every nation and ton.gue,
will reckon it their true glory to become citizens
of Zion, and cousider it as truly their native
kirigdom, as 'if they had been born Jews, and Liad
Ab:zham for a natural father. And with nie a-
grees Molierns, who has «iven a celebrated com-
mentary on the book of Ps«lins. Of much the
salse import, is the second passage you quote.

You reason from Rom, 11. 20. ‘Well, because
of unbelief they were broken off, and thou stand-
esi by faith.” You obcerve on this passage: ‘It
‘fellows by fair ccesequence, that the fuith by
“which the Jews stood, was a faith that conld be,
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¢and was lost; but this is not the ‘case with the
¢ faith of God’s elect.” But permit me (o ebserve,
that the faith whichthey for-ook, was the same,
by which the new testament church stands; be-
cause ‘unbelief’ is not the contrary of a specula-
tive, but of atrue faith, but they had substituted
unbelief for its contrary, and therefore were bro-
ken off. It follows that they once stood by the
same faith, in which we now stand. Would it
not be absurd tosay that the church, at any period,
stood by a speculative faith? Is it not the same,
as saying, that she once stoed by unbelief?

I believe, sir, that if the whole Jewish nation
had possessed a speculative faith, & had expres:
sed the rame as the centurian, who ¢ mmanded
the band of murderers “that killed Christ diud,
their true situation would have been no beiter
than it wes, they would still have been broken
off.

It follows, that the Jewish Church lost true
and living faith. Although no individual, ithat
posseszed this faith, ever los=t 1t, yet the Jewish
nation lost their church character; they ceased to
be a body under Christ, the hs-ad and such of
their mcwbers, as had a true and hving faith,
were the branches, by which ihe church continu-
ed, and among whom, the New-Testament bran-®
ches were grafted,

Inyecur examination of that faith: and _repen-
ter ce, which you suppose were requircd in their
adniission to ba rplismy, you first reason from Acts,
2. 38. “T‘\en Peter eaid unto them, repent and
b b, aptised, every one of you, in the name of Je-
sus Christ, for e remission of sins, & ye shall re-
ceive ihe giﬂ of the Holy Ghost,” 'As to the vari-
ous meanings you have given us, of the word re--
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penfance, I have no particular ObJEC[JOI’N but the
reasons you offer, why this word, 1n the passage,
is not to be understood as evangelical repentunce,
do not satisty me: because you suppose that we
can only infer from the declaration of Peter, that
he required a change of taind,  “Peter says, niet-
anoesate, ehange your minds, with respect to this
Jesus of Nazareth, whom ye have considersd as
animypostor, and crucified as such, and as an evi-
dence that your change of mind ie real, ‘be bap-
tized, every one of you.” That something more
than a simple change of mind, was required by
the Apostle, is ¢vident, from the influence that
the sermon he had just preacbed, hid upon them;
‘they were pricked in their heart.” This iutimated
a deep, piercing woeund, that the sermon had pro-
duced n their consciences; stronz legal conviction,
it wzs evident that they werc afraid, thatthe men,
whom they had crucified ard slain, would again
appear as their awtul Judge, (o take veugeance
on their wicked conduct. v. 87. “Now wher they
had heard this, they were prickéd n their hLeart,
and said unto Peter, ard to the rest of the Apostles,
men and brethern, what shall we do?? according
to your view of the subject, Peter’s answer impli-
ed nothing more than that which they had alrea-
dy expressed —Nay, he required even less;it was
only, ‘change your mirds’ _

I also object to the construction you give the
words used by Peter: “For the remission of sins.”
“This baptism is for the rcmission of sius,” ‘or a
‘mean appointed by him, that you nfay receive
‘the remission of your sins.’ P. 43. SBaving fath
is the proper mean of Justification, or the remms-
sion of sins; by this act we cleim the rightecus-
ness of Christ, the alone ground of Pardon. The
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Scripture has established the eonnexion and order
of means, and end 1. the work ofcor ver-ior. Rom.
10. 17: *Faith cometi by tne-'i and hearing
by the word of Ged.” Clap. 8 28 “Therefore we
conclude. thet a mai is jusufied by taith.? Ke-
prlitance is nof, m SCI‘IP!UIE‘ d.clared to be a
. a: ol the ‘remission of sin,’ but lecal repen-
tance is }wdm ed by the common » pparation. and
evangelicai xcl entance, by the special a, jarations
of the Spaait of God; tle former pircerainy, and
the |tter lu“O\\lhé,Ju stiication, and instead f
beir g a weun, is a proper consequernice of it,

On the view yva have taken 0! this passage 1
concede, that ‘baptism is a budge «i'dtsc'rle~l 1p
10 Crrist’  But does speculative faith, or wgal
repentance constituie a man, & disciple of Christ?
If ro, 1 canr only be a badge of hypocrisy. &

lalso concede thetruih of tiie reasen yuu give,
why Petcr reguered them 1 be baptises: ‘us an
evide: ce that your change of mind .s real. be hap-
tised, every one of you, in tle vame of Clii:t)]
But, Si1, is legal repentence accemparied nith a
speculative fa.th, a reai change of mind,” in the
eyes of God? I- 1t not a repentance, which nceds
1o be repr nted of?

In a word, n.y view of the passage is, that the
Apc-tle. used the word:, ‘repeunt, every ore of
you.’ to intmate the insufliciency of that 1epen- .
tance, whcl they had aheady muamfested, by
whiel they were pricked to the heart; and there-
fore 1 ow requures from them a 1epcatarce, en-
tirely distinet in its neture, &n evangeiical repen-
tauce: because « rejent:rce, built upon the for-
mer, would be ‘like l}'e merning cloud and early
dew’;’ it would ‘pass away.) The spirit of his lan-
guage, then is, having a true hold of the righte-
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ousness of Christ, the Lord, whom ‘ye have cruci-
fied and slain,’ and possessing a Godly sorrow for
the sin of crucifying him, come forward, and give
an evidence of the sincerity of these, your exer-
cises, by enlisting under his banner, by claiming
a gospel security, for obtaining the blessings he
has purchased, by your recciving the ordinance
of baptism, and thereby, evidence to the world,that
you have claimed his pardoning mercy, manifested
in the forgiveness of your sins.

- You argue, that the faith required, was only a
speculative faith.

Ist. Fromacts 8. 12, 18.  ‘But when they be-
lieved Philip, preaching the things concerning
the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus
Christ, they were baptized, both men and women;
then Stmon himself believed also: and when he
was baptized, &c. What was the faith these per-
4ons professed to have? I answer, it wasa living,
and not aspeculative faith. That any of them
possesed a true faith, I cannot say, but that they
made a profession ofthis faith, is the thing in ques-
tion, and that which I shall endeavour to prove.

It is evident first from the case of Simon Ma-
gus. The faith which he had, we percieve was
not real; Itis evident from the character given of
him by Peter, that he acted hypocritically, when
he made the profession of his faith. ‘Thy heart
is not rightin the sight of God.” He professed to
be, that which he was not. He was among those
of whom the Psalmist speaks. ¢Nevertheless
they did flatter him with their mouth, and they
lied to him with their tongues; for their heart
was not right with him; neither were they sted-
fast in his covenant.’ Psal. 78. 36, 37. But if
Simon Magus had professed nothing, but a spec-.

Y
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ulative faith, Philip might have addressed lhim in
the stile of Peter at the tune he offered™ kimself a
candidate for ‘baptism, he might then have told
‘him that his heart was notrigat with God.” Be-
cause his faith was only speculative. Nay, Phi-
lip might then have declzred, ‘I perceive thatthou
artin the gall of bitterness, and in the bond of in-
iquity, the state in which every sinner is, who
possesses nothing, but a speculative- faith. Thus . -
according to your view, the mimsters were not
deceived in the character of Simon Magus, he pro-
fessed the faith which in fact he possessed—a
epeculative faith  He was no hypocrite—his
profession and faith agreed, which 1 think, how-
ever, is very different from fthe listory given of
him in the scripture.

The faith of the other persons admitted by Phi-
1ip, may be judged, by the subject of Philip’s ser-
mon; it was the ‘kingdom of God.” In which, it
is evident, that he so displayed the privileges of
this kingdom, as that they were willingto enroll
themselves among her citizens. But did Philip
preach that they should only yield in. historical
faith. No, he must have taught that the King of
this kingdom, was the Lord their righteousness.’
When they professed to believe, they certainly
declared by their profession, that they accepted
him as their king, and his kingdom as their rest.
If their hearts corresponded with their profession,
you will agree with me, that their faith was sav-
ing. ;

That the time, which they had to judge of the
sincerity of their faith, was very short, I grants
yet the spirit of God at that time, wrought with
much greater power, than it does at present, and
therefore, a shorter time for judgement was suffici-
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ent at that time, than at the preseut. They were
liowever, sometimes deceived, and so are yeu and
I, even when we have a previous knowledge
of persons for years.

You suppose thet it is impossible for us to file
the cases of the Eunuch, and Lydia as exceptions
to the theory you have given. Because, you say
in case cf the Eunuch, either he was a true be-
liever before, and then it does not lie in contro-
- Versy—ov t‘nat the statement given does notneces-
sarily suppose saving faith; and ‘1mport§' nothing’
mere than swcenly page 45. But sir, I hopt,
that a plain view of the statement will convince
vou to the contrary, Act8. 86, 37. ‘And the
Eunuch said, zee, here is water, \vhat doth hinder
me to be baptlzcd’ And Philip said,if thou be-
licvest with all thine heart thou mayest.’® The
pre-requisite here required for admission to bap-
tism, was believing with all the heart, this was
the moral requisition, less than this either express-
cd or implied, could notbe required.—Christ de~
manded the same, although not mentioned as a
pre-requisite to baptism. Luke 10. 27. “Thou
shalt love the Lord thy God, with all thy heart,
and with all thy soul, and. with all thy strength,
and with all thy mind.” Itisin this way alone,
that this command of God is to be obeyed. ‘That
we should believe onthe name of his son Jesus
Christ.’ 1. John 8. 23. Now sir, how was the Eu-
nuch required to believe? ‘With all thy heart,’ i. e.
,with your whole soul accept Jesus as the Lord
vour righteousness. 'Who will say with you, that
this command only required speculative faith?

Whatever nvay be reasoned from the language
of the Eunuch’s reply, this must be ewdent that
Philip received it'as an answer to his pre- requ1~
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site; and that he hereby declared that Jesus was
the son of God, that he accepted him as his divine
Saviour, and declared his willingness to make a
public profession of his name, by receiving the
the sacriment of baptism. But if Philip only re-
quired speculative faith, and this the oaly faith
poscessed, then this was another admission like
Simon Magus—they both had speculative faith; it
wag all, according to yeur opinion Philip required
of either.

The same observations will apply to all the oth-
er cases you mention, such as Saul of Tarsus, the
jailor &c. whether any or all of these persons were
converted pricr to their baptism, I cannot deter-
mine, but the question is what kind of faith was
required of thiem before their admission to bap-
tism? I shall conclude this subject, by simply
stating a few further arguments in favor of the
position I have espoused.

ARGUMENT, FIRST.

If God never required any faith but a living
faith, thena speculative faith isnct a moral pre-
requisite to baptism.

But the former is true, and therefore the latter.

The argument is proved. Heb.11. 6. ‘But
without faith it is impossible to please him.”? To
say that God would in any case require specula-
tive faith, is to say that he 1epuires that which
would displease him.

ARGUMENT, SECOND,

If the moral law demands perfect obedience,
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then it never did require in any case speculative
faith,

But the former is true, and therefore the latter,

I suppose you will not deny any of the terms of
this syllogism. But the conclusion is equally true
and fair, because the divine law cannot require
any obedience short of that which pleases God—If
the law requires saving faith wé cannot obey its
commands by yielding speculative faith.—

What object is to be gained by planting dead
trees in a garden,—trees that pessess no living
principle—You may water and dang about them
they decay the more speedily. Yet sir, you would
allow the keepers of Christ’s vineyard to fill it
with such vines-— people having only a dead
faith.

Is this not a speedy method to corrupt the
church of Christ.—To fill it with those that hate
him, all unbelicvers ure haters of Christ—their
character is not changed by possessing a specula-
tive faith.

Christ has appointed ordinances to prepare the
sinner for entering into the charch, let these be
faithfully wsed. When they appear to have gamn-
ed their object, then let the person be admitted
by baptiem into the charcl.

The Tuirp and only poiut of disagreement that
I shall now mention is the view yon have given
us of the baptiam of John, as you have not reca-
soned any on this point, but rather appears {o take
it for an assertion which none would contradiet;
I rather thought it, at least, my daty to notice it,
lest you might suppose, that I was among the
number of them, that believed that the baptism
_of John was not christian baptism. You ascert,
‘that admitting that it could be incontrovertibly

Y2
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‘proved, that John’s” baptism was administered by
*immersion, yet it would not thence follow that
‘christian baptism, was to be administered in the
fsame mansner. John’s baptism belonged not to
‘the christian, but to the Jewish dispensation of
grace.” page 58,

= Upon this [ intend to make but a very few ob-
servalions, as | have already exceeded the usual
“bounds of a letter.

Those who deny John’s baptism to be christian .
baptism, object; 1st. That it was instituted un-
der the old Old Testament dispensation. I an-
swer, s0 also was the Lord’s supper.  The death
of Christ was the close of the former dispensa-
tior Every precept of the cerimonial law, had
its full force,until all its typical rites had their
accomplishment in the sacrifice of the great an-
titype; but prior to this event, the Lord’s supper
was instituted. Although it was indeed shortly
before the close of that dispensation, yetitis suf-
ficient that it was instituted before the death of
Christ, it was justituted under the Old Testament
dispensation; and therefore according to ‘your as-
scrtion cannot be a New Testament ordinance.

2nd. It is objected, thatit was in existence be-
fore that circumcision ceased to be an ordinance
of the church, and therefore could not.come in
the room of circumecision. [ answer, that all or-
dinances exist in the church, according to the
will of her nmeap and Lord. He may, or may
not appoint seals according to hisrighteous plea-
sure. "

I conclude, that for a short season, three seals
existed to the covenant of grace, and this
concession implies no more, than that the church ..
having for a long perjod of time, been accustom-
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ed to circumcision, as the initiating seal of the
covenant of grace, were gradually introduced-to
the ordinances of the New Testament, the present
dispensation gradually appeared; the darkness of
that dispensation, by the appearing of the son of
righteousness, was by degrees diminished, but
before thieir dispensation was closed, our ordi-
nances; which 1were to take the place of theirs,
made their appearance. Thus while our fathers
had their own ordinances, they had the pleasure
of seeing ours.

This hypothesis, I suppose, is generally sup-
ported by those who fear to admit premises, from
which the baptist may draw conclusions unfavour-
able to pedo-baptism. Lest Mr. Campbell might
have supposed that I intended to have taken the
same advantage, I publicly intimated in an early
stage of debate, that I believed John’s baptisin to
be christian baptism, and feared no conclusion my
opponent could draw from my assersion.

3rd. It is objected, that those baptised with the
baptism of John, were re-baptised by Paul. This
objection is founded on Acts, 19. 3, 4, 5. ‘Aud lie
said unto them, unto what then were ye baptized?
and they said, unto John’s baptism. Then said
Paul, John verily baptised with the baptism of re-
pentance, saying unto the People, that they should
believe on him that should come after hirmn, that is
on Christ Jesus. When they heard this, they
were baptised in the name of the Lord Jesus.” Let
it be observed on this passage,

Ist. That by the Holy Ghost, in the passage, we
are.not to understand the saving operition of
the Holy Spirit, but the miraculous outpourings of
the Spirit, which commenced on the day of penti-
cost, and cortinued for some time in the Church;
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because the person of the Holy Spirit, and his sa-
ving operations, were taught in the Old-Testa-
ment, (o, which these converts hdd access.

2nd. That Paul shews them the natare of John’s
baptism, that in that ordinance, they had been
taught the nature of trne repertance, the charac-
ter of Clirist Jesus, and the necessity of faith in
hig name. .

Srd. When Paui had shewn the nature of John’s
baptism, be then intimates to these pecple,that
when the liearers of John had understood this, his
doctrine, they made a public profession of the
fuith by receiving his baptism, ard here he is not
spesking particularly of these whom he now ad-
dressed, but of the Learers of John in geuncral.

4l That the Apostle. firding that th eze peo-
ple had received by faith, Jesus Christ preached to
them by Johr, ard having nade a public pro-
fession of their faith, by recciving baptism from
John, he now lays his hands upon them, that they
might receive the miraculous outpourings of the
Holy Spirit.

I have now given yon the view of Beza, and
sonie ofthe best commentators upon the passage; &
I think upon due reflection, yon will agree that
these persons were riot re-baptised. Indecd, the
same reason that would render it gecessary to
re-baptise these persons, would also require the
re-baptism of the eleven Aposiles, and many oth-
ers, who had no other than Johi’s baptism.

That the baptism of Johin was Christian baptiem,
will pppear from a few observations.

Ist. That if the baptism of John, was not
Christian baptism, then neither Christ nor his
disciples, received christian bapiism.—Christ did
not, he was baptized with the baptism of Jshn
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alone, this will; indeed dishonor the New Testa-

ment church, seeing thatChrist was regularly in-

itiated a member of the Old-Testament churcl by

circumeision, but never was initiated a member °
of the New Testamentby baptism. The eleven

Apostles were never, according to this doctrine,

initiated, by baptism, members of the New Testa-

ment church—they were unbaptized ministers of

Christ—a doctrine, which, I think none should as-

gert

2nd. For the same reason, that the baptism of
Jobn could not be chiristian baptism,because it was
under the former dispensation, The baptism of

- the disciples, before the deafb of Christ, could
not he christian, not one of the 120 disciples by
this, had received christian baptisin.

3rd. The language of Johp intimated that his
baptism was christian. ‘He that cert me to bap-
tise.” Had it been any of the Jewish washings. he
would have nospecial commission, the levitical
law would have marked his duty. I the wash-
ing by John, huad belonged tothe Jewish parza-
tions, we should have heard his baptism, announ-
ced at Mount Sinia, or from the tabernacle in the
wilderness; but Ins intimation, that he bad a dis-
tinct commission from any of his predecessors, de-
clares that he had particular duties to discharge,
not belonging to that dispeusation.

Thus, sir, | have taken a very brief view of the
baptism of John, of the faith required as prerequi-
site to baptism, and of the covenant of grace, as
administered in the covenant of circumcision.

While I have objected to some things in your
letters, do not suppose that I disapprove of them
altogether. No sir, 1 believe youy have given suf-
fieient and unanswerable reasons, why the view
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of baptists on the subject of baptism, should be
refused, and 1 well believe that Mr. Campbeil a-
grees with me in this, for bad he believed that
your arguments could have been answered, he
would not have filled his strictures with satyre,
but with replies, so far as you have espoused the
cause of truth. 1 wish you success and peace 12
the Lord.
Yours, &c.
JOTIN WALKER.
Jun. 14th, 1824

FINIS.
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We have only corrected such mistakes as particu-
larly effect the sense; such as are evident, may be
corrected by the reader.

0 —

Page 5, Line . omit infant. P. 25, L. 16, for re-
volution, read resolution. p. 28 L. 84 for longevi-
ty v, emigration. P.51. ¥. 3, for 8.r. 5. P.52, L.
13, for may r. cannot. P. 52, note, for Inothi seauton
r. Giothi seauton, know thyselt. P. 56, L. 8 for trans-
lation r. transaction. P. 57. L. 34 for appeared r.
appended. P, 64 L- 12. omit not. P. 89, 1.10 for
3rd, read 29nd. P. 115 L. 17, for covEN4NT, 1.
INFERENCE. P. 117 L. 6, for adopted r. adapted.
P. 118 L. 22, for indeed r. instead,~ P. 120 L. 9 for
interest r. intent. L. 14, for interest r. intent. P. 151,
L. 9, for rational r.national. P. 169 L. 8 for in-
stitutions r.instructions. D. 186 L. 25 for leiters r.
inference. P. 251 L. 238 for ture r. true. P. 255
" L. 12 for prepared r. purchased. P. 264 L.8 for
apparation r. operation. L. 9 for apparation r. op-
aration.
























