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PREFACE.

el S Gomne

.1~ consequence of a general challenge, long published by
Mr. Alexander Campbell, and at last accepted by the Author,

a debate was held in Washington, Kentucky, in October, 1828,

on Christian Baptism. With the expectation that it would
last three hours, or a day at most, Mr. Campbhell came pre-
pared with a printed prospectus, promising that « All the ar-
guments on both sides shall be faithfully and impartially de-
tailed.” As there was no stenographer, a detailed report was
literally impossible; and, as the debate occupied seven days,
instead of one, a detailed report would have been a losing, in-
stead of a lucrative enterprise. He therefore published 6000
copies of the promised volume, in which all the speeches were
composed by one man, in such a way as to answer the pur-
pose of one party. Providence enabled me afterward to ex-
pose this forgery, in an Octavo volume of 150 pages, entitled
«The Unitarian Baptist of the Robinson School exposed.”
To this he replied in a Duodecimo of 24 pages. An exposure
of this pamphlet, and of the book which it is intended to sup-
port, is prefixed to the argument in this valume.

The public are already informed that want of time com-
pelled me to omit, in the debate, much matter which had been
prepared for it. This need not be suppressed in a pr.nted
publication. As Mr. Campbell’s report has taken the liberty
of making new speeches, in part, for himself, as well as en-
tirely new ones for me, I shall, when necessary, answer such
interpolations, or, at any time, strengthen the cause of truth,
by introducing new matter on my part, and by very freely
eondensing the matter delivered on the stage.
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As the audience who attended the debate was chiefly com-
posed of plain men, so it is my wish to adapt this publication
to the plainer class of readers. This may account for some
things which would otherwise appear very incorrect. One of
these things is, that all my references to the Bible are made
to suit that division of chapters and verses which is found in
. our English Translation, although hundreds of those references
are professedly made to the Hebrew and Septuagint Scrip-
tures. Without this method, ordinary readers would be ut-
terly perplexed, in searching authoritics, whereas, those of
better opportunities need be at no great loss by the adoption
of this plan. In quoting uninspired works, whether ancient
or modern, second-hand authorities are often more accessible
than originals. To the use of them, both parties were com-
pelled, in a great measure, by necessity, during the debate;
and where the credit of the reporters is untouched and almost
intangible, the plan may be sometimes continued in this pub-
lication. Detections of errors will be thankfully received.

If my friends and the friends of truth knew the difficulty
with which I write, they would no longer censure me for un-
avoidable delays, but help me to give thanks to that God,
whose mercy has enabled me to progress thus far in the work.
To him it is sincerely and solemnly dedicated. May he be
pleased to accept the humble offering ; to pardon its faults and
imperfections, through the atoning blood of the divine Re-
deemer; and to grant the influence of his divine Spirit, to bless
that portion of truth which it contains, to the good of all
denominations.



MR. CAMPBELL'S LATE PAMPHLET.

It is amusing to observe the time and labour which Mr.
Campbell and his testifying satellites have spent, in assigning
to him and his Antagonist, their respective grades in the scale -
of talents ; without being able to come to any certain estimate,
at last. IfI were in his place, it seems to me, that I could set-
tle this darling question, upon a firm basis in a few words. I
would sit down and write a certificate declaring that Alexander .
Campbell was a Solomon, and that his Antagonist was a Sim-
pleton. This certificate should be signed by Alexander Camp-
bell himself, and by a competent number of Neurraw Unitarians
and Baptists, and Non-professing sons and brothers of Baptists
and Baptist preachers. If it were then published without ano-
ther word about the matter, it would save the party and his wit-
nesses, from the unhappy appearance of inconsistency and self-
complacency which they now assume. At present they certify
that he could change sides and beat me ; whereas he -says that
he did once advocate my side, and was overcome by an old
woman. During the debate, he often represented me as incom-
petent and inadequate to the task which I had undertaken ; in
his book written afterward, he represented me as compefent and
adequate : in his late pamphlet his witnesses certify that I am
incompetent and- inadequate; yet in the same pamphlet he extols
my defence so far as to say that “ nothing better has ever been
said, and nothing better can be said,” on my side of the ques-
tion. After thus exalting me to a level with any Pedobaptist
who ever wrote, he gets three of his witnesses to certify, that
«Mr. Campbell was successful in argument, and greatly the
- superior of Mr. M«Calla in point of talents.” Therefore, of
course, he is greatly superior to any Pedobaptist who ever
wrote.
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As an apology for this strange proceeding, in a man of com-

mon sense, he would have the community believe, that it is only .

a retaliation upon me, for claiming a superiority of talents over
him. If I have ever done sv, it has entirely escaped my memory.
Nothing but inexcusable pride and ignorance could ever have

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

from the fact that my accuser has not been able to give one in-
stance, in which this offence has been committed. It is true, I
have claimed the victory in the debate; and I believe that a ju-

dicious community will admit my claims, when they read my

own argument, instead of one forged fer me by an unprincipled
adversary. Yet, be it remembered. that I claimed the victory,
not on account of superior talents, but because I advocated
God’s truth, and because the God of truth condescended to ena-
ble a feeble advocate to defend his cause against a powerful as-
sailant. With regard to Mr. Campbell’s talents, we are all, in
a great measure, agreed. He considers them great, and so do I.
Their superiority to mine he has established by several certifi-
cates. I do not deny it. Why, then, so much about a matter,
on which there is no issue? ‘ o

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

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

In another charge of his, he has not left us to mere presump-
tive proof. Unhappily for this witness, he does not always des!
in vague generalities, but, by venturing a specification, has
shewn himself indisputably guilty of the very crime, with which
he charges an innocent man. The following are the facts. In
my exposure of Mr. Campbell’s report, I had written to Mr.
Edgar the following words, viz. ¢ You were very well satisfied

~ «that T had encountered Mr. Campbell, until your mind was
« changed a few months afterward, by information received from
¢ his neighbourhood. Fou then told me, that, from unanswera-
¢ ble evidence, his character was too low to justify so formal a
¢ notice by any respectable man ; and that, in defence of my
“own character, an apology should be made to the public.”
Compare this with Mr. Vaughan’s certificate, and a note which
Mr. Campbell has published as Mr. Vaughan’s, and which I will
here add in brackets, to that part of the text, from which he
refers to it by an asterisk. It is as follows, viz. « Edgar did
“¢ not inform Mr. M<Calla by letter, that you were a man of too
¢ low a character for-him to have any thing to do with. [This
¢ Mr. M¢Calla said in his pampblet.]”” According to this pam-
phlet of mine, Mr. Edgar’s communication to me, was a verbal
one, made a few months after the debate, and, of course, before
I had remaved from Kentucky to Philadelphia. The words are,
« You then told me.” Mr. Vaughan certifies that my pamphlet
said that this communication was “ By LETTER.”” Now it ap-
pears, from Mr. Vaughan’s own shewing, that Mr. Edgar has
never denied that he “ told” me this, as my pamphlet declares;
he only denies that he communicated it by letter, a thing which
my book does not declare, but which Mr. Vaughan has forged for
it. Now where does the real falsehood lie ?

Another of Mr. Campbell’s witnesses subjects himself to a
very easy refutation. ¢¢ Mr. Moses Ryan, once a zealous Pedo-
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baptist,”” as Mr. Campbell states, testifies as follows, viz.
¢« I had to experience the mortification of seeing Mr. M<Calla
¢t exposed for misquoting the Scriptures to suit his own pur-
¢¢ poses : and in reading extracts from Robinson, with the book
¢¢ in his hand and before his eyes, he would put language in Ro-
¢¢ binson’s mouth that was no where to be found in it.”” %I can
¢¢ unhesitatingly say, that Mr. Campbell has given a fair repre-
¢ gentation of all of Mr. M‘Calla’s arguments, during the four
¢¢ days that I attended, excepting the leaving ont of Mr.
¢¢ M<Calla’s vulgar, abusive, and ungentlemanly language, to-
¢¢ gether with his base misquotations of the Scriptures and
¢¢ Robinson’s History of Baptism.”

From this certificate, it appears that I have been guilty of
vulgar, abusive, and ungenttemanly language; but Mr. Camp-
bell charitably dropped this from his report, while he faithfully
recorded every thing that was decent. It seems that I was
guilty of base misquotations of the scriptures, to suit my own
purposes ; and of basely interpolating and misquoting Robin-
son’s History of Baptism, while the book was in my hand, and
before my eyes: but Mr. Campbell tenderly concealed these er-
rors from the public, while he faithfully reported all my correct
quotations from the Scriptures, and other books. If there is
any meaning in language, this is the meaning of the above
testimony. ' ‘

Let it be remembered that this witness attended only four
days, and that two of these four were the sixth and seventh.
Then his testimony goes to show that Mr. Campbell, in his re-
port of the sixth and seventh days, omits nothing that I said,
except my vulgarities, and my misquotations of the Bible and
Robinson. On examining his report, it will be found, thdt, for
each of my half hours on these two days, he has allowed me,
upon an average, between one and two pages ; which, accord-
ing to my way of speaking, would be delivered in less than three
minutes. The result then is, that, during the two last days of
our debate, I occupied twenty-seven or eight minutes out of
every thirty, in gross vulgarities, or base misquotations of the
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Bible and Robinson ! This must be true, if Mr. Ryan’s testi-
mony be true.

It is a general principle of all law, civil or military, ecclesi-
astical or social, that particular facts are necessary to support
general charges. Notwithstanding Mr. Ryan’s testimony, it can
be proved, that, during the debate, Mr. Campbell ridiculed my
inaccurate quotations of scripture, and in his subsequent report,
accused me of making ¢ material alterations” of the sacred text.
It can also be proved that I called upon him for specifications.
He has never, to my knowledge, condescended to produce one
instance, in which I interpolated or misquoted Mr. Robinson,
whether before my eyes or not ; he has never produced one in-
stance of my misquoting the scriptures, when before my eyes 3
nor one inaccurate quotation of them from memory, which would
favour my own cause. If my charges against him, had depend-
ed upon the general certificates of such men as Mr. Ryan, he
would have justly laughed me to scorn. But when I accused
him of misquoting the scriptures, or Dr. Owen, or Mr. Walker,
or other writers, (and they were not a few,) I submitted to
the drudgery of producing Mr. Campbell’s words, and compar-
ing them with the original. How gladly would he bave done the
same, if I had ever given him an opportunity. May God accept
my sincere and humble thanks for preserving me from such
crimes, and for giving me a cause which needs not such artifices
to support it.

The most important object of Mr. Campbell’s pamphlet was
to shew that his book, which is such a lucrative speculation to
him, is really a correct account of our debate. On this subject I
would observe, that he has a very unsatisfactory way of proving
the correctness of his reports, by the objections of those who im-
peach them. Mr. Walker published several pages of exceptions
to Mr. Campbell’s account of their debate; to which he added a
dozen pages of exceptions, by one of the Moderators. Mr. Camp-
bell would persuade the public that these « altogether would not
make one page ;”’ and then pretends that if all these exceptions
were well substantiated, his Report ¢¢ would appear from Mr.

B
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“ Walker’s own treatise to bea correct representation of the con-
¢ troversy.” My exposure of his Report in our case gave a very
great number of particulars. Of these he speaks as follows, viz.
¢¢ Even when all the particulars he gives are excepted, still the
¢¢ debate as published by me is worthy of the title and credit
« which it has received.” Now let us examine the title and
credit which it has received, and compare these with my excep-
tions. .

The title as published in the printed Prospectus, is ¢¢ A De-
¢¢ bate on Baptism, between Mr. W. L. M<Calla, of Kentucky,
“and A. Campbell, of Virginia, held in Washington, Mason
“ County, Kentucky, on the 15th of October, 1823, in the pre-
¢ sence of many witnesses.” The very next words of the Prospec-
tus promise that ¢ All the arguments on both sides shall be
¢t faithfully and impartially peTaiLEp.” Nothing less than this
detail would make it the debate which was held between the
parties mentioned, at the time and place specified, and in the
presence of many witnesses. In the title page of his book, he
is still more particular, informing us of the debate which he
reports, ¢¢ commencing on the 15th and terminating on the 21st
[22nd] Octeb. 1823.” The TITLE of the book, then, authorizes
us to expect & faithful and impartial detail of all the arguments
which I delivered in Washington, Kentucky, in @ number of
speeches, which commenced on the 15tk and closed on the 22nd of
Octob. 1823, lasting seven days; for the sabbath was left out.
This is a fair account of the title of his book.

Now for the ¢¢ credit which it has received.” Mr. Campbell’s
own explanation of this expression is to be found in the certifi-
cates of his witnesses, who profess to have heard the debate, as it
actually took place, and then to have read and compared his print-
ed report. They testify that so far as they «/heard and read,”
« Mr. Campbell has given in his publication of the debate, both
% in substance and rorwm, fairly and substantially, aLL the argu-
‘¢ ments offered on both sides of the question.”” One calls it “a
rii, fair, and faithful exhibition of all the principal arguments
and topics.”” Another says that it contains “ all the matter and
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argument advanced by both disputants.” Another adds, « very
generally the phraseology itself”” Thus much for the credit of
the book. Now add this to the title ; and we are authorized by
¢ the title and credit which it has received,” to expect that
Mc. Campbell’s book will furnish a detailed report, full, faith-
Jul, and impartial, in respect of matter, form, and phraseology,
of all my topics and arguments, in the seven days debate in Ken-
#tucky, October, 1823.

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

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

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

3. He and his certificates call it a FarTaruL report My
objections, which he has virtually admittqd, shew very nume-
rous misstatements, as to matters of fact; they shew that he has
written for me in his dialect, which is, in some instances, foreign
to my own, and foreign to correct English; they shew that while
using his own language, he has so transposed and altered my
sentiments, as to make them error, confusion, and nonsense;
they shew that the body of my quotations he has suppressed,
while he has partly supplied their place, by greatly and stupidly
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enlarging others, and quoting for me, from books which I had
never named, nor even seen.

4. Itis called an 1MPARTIAL report. My objections shew that
he, though one of the parties, constitutes himself a judge of the
weight of argument; and when Mr. Campbell the Judge, has
decided against the relevancy of arguments opposed to Mr.
Campbell the Party, he then forbids Mr. Campbell the Reporter
to record them. This is a very cheap sort of impartiality.

5. He and his witnesses alledge that his report has the above
qualities in respect of maTTER. My objections prove from his
printed book and my manuscript notes, that the matter of my
speeches is not in his report. His very preface expressly pro-
fesses to abbreviate whole days of my matter-as my publication
shewed at large.

6. They attach the above qualities to his report, with regard to
rorm and pHRASEOLOGY. Surely these men must know that there
is a difference in the form of a sreeon and a specimen. They
must know that there is a difference in the form of an oration
occupying thirty minutes, and an abstract occupying three
minutes. Besides, the very face of the book shews that these
miniatures are given in his own phraseology, and my admitted
objections prove that where he pretends to use my language, he
actually substitutes his own phraseology, even to his idiomatic
violations of grammar.

7. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses insist upon the fulness and
excellency of his report, in relation to my Torics. My manu-
script notes and my actual speeches contained seven fopics : but
where will you find these in Mr. Campbell’s book? Where, for
instance, will you find the history of the mode of baptism? My
printed objections, which he has virtually admitted, shew, that -
he, as well as other Baptists, claimed the most respectable
Pedobaptists, as advocating their views of the mode of baptism;
Iy objections shew, moreover, that these claims were most tri-
umphantly refuted,in my discussion of this topic. Perhaps there
was not another part of the debate, in which the gross dishonesty
of my Opponent, and Danvers, and other Baptist writers, ap-
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peared in a more disgraceful light. To bury the remembrance of
such an exposure, he has suppressed the whole fopic, and then
persuaded his impartial, disinterested and neutral followers,
such as Walker Reid, to certify that his report is ¢ a faithful
representation of the Tor1os!” I would not be the writer of such
a declaration, for ten thousand times all the votes, and all the
fees, which this neutral certificate will procure its author, from
the dense Baptist population around him. But let it not be
thought that the above is the only instance of dishonesty on this
subject. His report allows one page to my fifth topic ; he al-
lows another page to my sixth and seventh topics, which are
directly called for by his challenge, and without which, I am
deprived of a defence. To the sixth topic, which was the most
important, he has allowed six lines of that one page. Thus he
has entirely suppressed one of my seven fopics, and half of the
remaining six, he has reported in two pages, and thatin his own
language.

8. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses, alledge, moreover, the
excellency and fulness of his report, in relation to my arcu-
meNTs. This leads us to evidence from Mr. Campbell’s own
pen, that he has laid violent hands upon another topic, which has
not yet been mentioned. His preface informs us that he has
indulged in ¢¢ abbreviating” ¢¢ the argument from ecclesiastic
history.” This argument occupied the third and fourth topics, -
which related to the history of the subject of baptism, and the

" history of the mode. One of these, I have shewn, he has entirel y
suppressed ; and he expressly confesses that he has abbreviated
the other.

9. Mr. Campbell and his witnesses consider his book as «
report of the Debate which took place between him and myself,
in Washington, Kentucky, on the 15th—to—22nd days of Octo-
ber, 1823, If it be so, it must give my speeches, whether vulgar

.or polished, relevant or irrelevant, during all the seven days,
on all my seven topics, relating to the nature or effects of baptism,
and embracing the arguments from scripture and from ecclesias-
tical histery. Instead of this, we find one topic entirely suppress-
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ed, three others occupying two pages, aud a fifth abbreviated, by
the impartial guillotine of the opposite party. Two out of the
seven still remain. ‘These I have exposed in a printed volume
of objections, not one of which he has refuted, and the validity
of which he has virtually admitted, by declining to make any
particular exception, and by asserting that when my objections
are admitted, his report *¢ is worthy of the title and credit
which .t has received.” I have shewn that if these objections
be valid, they will prove, that, in reporting me, his work is a
mass of misstatements, Campbellisms, transpositions, supple-
ments, interpolations, suppressions, and alterations. The evi-
dence of this is found not only in my notes, but abundantly in
his own book, which, of itself, is ground enough for contradicting
all his certificates. Even when he and his witness agree in
matter of fact, it is amusing to see how they will differ as to the
reason of the fact. After all that has been said about the fulness
of the report, Mr. Campbell, and his witness Mr. Ryan, can-
not help conceding that much is omitted ; that is, that it is not
Jull, unless it can be full, while nine-tenths are wanting. Each
of them has his own reason for this great omission. Mr. Camp-
bell attributes it to the irrelevancy of such arguments as that
which is drawn from ecclesiastical history. Mr. Ryan will not
agree that this argument was suppressed at all, but insists that
every thing was reported, “except the leaving out of Mr.
M-<Calla’s vuigar, abusive,and ungentlemanly language, together
with his base misquotations of the scriptures and Robinson’s
History of Baptism;”’ of which vulgarity and dishonesty, neither he
nor any other person can give a single instance!! These cannot
be reconciled.

When commencing this review, it was my design to examine
Mr. Campbell’s neutral witnesses, a little more particularly.
This may possibly be done at some future period. At present
it seems unnecessary. So perfect an imposture cannot long
abide the test. The forgery of a Unitarian Bapt‘ipt cannot
always be supported by the mnere general ex parte certificates
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of Unitarians, and the sons and brothers of Baptist preach-
ers, who choose to call themselves NEuTRALS, because they
belong to no church; especially while these certificates
contradict themselves and one another, and are obviously op-
posed to the very face of the record about which they testify.
God will take care of his own truth and his own people, and on
him do I rely, in Jesus’ name.



DEFENCE

OF

"PEDOBAPTISM.

Friends, Fellow-citizens, and Fellow-Christians,

THE possession of a rational, responsible and
immortal nature, should ever make us view religion as
of paramount importance. Among innumerable dangers
‘of fatal error, the enjoyment of a full revelation, an infalli-
ble rule of faith and practice, is a blessing for which we -
can never be sufficiently thankful. This blessed volume
contains the instruction of the Divine Father, sealed by
the blood of the Divine Son, and applied to the heart
by the Divine Spirit. Depending upon the grace of
the only true God, we should endeavour to give to
all his doctrines, precepts, and ordinances, that inherent
and relative weight which they claim in the inspired
volume. Our views of the Christian sacraments, as to
their nature, relations, and consequences, are thought
defective and erroneous, by some who are &minent for
piety andintelligence. Yet while they condemn us, they
accuse each other also. Mr. Booth, an advocate for
strict communion, says concerning his Baptist brethren
“who plead for free communion,” that they ¢ treat
¢ the ordinance [of baptism] as if it were a mere circum-
¢ stance in divine worship; an indifferent thing; and dis-
“ pens'ith ét just as occasion requires.” ¢The Lord’s
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‘¢ supper, however, is considered and treated by them in
¢ a different manner; for they speak of it asa delightful,
‘an edifying, an important institution. But what
¢ authority have they for thus distinguishing between
¢ two appointments of the same Lord, intended for the
¢¢ same persons, of equal continuance in the Christian
‘¢ church, and alike required of proper subjects? -
¢ They have indeed the example of some Socinians, and
¢ the venerable sanction of the whole Council of Trent:
¢ for the title of one chapter in the records of that coun-
¢ cil, is, ¢ Concerning the excellence of the most holy
¢ Eucharist, above the rest of the sacraments.” ”’(a) Con-
cerning this preference of one sacrament to another,
Mr. Booth asks, ¢ Can such a conduct be pious, humble,
or rational?”” Yet impious, proud, and irrational as this
conduct may be, it is feared that my Opponent has been
guilty of it. It is true that he does not, like the free-
communion Baptists, prefer the eucharist to baptism,
but he does what is equally condemnable in Mr. Booth’s
esteem, he gives baptism a decided preceminence over
the eucharist, if not overfaithand obedience. ¢ Baptism,”
says he ¢“is an ordinance of the greatest importance and of
¢ momentous significance. Never was there an ordinance
¢ of so gre'elt import or design.”” ¢ He [Christ] does not -
¢ say, he that believeth and keeps my commands shall
¢ be saved: but he saith ¢ he that believeth and is bap-
¢ tized shall be saved.” He placeth baptism on the right
‘ hand of faith.”” ¢ To every believer therefore, bap-
¢ tism is a formal and personal remission, or purgation

(@) Booth’s Apology, pp. 177, 178, London Edition n’iz.
" . . -( kl

i AN

’
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¢ of sins. 'The believer never has his sins formally wash-
¢¢ ed away or remitted until he is baptized. The water
¢¢ has no efficacy but what God’s appointment gives it,
¢¢and he has made it sufficient for this purpose.”’(b)
He “ said that baptism is inseparably connected with
¢¢ a formal pardon of sin; and spoke very boastingly of
¢¢ having never, for an hour, felt guilt of conscience,
¢¢ since his baptism.”(¢) Those who hold such a religionas
this, will always harbour animosity against pious Pedo-
baptists, as naturally as the Western Indians opposed the
venerable Zeisberger, the Moravian Missionary, ¢“in
¢¢ consequence chiefly of the insinuations of some Pagan’
¢¢ teachers, who had strenuously recommended the use
¢¢ of emetics, as a speedy and infallible method of cleans-"
¢ ing from sin.”’(d) No doubt, there was many a de-
luded mortal among them, who ¢ spoke very boastingly
¢¢ of having never, for an hour, felt guilt of conscience,
since his” vomiting. How different is this Pagan stuff
from the scriptural account of Baptism! Paul says
¢¢ Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the Gos-
pel.”(e) If he had viewed it as my Opponent does, he
would have considered the work of baptizing to be the
most important object of his mission. But he here uses
a negative as the strongest contrast, to show its great
inferiority to the essentials of Christianity.

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

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

(¢) Lowry’s Notes, given to me,

(d) Bro History of Missions, Vol. 1.p. 435. Philadelphia Edition of
1816, ' (e)1Cor, i, 17, .-
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ating that they are unimportant. Far be it from me to
despise such valuable privileges! May my soul ever
rejoice in that heavenly condescension which has be-
stowed them! Our Fathers did well in reproving the
Man of sin for robbing the laity of the eucharistic cup ;
and they did as well in reproving certain Pseudo-refor-
mers for robbing infants of the baptismal seal. Since
the Pedobaptist world is arraigned before the public,
under the heaviest charges, and since I am providential-
ly called to confront our bold Accuser, the task is under-
taken, with a trembling cheerfulness, and in humble
reliance upon the Spirit of Christ, without whose help
I can do nothing.

. The contested proposition, for the discussion of which
we have met on this occasion, is contained in a general
printed challenge, first uttered by my Opponent, several
years ago, at the close of a debate which he had with
a Pedobaptist Minister in another state, and afterward
printed for general circulation, in his professed report
of that debate, which I have in my hand. In that
challenge he undertakes to prove that ¢ Infant-sprink-
% ling is a human tradition, and injurious to the well-
“ being of society, religious and political.” As I
plead, not guilty, we join issue upon the very words
of the accusation which you have just heard.

To the language of the proposition I at first objected,
in part, because the term infant-sprinkling was in-
tended as a sneer. If we were to call them Dippers,
and call their baptism Ducking, they would probably
think that a sneer was intended: yet they jguld not
have more reason for such a suspicion, thanWe have
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in the present case. They call themselves Baptists,
and not Divers, Plungers, or Dippers. As convenience
requires that they should have a name, we allow them
the one which they assume ; but we do it from courtesy,
and not because we believe that they are Baptizers
more than ourselves. If the peculiarities of their system
were necesary to make a man a Baptizer, (which is the
original meaning of the word Baptist,) then the precursor
of our Lord should not be called John the Baptist, or
John the Baptizer, since there is satisfactory evidence
that he baptized infants, and that by sprinkling or
pouring. But as the Author of the accusation now
under discussion was not willing to remove or change
the offensive expression, infant-sprinkling, all that
we wish is, to have its meaning clearly settled. This
is done effectually by the context, in which he says,
¢ Itis my time to give an invitation or challenge to
¢ any Pedo-baptist minister ;> and again, ‘I feel dis-
¢¢ posed to meet any Pedo-baptist minister, of any de-
¢¢ nomination,” &c. As the challenge, therefore, is di-
rected to Pedo-baptists, it is evident that Pedo-
baptism is to be the subject of discussion, and that this
is what is meant by infant-sprinkling. The position,
then, which he has engaged to maintain is, that infant-
baptism, as practised by us, in the mode of sprinkling,
pouring, or washing, is a factitious and pernicious
institution. In his publications he has endeavoured to
establish this general charge, by many particulars of a
very odious character. If they be correct, we must
‘be the eggmies of God and man: if they be incorrect,
he must® false Accuser and a bitter Adversary of



(22 )

Christ and his Church. If he has published more than
he then meant, or more than he is willing now to pro-
secute, he is present to declare it. If no such declara-
tion is made, you will, of course, demand good evidence
in support of such formidable charges.

Against such allegations, by whomsoever brought, I
willingly stand on the defensive: against such affirmations,
by whomsoever made, I willingly espouse the negative.
In so doing, I would endeavour, conscientiously and
scripturally, to defend a command of God, and not those
adventitious errors which Papists or Protestants have
engrafted on it. If will-worship, self-righteousness and
superstition, schism and heresy, anarchy, oppression,
and persecution are ever found connected with our
system, I can only reply that this is an unnatural con-
nexion, since these evils are from hell, and infant-bap-
tism is from heaven. If my Opponent mean to prove
that the use of the cross, and of oil and wine, and milk
and honey in baptism, is a human tradition, I have no
objection: but while this is made out undeniably, it
will also appear that infant-baptism belongs to what he
calls ¢“ the traditions of the Apostles,” and that this
Apostolical tradition or injunction is no more answerable
for its illegitimate connexions, than the scriptures are
answerable for destroying souls, when, through human
depravity, they become a savour of death unto death;
or than adult-baptism is answerable for the innumerable
evils with which it is accompanied. And let it be
remembered that this is practised by all Pedobaptists ;
for our system is to baptize believers and thgr seed.
Christian baptism, thus administered, has sometimes
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been accompanied with much evil, as is the bible in
which it is commanded ; and infidels charge all this
evil upon God’s word and ordinances; whether right-
eously or not, judge ye. _

Whether infant-baptism be right or wrong, useful
or hurtful, may be decided without any other evidence
than the simple word of God. This proof is the best,
because it is certain and infallible. That evidence
which is derived from uninspired writings, whether
doctrinal or historical, though strong, is nevertheless
inferior. It would save much time and strength to
omit it altogether. I mention this because my Opponent
has already asserted, more than once, that the true
church, from the Apostles’ days to the present time,
were Baptists. Although the challenge will certainly
.allow him this latitude, he would do me a favour by con-
fining himself to the scriptures, at least in relation to the
subject and mode of baptism. Its injurious effects he
may prove in any way that he pleases: Let him produce
scripture only, to show that infant-baptism is forbidden,
and that immersion only is baptism, and then he shall -
have proved that ¢ infant-sprinkling is a human tradi-
tion.” But reasonable as this wish is, he intimates that
it cannot be gratified. In addition, then, to infallible
scriptural evidence in favour of our subject and mode
of baptism, I shall be required to produce what might
be called uninspired presumptive or probable evidence
to the same points. I shall have to show that the Chris-
tian Church has always baptized infants, and that it has
never considered submersion essential to this ordinance.
This will have to be followed by evidence that the Bap-
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tists of England and America, instead of being born in
the first century (as my Opponent has repeatedly assert-
ed,) had their origin in the sixteenth. The topics of
discussion, then, which my Opponent -has cut out for
me, are the following ; viz.

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

No ok 0

In discussing these topics, while I would avoid shrink-
ing from the duty of defending the truth, I would res-
pect the feelings of pious Baptists, and avoid unnecessary
recriminations against those mistaken Christians of that
denomination, who, uncharitably, unrighteously, and
untruly, make common cause with our Accuser, in
slandering their brethren for obeying a divine command.
To the true church, God has said, ¢ No weapon that is
¢ formed against thee shall prosper; and every tongue
¢¢ that shall rise against thee in judgment thou shalt con-
¢¢ demn. This is the heritage of the servants of the Lord,
¢ and their righteousness is of me, saith the Lord.”
This we believe. In the exercise of a conscience
void of offence towards God and man, we are willing to
take shelter under this promise, for protection against
. the accusations of our present Adversary, and of all those
who support him.

When a man brings such serious charges as those
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which are now under consideration, he should have
some plan of attack. In opening the cause, which my
Accuser has professed to do, he should, as far as time
allowed, give us some general view of the law and the
testimony; something to which a reply may be made.
But, in what he calls the opening of the debate, he has
not laid before you as much as can be felt between the
thumb and finger. His whole speech was occupied
in a laboured effort to make his audience benevolent, at-
tentive, and docile, according to Cicero’s instructions.
As I did not come here to set myself off by rhetorical
arts, but to recommend religion, by defending its sacred
institutions, and its pious professors, I have been compel-
led, though in the negative, virtually to open the cause
myself. I shall therefore proceed immediately to the
discussion of those topics which my Opponent’s challenge
and present determination force upon our attention,
and which have been already enumerated in my division.

TOPIC 1.

THE SCRIPTURAL SUBJECT OF BAPTISM.

On this subject, my opinion is accurately expressed

in the following words :

The Seriptures consider infants as suitable, though not
exclusive subjects of Christian Baptism.

The challenge asserts that ¢ Infant-sprinkling is a -

human traditien.” My reply is, that the Scriptures con-
D
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sider infants as suitable, though not exclusive subjects
of Christian baptism. Instead of this proposition, some
would state that Pedobaptism is a divine institution. To
avoid repeated and unnecessary distinctions and circum- -
locutions, I often use this declaration myself. Butasa
proposition for discussion, it is thought to be deficient
in accuracy. We believe that adult baptism is a divine
institution, and that female baptism isa divine institution,
as well as male baptism: and so we might appear to
multiply institutions according to the ages, sexes, colours,
and conditions of mankind. Each of these has the
appearance of excluding the rest. Of this appearance,
Baptist controversialists take an unfair advantage. When
we advocate infant-baptism as a divine institution, they
try to make the world believe that we thereby reject
adult baptism, whereas we hold and practice both : when
the Bible teaches adult baptism, they conclude that it
rejects infant baptism, whereas the Bible teaches, and
the Apostles practised both. To shut the door against
such quibbles, my proposition formally admits that
infants are not the exclusive subjects of Christian bap-
tism, while it asserts that they are suitable subjects of
this divine institution, according to the testimony of
God’s word. . :

But now that we are approaching the lively oracles,
my Opponent begins to dread an appeal to this irrefraga-
ble testimony. He insists upon my passing this over,
and engaging in @ priori reasonings, which he knows
would be much more inefficient in our defence than
inspired authority. For me to quote scripture, he
insinuates, would be only a fatiguing loss of breath and
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‘waste of time. His words are these, viz : ¢ Before we
- ¢¢ spend our breath, waste our time, or fatigue our bodies
¢¢in ‘this discussion, let us know, cui bono, for what
“¢ good, or what benefit to infants we contend.” ¢ We
¢ know of no benefit,” says he, ¢ that could be conferred
‘ on them by sprinkling a few drops of water upon
¢ their faces.”(f) -Perhaps my Opponent knows that
these questions are often asked concerning his bap-
tism as well as ours, and with as much force. And
Booth complains that some eminent Baptists them-
selves seem to doubt the utility of adult immersion,
‘and thereby to approach that sect which denies the
utility and obligation of either baptism or the Lord’s
supper.(g) It is true that my Opponent professes to
have discovered great utility in adult immersion;- it
purges from sin. In this he excels the Hemerobaptists,
who cleanse themselves from all sin by a daily immersion.
But” Bishop Hobart is up with him even heres for he
believes that infant baptism is regeneration; and both are
about as wise as those Western Indians whe believed
that their sins were purged by emetics.

In demanding evidence of utility in the threshhold of
this discussion, my Accuser opposes Jews and Chris-
tians, inspired and uninspired, heretical and orthodox,
‘Baptist and Pedobaptist. Matt. v. 19. shews that the
least of God’s commandments is binding, whether we
think it useful or not. In admirable consistency with
this, Booth quotes from Stapfer the following sentiments
of Orobius, a learned Jew, viz. ““The ritual Jaw de-

(f) Debate, p. 46. - (& ) Baoth’s Apology, p. 181.
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¢¢ pends upon the will of the Legislator only ; sometimes,
¢ or generally, no foundation for it being discovered in
¢ natural reason. But it does not obtain on that account
¢ an inferior degree of perfection, (supposing the wis-
¢ dom and goodness of the Legislator to. be infinite,)
¢ but ought rather to be esteemed of a higher and
¢ sublimer order: it being indeed supposed that an infi-
¢ nitely good and wise God can never prescribe to man
¢¢ Jawswhich are vain and unsuitable. In proportionas the
¢¢ reason of them is more hidden to us, so should we the
¢ more believe that it belongs to the secret of divine
¢ wisdom: so that we should not either curiously or
¢¢ philosophically scrutinize, but be in obedient subjec-
¢ tion to hi3 command, by which we may shew our
¢ Jove, and a becoming reverence to the Supreme Crea-
¢ tor : believing, with the whole heart, all things which
¢ his wisdom, infinitely worthy, exceedingly good, and
¢¢ most perfect, proposes to be observed by us, whether
¢ [or not] that wisdom can or will dispense. or iatermit
‘¢ for some occasion. And it belongs to a more signal
¢¢ obedience to observe those things, than such com-
¢ mandments of God as we discover to be founded in
¢¢ our reason: for such as these, even if God had not
¢ enjoined, men may know and observe, as many of
¢ the Gentiles have done, without any view to the
¢ authority of God.”——But merely from their opinion
of their cui bono. o

On this subject, even Dr. Priestly is more correct
than my Opponent. As quoted by Booth, he declares
that ¢ Every divine command ought certainly to be
¢ jmplicitly complied with, even though we should not
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¢ be able to discern the reason of it.” That is, the
cui bono of it. “In things of external appointment,”
(says Dr. Samuel Clarke, quoted by Booth,) ¢ and
‘‘ mere positive institution, where we cannot, as in
“ matters of natural and moral duty, argue concerning
¢ the natural reason and ground of the obligation, and
¢ the original necessity of the thing itself; we have
¢¢ nothing to do but to obey the positive command. God
¢¢ is infinitely better able than we to judge of the pro-
¢ priety and usefulness [the cui boni] of the things, he
¢ institutes 3 and it becomes us to obey with humility
‘¢ and reverence.” The same author quotes Bishop
Hall as saying, It hath been ever God’s wont, by
¢¢ small precepts to prove men’s dispositions. Obedience
¢is as well tried in a trifle-as in the most important
¢ charge : yea, so much more, as the thing required
% js less: for oftentimes those who would be careful
¢ in main affairs, think they may neglect the smallest.
' ¢ What command so ever we receive from God, or our
¢ superiors, we must not scan the weight, [ the cus bono]
‘% of the thing, but the authority of the commander.”
The same Baptist writer quotes Witsius as saying that,
 One who resolves to obey God in some things only,
“ but excepts others, which he does [or not] according
“ to his own judgment [of their cu: bono,] he does not
‘ serve God, but pleases himself. The true ground of
¢ obedience is the authority of him who commands:
‘“ which, as it is the same in all precepts, all then, it is
‘ concluded, must be of equal obligation.” '
These are all Baptist authorites, because adopted
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by Booth(%) in support of his sentiments, which he
expresses'in his own words as follows, viz. ¢ As in the
¢ great concerns of religious worship, nothing should
¢ be done that is not required by Jehovah ; and as the
¢¢ lawfulness of all positive rites depends entirely on
¢ their divine Author and his institution; so he who
¢ complies with some, ‘and neglects others that are
¢¢ equally commanded and equally known, may please
¢¢ himself, but he does not obey the Lord.” ¢ For it is
“'not the manifest excellence, or the great utility
¢ [the cui bono] of any divine appointment, that is the
¢ true reason of our submission to it; but the authority
¢ of him that commands.”

You have already perhaps observed that my Opponent
himself advocates this same doctrine at some times,
though he contradicts it at other times. He has quoted
a passage from Bishop Hoadly, in which he says, ¢ All
¢ positive duties depend [not upon the question of
¢ cui bono, but] entirely upon the will and declaration
¢ of the person-who institutes or ordains them, with
¢ respect to the real design and end of them, and con-
¢ sequently to the due manner of performing them.”
To the same purpose he has quoted largely from Bishop
Taylor, who says that ¢The will of the law-giver,
¢ [and not the question of cus bono] is all the reason
¢ for obedience.’’(z) But in- the debate with Mr.
Walker we have my Opponent’s own words to this
effect - as follows; viz. ¢ Having now distinguished

(k) ;I‘hey may be found in the following pages of his Apolog} 71,
100. 179. 18
(i) Debate pp. 69. 70.
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¢ positive and moral institutions, I proceed to shew that
‘¢ on no account whatsoever in positive requirements,
¢¢ are we to attempt to reason upon the expediency
¢ [the cut bono] of the things enjoined, but implicitly
% to-obey on all oceasions. When Eve, the mother of
¢ us all, began to reason on the expediency [the cui
“ bono] of eating the forbidden fruit, she began to sin.
¢ She reasoned that as the fruit of that tree was pleasant
 to the sight, and to be desired to make one wise,
¢¢ there could be no harm in eating of it; consequently
¢ she concluded to-taste it. Of the incorrectness of
¢ her [cui bono] reasoning, and of her incapacity, even
¢ when in Eden, to draw a correct inference, when
¢ reasoning on a positive institution, we have, alas!
¢ a melancholy proof”’——————as we have in her
¢ cut bono descendant in this debate.(%) .

Often as my Opponent contradicts himself, he hardly
ever does it without what he considers good policy. He
published a challenge, to shew his courage ; and after-
ward denied it, to throw the odium upon his Op-
ponent. -Why did he say so much in his letters, about
his holding the negative of our question? Because it
afforded what he thought a plausible pretext for demand-
ing the closing speech. Why does he now urge as
strongly that he holds the affirmative of the very same
question? The Moderators, to whom he has appealed,
can answer, that this is made a pretext for demanding,
that, as he has professedly opened the debate, I should
not be permitted to choose my own plan of defence, but

(ch Debate with Mr. W. p. 46. On the same page in his 2nd debate
we find his cui bono contradiction, )
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be compelled to leave the solid evidence upon which
my cause rests, and follow the ignis fatuus of his decla-
mation. Again; why is it that he insists so strongly
upon the good old doctrine, that we must unreservedly
obey every command of God, without waiting to discuss
its expediency, or its cui bono 2 Because he hopes to
pervert this truth to the sophistical conclusion that
¢ nothing short of [what he means by] an ezpress divine
command can authorize’’ infant baptism: as if an im-
plicit command were not binding at all! But when I
approach the subject too closely, and seem in danger of
producing a divine command, he complains that by
such a course we should only “spend our breath, waste
our time, and fatigue our bodies.” Why does he then
insist, in opposition to his former principles, concerning
positive institutions, that we must first examine the ques-
tion of expediency, ‘cul BoNo, for what good, or
[ for] what benefit to infants” is this institution intend-
ed? These questions you can answer.

I wish you to keep in mind the propesition with which
I have set out, on the scriptural subject of baptism. It
is, that ¢ the scriptures consider infants as suitable,
though not exclusive subjects of Christian baptism.”
Baptist polemics generally take it for granted that this
is impossible in the nature of things ; and think that in-
fant baptism necessarily rejects adult baptism, and that
adult baptism necessarily excludes the other, as if these
were two distinct and irreconcileable baptisms. Booth
says, “If infant sprinkling be a human invention,
¢ disownit..... but if it be from heaven, embrace
“it... .. ?nd lay the other absolutely aside, as des-
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“ titute of a divine warrant for as there is biit one God
s and one faith, so there is but one baptism.”(l) This
writer is much in the habit of illustrating the sacra-
ments of baptism -and the eucharist by a reference to
circumcision and the Passover.(m) We all know that
there was only one circumcision as well as one baptism.
How then would it look to reason on the former, as he
has ‘done on the latter? If infant circumcision be a
human tradition, disown it but if it -be from
~ heaven, embrace it—————and lay adult circumecision

absolutely aside————for as there is but one ‘God
and one faith, so there is but one circumcision!!! Yes,
there was but one circumcision ; yet it was administered
to adults and infants : so there is but one baptism, which,
like circumcision, is the seal of the righteousness of one
faith ; yet this also is scnpturally admlmstered to believ-
ers and their seed.

Scriptural statements of the quahﬁcatnons of adult
subjects are always quoted on ‘this point. ‘‘He that be-
“ lieveth and is baptized shall be saved: but he that
“ believeth not shall be damned.” ¢“Go ye therefore "
“and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of
¢ the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost 3
‘ teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I
‘ have commanded you: and lo, I am with you always,
‘¢ even unto the end of the world.””(n1) We are both
agreed that these passages exclude from baptism,
those adults who are destitute of knewledge, because
they must first be taught——of faith, because they

(7) Close of his A ol (m) See his Apology, 145, 149.
(n) MEark xvi, lﬁp Rﬁy tt, xxviii, 19, 20, o8y pp
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.

~ are required to believe and of obedience, because
they are required to observe all things. We are both
agreed on another point also, which is as plainly taught
by these texts as the one just now stated. That is, that
those intelligent adults who are destitute of knowledge;
faith and obedience, are deprived of Christ’s gracious
presence, by his Spirit, unfo the end of the world, and
of his salvation in eternity. We agree, in a third posi-
tion, that the privilege of baptism, the enjoyment of
Christ’s Spirit, and eternal salvation are here secured
to believing adults. There is a fourth point in which
we can possibly meet. The Apostle Peter shews that
the promise of the Spirit of sanctification and salvation
is to believers and their children; ¢ The promise is
unto you and to your children.”” The fifth point is
the one on which we differ. Do these passages ex-
clude infants from baptism? They affirm; we deny.
- They say that Christ's command to feach and baptize
all nations, excludes infants as incapable of instruction:
then are they not excluded from his promise, “lo! I am
with you alway, even unto the end of the world > They
say that our Saviour’s declaration, ¢‘he that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved,” excludes infants as
incapable of faith: but the next clause says, ¢ he that
believeth not shall be damned.”” If, then the former
clause deprives them of baptism, because incapable of
faith, this latter one excludes from salvation all infants
who cannot believe. Mr. Robinson’s ¢ good Baptist,”
Michael Servetus, of the sixteenth century, saw the
-~ necessity of this conclusion, and admitted its correctness.
He rejected infants from baptism and from salvation
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together, because they eould not believe ; and supported
his doctrine by that text which says, ¢ He that believeth
not the Son, shall not seelife, but the wrath of God abideth
on him.’’(o) This mode of 'interpretaﬁon, if consistently
maintained, would exclude infants from daily bread,
as well as from baptismal water Paul says, ¢¢'This we
commanded you, - that if any would not work, neither
should he eat.”’(p) Our Opponents should say, infants
cannot work, therefore infants should not eat. Why
do they not reason and act thus? Because they know
that this command related to adults who ought to work,
and will not ; and not to infants who cannot work. Just
so Pedobaptists interpret the above texts concerning
baptism. They are intended to exclude adults who
ought to believe, but will net: and not infants which
are neither believers nor unbelievers. And to reason
otherwise, is as absurd as to say that the sheep on the

right hand of Christ, at the day of judgment, are in-

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

Such sentiments as the above texts contain, are
found in Pedobaptist writers, and Pedobaptist creeds,
. in every age and country:-and, what is remarkable,
Baptist- writers quote them, as they do, the scriptures,
in opposition to that system which their authors main-
tain. They cannot help confessing that after Cyprian’s
day, Pedobaptism prevailed in the church; and yet
when Cyprian and other Fathers talk of the necessity of
believing and repenting before baptism, they quote these
expressions against infant baptism, although they know

o) Calvin’s Institutes. Book 4. ch. xvi. sect. 31,
) 2 Thess. iii. 10. in Calv. Inst, B, 4, ch, xvi, s, 29,



- (387)

that their authors were Pedobaptists, and never meant
them to apply to infants. Speaking of baptism, Cy-
prian declares that all ¢ will perish,” ¢ unless they do
¢ come with repentance to that ounly salutary sacrament
¢ of the church.” On the same subject Gregory Nyssen
says, ¢ Prayer to God, and the imploring of the heavenly
¢ grace, and the water, and faith, are the things that
¢ make up the sacrament of regeneration.”” To the
same amount, Cyril, Chrysostom, and Augustine.’
Basil says, ‘“One must believe first, and then be
¢ sealed with baptism.” ¢Jerom says of the Apostles,
¢ that they first taught the nations, and then baptized
¢ them; ‘“for it cannot be- that the body do receive
¢ the sacrament. of baptism, unless the soul have before
¢ received the true faith.” ’(g) If the scriptures forbid
infant baptism, so do these Fathers: but both sides
know that these Fathers held infant baptism and requir-
ed faith as a qualification in adults only ; and so we be-
lieve the scriptures do. :

‘But the inconsistency of our Opponents does not stop
with the scriptures and the Fathers. They have claim-
ed the Pedobaptist Reformers and reformed churches
and their successors to the present day. They even
quote against Infant baptism, the standards of the Pedo-
baptist churches with which we are conversant and
“connected ; and most certainly, they are as much against
it as the scriptures are. Both alike require faith in
the subject. The Catechism of the Church of England
says,  There is required of persons to be baptized, faith

(9) Wall’s Defence, pp. 346. 347.
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¢ and repentance.” Our Catechism says that in a sacra-
ment, “Christ and the benefits of the new covenant
¢ are represented, sealed and applied to believers.”
The same- work says that their efficacy depends upon
¢ the blessing of Christ, and the working of his Spirit
¢ in them that by faith receive them.”(r) In the close
of my Opponent’s book against Mr. Walker, 'these
and similar passages. of our Creed are explained just
as the scriptures are, in opposition to infant baptism.
On the first of them the writer says, ‘ Mark, only to
¢ believers. Are infants capable of believing?” On
the second passage he says, ¢ Here mark again,
4¢ the blessing of Christ and the working of his Spirit
¢ is wholly restricted to them that by faith receive
¢ them. Is it possible to suppose that infants can so
¢ receive? Then surely it would be wrong not to admit
¢ them also to the Lord’s table. But the thing being
“ insupposable, they are therefore equally debarred
“ from both.” On the whole, he observes, ¢ Are not
¢ all the blessings and benefits speeified in them exclu-
¢ sively confined to believers? Obviously so, as the words
‘ unequivocally declare, in express concurrence with
‘% the scriptures cited for proof, at the bottom of the
‘ page, under the respective answers. According to
¢ the manifest scope and tenor of all those documents
¢ taken together, what comes of infant-spﬁnkling? It
¢ stands excluded to all intents and purposes. No room
¢ is left for it, if the forecited documents contain words
¢ of truth.” (s)

(r) Larger Cat. Questions, 92. 91. (s) 2nd Edition, p. 290, 291.
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Thus does this writer profess to prove that, by our
Catechism, infants are ¢ equally debarred from’ baptism
and the Lord’s supper; and that from our own creed,
Pedobaptism ¢“stands excluded to all intents and pur-
poses.” It is no wonder, then, that he says this of the
scriptures. But on this subject I can tell him what proba-
bly never before entered his mind. Itis this; that, accord-
ing to -his rules of interpretation, it can be shewn that
our Catechism, as well as the scriptures, exclude in-
fants from salvation as well as from baptism, by requir-
ing faith for the one as well as the other. It speaks .
as follows; viz. ““ To escape the wrath and curse of
¢ God due to us for sin, God requireth of us faith in
¢ Jesus Christ, repentance unto life, with the diligent
¢¢ use of all the outward means whereby Christ commu-
¢ nicateth to us the benefits of redemption.”(#) On this
article my Opponent might speak as follows; Mark?!!
Only to believers, to penitents, to diligent seekers.
Can children believe? can children repent? can children
diligently use the means of grace?. Is not salvation here
¢ exclusively confined to believers? Obviously so, as the
¢ words unequivocally declare, in express concurrence

4 with the scriptures cited for proof, at the bottom of
¢ the page.” ¢ According to the manifest scope and
¢ tenor”’ of the article, ‘‘ what comes of infant” salva-
tion? ¢ It stands excluded to all intents and purposes.”
To all such reasoning, whether on the scriptures or
the catechism, whether on infant salvation or infant’

. (¢) Shorter Cat. Quest, 85. See Larger Cat. Qu. 153
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baptism, I car make no better answer than Goldsmith has
furnished me with: and that is, Fudge.

But the work from which I have quoted, professes
to admit that our standards advocate Pedobaptism, and
therefore accuses them of the-inconsistency of approv-
ing it in one place, and condemning it in another. The
same, however, -might as correctly be said of their
declarations on infant salvation. According to Baptist
rules of interpretation the above passage excludes
them all from heaven, for the want of faith: but another
passage says, ¢‘ Elect infants, dying in infancy, are re-
¢¢ generated and saved by Christ, through the Spirit, who
¢¢ worketh when, and where, and how he pleaseth.”(u)
They must believe these to be contradictions. Be-
fore our ecclesiastical constitution is condemned for in-
consistency among the many alledged faults of that trans-
cendant production, let us try it by such sober rules as
practical wisdom has established for the interpretation
‘of our civil laws. Blackstone says, “ One part of a
¢ statute must be so construed by another, that the
‘¢ whole may, (if possible) stand: ut res magis valeat,
“ guam pereat.” According to this rule we can admit
that the church is sincere in professing to believe that
elect infants dying in infancy, are saved without faith;
and, in perfect consistency with this, they believe that
faith, repentance, and the diligent use of the means of
grace, are necessary to the salvation of adults. In this
way we reconcile the declarations of our Saviour and
one of his Apostles. Peter says, concerning the

(%) Conf. of Faith, ch. x, sect. 3,
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promise of salvation by the blood and Spirit of Christ,
¢¢ The promise is unto you and to your children.” Doubt-
less many of these children who died in infancy, were
saved without faith. Yet our Savour says, ‘“he that
believeth not shall be damned.” This, then, must be
understood of adults: uf res magis valeat quam pereat.
So when our church or other churches, or when Chris-
tian Fathers and Reformers, and ministers approve of
baptizing infants without faith, they are sincere: and
they are no less so, when they affirm that faith is neces-
sary to baptism; because they mean this of adults; so
that it is quite possible ¢ that the whole may stand.”
Thus we explain . the scriptures. When they speak of
the ecclesiastical or ceremonial holiness. of children,
and of circumcising and baptizing whole households
on the faith of the parent, when the infants cannot be-
lieve, we receive it as true: and it is no less true that
they often require personal piety as a qualification for
" baptism; because they often speak of adult. subjeets.
This interpretation is of such a character, that the
whole may stand without contradiction; that the thing
may have some meaning, rather than perish, by in-
consistency.

But my Opponent may tell me, ¢this is the point
‘to be tried. Prove that the scriptures do consider
¢ infants as suitable subjects of Christian baptism, and
¢ we can easily prove that adulls, are proper subjects;
¢and we may possibly admit that the two may go to-

¢ gether without inconsistency.” ‘To prove that the
scriptures do admit infants to this ordinance, is the very
thing which I hope soon to do : but before coming to this
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point, it is necessary to declare what is meant by the
scriptures, and what weight is to be given to them in
this controversy. With the Westminster Assembly, I
can truly say that  Under the name of holy scripture,
¢ or the word of God written, are now contained all
% the books of the Old and New Testament,” ¢¢ all
“ which are given by inspiration of God, to be the
% rule of faith and life.”(v) With them, I can conscien-
tiously quote from the Old and New Testaments to
prove that ¢ the infants of one or both believing
“ parents are to be baptized.” Yet would you believe
that these very words, for the proof of which they have
referred to Genesis and Galatians, are in that same
Chapter on Béptism,. which my Opponent quotes as
denying the authority of the Old Testament in this
controversy ; merely because it is there stated that
¢ Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, or-
dained by Jesus €hrist.”’(w) This my Opponent takes
as his text, and professes to build upon it as follows, viz:
1. We shall go to the New Testament, and not to
“the Old, to ascertain the nature, design, and subject
¥ of this ordinance. 2. We shall appeal to the words of
¢ Jesus Christ, for the institution of baptism, as our text
% says, it is an ordinance of Jesus Christ; we shall have
 nothing to do with Moses in this matter, however
¢ useful he may be in others. No doubt our Opponent
“ will feel his creed honored, and will acquiesce in
% our method as correct.” ¢ In establishing the first
“ point, that a believer is the only subject of baptism,

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

F
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¢ 1 will, according to my text, appeal exclusively to
¢ the New Testament; and reason itself will justify
¢ me in this particular; for who would go to the Old
¢ Testament to find an ordinance which is not in it,
¢ and which belongs exclusively to the New ?”(z).

Whether ‘this ordinance belongs exclusively to the
New Testament, is a point which we are about to try.
We are about to see whether the words immediately
preceding those which- my Opponent has quoted are
not also true. They are as follows, viz. ¢‘The sacraments.
¢ of the Old Testament, in regard of the spiritual things
¢ thereby signified and exhibited, were, for substance the
¢ same with those of the New.” I agree with the authors
of my Opponents Zex?, that this initiatory rite, is, in its
present form, an ordinance of the New Testament ; but
1 agree with them in believing moreover, that in its
substance, it is found in the Old Testament: and be-
cause it is there undeniably administered to infants,
therefore the opposers of infant baptism are too apt to
reject the authority of the Old. Testament. Consider
well the following words of my Opponent, in the pros-
pectus of one of -his publications. ¢ The Editor acknow-*
¢ ledging no standard of religious faith or works, other
"¢¢ than the Old and New Testaments, and the latter as
¢ the only standard of the religion of Jesus Christ, will,
¢ intentionally at least, oppose nothing which it contains,
“ and recommend nothing which it does not enjoin.”
As it is the new Testament only, which he will not
intentionally oppose, we are left to infer that he will

(x) See Campbell’s Spurious Debate, pp. 57, 58.
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intentionally oppose the Old Testament, as he most
assuredly does. But this he thinks justifiable, since
it is not the standard, in whole nor in part, of the Chris-
tian religion, but of some other religion ; what this other
religion is, he may yet tell us.

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

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

Such sentiments as these, whether in Baptlsts or Pedo-
baptists, are essentially_wrong. An inspired Apostle
of the New Testament says concerning the scriptures
of the Old Testament, ¢ All scripture is given by in-
¢¢ spiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for

- ¢¢ reproof, for correction, and instruction in righteous--
“ ness.”’(q) If we were discussing the question of in-
fidelity instead of Christian baptism, I would, of course,
endeavour to prove the divine authority of the Scrip-
tures. At present we shall have to take this for grant-
ed. Whatever can be proved from the inspired vol-
. ume, I ghall consider as well proved ; and none but an
infidel will say otherwise. Indeed the latitude which

(z) Institutions of Polemic Theology, ch. xviii. sect. 10,
(e) 2 Tim. iii. 16,
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I take is embraced in that very rule which my Opponent
has quoted with so much applause, concerning the in-
terpretation of one part of scripture by another. It
is also contemplated in another passage quoted from the
same excellent work, which declares the scriptures, . in
regard to all essentials, sufficiently plain even to the un-
learned, ‘“in a due use of the ordinary means.”’(d) It
is to the unlearned, chiefly, that the argument of an
unlearned man is-now addressed. To their satisfaction
I hope to shew, that the scriptures consider infants as
suitable, though not exclusive subjects of Christian bap-

tism. This proposition is based upon divine command
and Apostolical practnce

ARGUMEN T L

DIVINE coMMAN_n,

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

l%See our Confession of Faith, ch. i. sect. 7. 9. quotcd in the Spuri-

eport, pp. 56. 57.
(c) Spunous Report, P. 56,
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will'degenerate into bigotry, or be converted intg rebel-
lion. My Opponent seems to think that nothing but
what he calls an express command can authorize the bap-
tism of infants; as if God had no right to claim obedi-
ence to any law which was not framed according to my
Opponent’s directions. Even if the scriptures were to
use the very words, baptize infants, or baptize children,
it would not answer the purpose; because, according
to the criticisms with which his Master, Robinson, has
furnished him, infants and children, and all such words,
signify men and not dabes. As such an express com-
mand would be unavailing, we do not think it disparag-
ing to the solid evidence which the scriptures contain,
to say, that this evidence does not satisfy his demands. In
my opinion, that person shews a divine command for
our system, who proves that God once gave to the
church a command, yet unrepealed, to administer to
infants that initiatory seal of which baptism is the New
Testament form ; who proves that this is included
in the command to disciple all nations, baptizing them ;
and in the declaration that children are holy;

——and should be suffered to come to Christ the
Head of the Church, because they are of the kingdom
of heaven, which is the church. He who shall prove
these, shews a divine command, although it is not what
my Opponent calls an express command.

Neither is this necessary.in matters of doctrine or
practice, government or worship. It is well known
that Socinians deny that there is an express revelation
of the doctrine of a Zrinity in Un ty, because these
words are not in the bible in this connexion: yet if it
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can be proved from the bible that the Father is God,
and the Sonis God, and that the Holy Spirit is God,
and that these are not three Gods but one God, the doc-
trine is more firmly established than it would be by the
express words, Trinity in Unity. They also deny
the vicarious satisfaction of Christ for the same reason:
yet if it can be shewn that he was cut off for sins not his
own, and this to magnify God’s law and make it honora-
ble, the doctrine is as fully proved asif the atonement
had been expressly defined by the words vicarious satis-
Jaction. There is not in the scriptures, an express pro-
hibition of duelling nor of lotteries, nor of gaming of
any sort; nor is there an express license for eating
swine’s flesh; neither is there any need of such express
statutes, for the scriptures are plain enough without them.
Where do the Baptists get an express command for their
independent form of Church government? When they
- will shew us a text saying, Ye shall be Independents,
and not Presbyterians, then 1 will shew one which says
expressly, Ye shall be Pedobaptists, and not Anabap-
tists. Where do pious Baptists find an ezpress com-
mand for the observance of family prayer and the Chris-
tian sabbath, which they love, and my Opponent des-
pises? They would as soon look for an express com-
mand for drawing their breath: and rather than relin-
quish their domestic and sabbatical privileges, they
would, like Daniel, give up their breath.

On this subject my Opponent was completely posed
by Mr. Walker, his former Antagonist. My Opponent
asked him, ‘Was there ever a positive ordinance or
¢ institution founded solely upon inference or- reason?”’
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In reply, Mr Walker, on his part asked, ¢ Have we a
¢¢ positive command for all the acknowledged institutions
¢ of the church?” This was a true Socratic refutation.

It was so puzzling to my Opponent, that he chose not to
record it in his report of the Debate ; but, in its place,
he recorded (according to a custom of his' another ques-
tion which he manufactured for Mr. Walker, and
which he thought he could mdre easily answer. The
question which he made, is thisj ¢ I ask him for a posi--
¢ tive command for the institation of a church.” One
would suppose that, as he had the forming of the question
and the answer too, he would make the latter come-up,
at least, to the level of his own demands. But this he
was very far from doing. - You know that he will not
allow any passage of scripture to be a divine command
for infant baptism unless it has the word infant in it. It
is also a sine qua non with him that it should have the
word baptism in it. When Mr. Walker quoted authori-
ties which were destitute of these words, my Antago-

nist indignantly answered as follows, viz. ¢ Is it possi-
“¢ ble that my Opponent has no better support for his
s system? Is he obliged to prove a New Testament
¢ positive institution from the 17th Chapter of Genesis ?

¢ from portions of sct'iptui'e in which baptism is never
¢ mentioned? In all the scriptures he has yet adduced,

¢ baptism is not so much as once mentioned.”(d;

Now let us see whether he has come up to his own
demands in answering his own question, which he intend-
ed to make very easy. If a divine command for the

(d) Spurious Debate with Mr,"Walker, p. 23.
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baptism of infants require the express mention of bap-
tism and infants, then an express command for the in-
stitution of a church must at least mention the words in-
stitution and church. He sets about his answer with
the bravery of Napoleon, when entering Moscow. He
refers us to-the passage where our Saviour commands
his disciples to-teach or disciple all nations, 'baptizing
them, and teaching them to observe all things.(¢) This
is, like Mr. Walker’s authority for infant baptism, very
good proof, but, like that, it is utterly destitute of those
words which his Opponent considered necessary to con-
‘stitute it an exzpress command. Mr. Walker might,
therefore, have answered, ¢ Is it possible that my Op-
¢ ponent has no better support for his system? 1Is he
¢ obliged to prove the institution of a church from the
¢ 28th chapter of Matthew ? from portions of scripture
4 in which neither institution nor church is ever men-
 tioned ?” :

But he quotes another passage which has the word -
church, though it does not speak of its original institu-
tion, nor propound a command, but states a historical
fact, that ¢ The Lord added to the church daily such
¢ as should be saved.”’(f) This he triumphantly closes
with declaring, ‘¢ Here there is a positive institution of
¢ 3 church, with the authority for it.” We are not so
much disposed to quarrel with this declaration as he is
himself. Let us now compare his question with his an-
swer, and with the rules which he has dictated in rela-
tion to such subjects. His question requires ¢“ a positive

¢) Matt., xxviii. 19, 20. in the Slggrious Debate with Mr. W, p. 51,
Acts ii, 47, in the Spurious Debate with Mr. W. p, 51,
G ,
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¢ command for the institution of a church.” His an~
swer states a historical fact, in which members were
added to a church, without any express mention either
of its charter or of its original institution. It seems pe-
culiarly inconsistent for him to call this historical fact,
(without a precept,) ““a posmve institytion of a church,”
in the close of a paragraph, which commences by defin-
ing a positive institution to be a particular precept. His
own words are these, viz. ¢ In positive institutions, all
¢ that we have to inquire after, is the meaning of the
¢¢ words of one particular precept, which, to an iota, we
¢ are bound to perform, in the manner in which it is
¢¢ commanded.” Now, I would ask, has Mr. Walker’s
Opponent ever yet given us his ‘one particular pre-
cept, which, to an iota,” expressly gives ¢ a positive
command for the institution of a church,” in so many
words, according to his own requisitions, and according
to his own promise ? If, then, he has not answered his
own question, which he intended to make as easy as pos-
sible, it is no wonder that he has never answered Mr.
Walker’s question, ¢ Have we a positive command for
all the acknowledged institutions of the church ?”’

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

(2) Spurious Debate with Mr, W. p. 68.
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says little in favour of their author’s candour or of his
cause. Have we ever professed that infant-baptism was
¢ founded solely upon inference or reason ?”’ Have we
not always appealed to positive precepts and precedents
of revelation for our authority? Neither do I see the
danger of admitting, in the established meaning of the
words, his favourite principle that ¢a limited commis-
sion implies a prohibition of such things as are not con-
tained in it.””(k) We say that infant-baptism is contain-
ed in the commission, and therefore not prohibited by it:
and we prove this in the same reasonable and scriptural
way in which our Opponents prove the duty of female-
communion. They do not find a passage of scripture
which says expressly, ¢ Females must commune;” yet
they find evidence that Christ’s believing disciples
should commune ; they therefore admit to that privilege
such females as answer that description. This is a legi-
timate inference from authority which contains no ex-
press mention of females. Suppose a person inquiring
whether the scriptures forbid him to demand from his
brother a hundred per centum, per annum, interest on
lent money. He is referred to Nehemiah v. 11, which
forbids him to receive the centesima, which is one per
cent. a month, or twelve per cent. a year. This does
not expressly mention the ratio in question : yet it as
really forbids that exorbitant usury, as it could do by
mentioning the identical words. This is according to
my Opponent’s declaration, ¢ that a man is not to reason
‘¢ whether he is to be just or honest; but he may reason

(%) Spurious Debate with Walker, p, 209. with M-Calla, p. 114,



Digitized by GOOS[@



( 53 )

¢ tration and confirmation of the truth of my reasoning
¢ on positive institutions.” ,
¢ My reasoning on positive institutions” ! !/ So it
seems that Pedobaptists are not the only ones who reason
on positive institutions. You have just now heard a
specimen of my Opponent’s reasoning on these subjects.
It would be well if all his reasonings were as correct as
that which supports female communion, for which he is
not able to find what he calls an ezpress command. His
pretending that Mr." Walker is opposed to this argument
is pretence only. He knows that we admit his inference
as legitimate ; but he knows also, that the same argu-
ment about discipleship will establish infant-baptism. In
our Saviour’s commission, ¢ teach all nations, baptizing
them,’” critics generally interpret the word rendered
teach, as meaning disciple, or make disciples of. My
Opponent says, ¢ This is unquestionably the proper ren-
dering of the term.”’(%) Pedobaptists have often proved,
and, in due time, I hope to prove, in this debate, that
* the scriptures recognize the discipleship mnot only of
Tabitha, or of Lydia, but of their households, and of the
infants of all believers. And here it will not do to ob-
ject that if infants are disciples, they must partake of
the supper also, on account of a supposed universality
in our Saviour’s command to his disciples, ¢‘ Partake ye
all of it.” So far is this command from requiring us
to administer the supper to d s ples of all ages, that it
does not bind us to administer it to adult believing
disciples universally, since the discipline of Christ’s

(k) Spurious Debate with me, p. 113,
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own appointment sometimes cuts them off from this
privilege.

But while my Opponent may be marshaling objec-
" tions, I would remind him that his own argument, which
is admitted to be good, is liable to as serious objections
as any which he urges against ours. When we give di-
vine authority for the administration of the seal of the
righteousness of faith to infant disciples as well as adult
believers, he objects that circumcision never was the
seal of the righteousness of faith in any case except that
of Abraham only, because the only instance in which
this expression is used is in connexion with his name.
If this mode of expounding the scriptures be admitted,
how will my Opponent’s argument for female communion
fare in the hands of a bold objector? Recollect that it
rests upon female discipleship, and female discipleship,
according to my Opponent, rests upon the discipleship
of Tabitha. The objector, therefore, would take my
Opponent on his own ground, and say, As circumcision
was a seal of the righteousness of faith to Abraham only,
and to no other male, so discipleship was attached to
Tabithe only, and to no other female !!

Again 5 when we say, If disciples should be baptized,
and if the infants of believers are disciples, then these
infants should be baptized, my logical Opponent laughs
at our ifs, and would make you believe that sound logic
does not recognize hypothetical syllogisms at all! Yet,
strange to tell! his boasted argument for female com-
munion is virtually a hypothetical sylloglsm It is as
follows :
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If diseiples should commune ; and
If females be disciples, then
Females should commune : but
Disciples should commune ; and .
Females are disciples ; therefore
Females should commune.

Now in all this, where is my Opponent’s express
command for female communion? His vapouring argu-
ment does not even assert it: but only says that he has
¢ an express warrant for all diseiples to participate of
¢ the Lord’s supper 3’ after which he has to shew that
females are disciples. Se we have an express warrant
for baptizing disciples; and we prove from scripture
that believers and their infants are subjects of this disci-
pleing and baptizing. ‘When my Opponent pursues this
mahad, of reasoning to establish the duty and privilege
of’ fqmale communion, he would think it a breach of the
nmt.h commandment, for any one to tell him that he held
¢¢ a positive ordinance or institution, founded solely upon

inference or reason,” ¢‘without a positive precept.” * -

His argument proves that there is a divine precept,
. though not what he calls an express command. He
proves that the duty in question is not founded solely
upon reason; but upon revelation. That there is the
same authonty for infant-baptism, myst be fairly con-
cluded from the establishment of the following propo-
sitions. :
1. Abraham and his seed were (hvmelv constltuted a
visible church of God.
2. The Christian Church is a branch of the Abrahamic
Church : or, in other words, the Jewish Society before
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Christ, and the Christian Society after Christ, are one
and the same Church, in different dispensations.

3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and Christian
Baptism, after Christ, are one and the same seal in
substance, though in different forms.

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

'5, The administration of this seal to infants has never
since been prohibited by divine authority ; that is, this
command of God, originally given in the Old Testa-
ment, is not repealed in the New Testament, but rather
confirmed. ,

Therefore, this command is still in force. And as it
is a command to administer to infants the initiatory seal -
of the church, which, under the Christian dispensati'on,
is baptism, there is now a divine command for baptizing
the infants of believers. Admit the premises, and the
conclusion is inevitable. Whether these propositions
be loved or feared, hated or revered, derided or res-
pected, they necessarily involve the conclusion. Logic
may exhibit its sophistry, rhetoric its rage, satire its
- wit, and vulgarity its scurrility, but if these premises
be true, infant-baptism is a duty. My Opponent knows
that if he were to admit the truth of these propositions,
he would lose his cause at once. He therefore disputes
them'; and I therefore, with a good conscience, and
depending on divine help, proceed to prove them.
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PROPOSITION L

ABRAHAM AND HIS SEED WERE DIVINELY CONSTITUTED A

VISIBLE CEURCH OF Gob.

Many Baptists, such as Booth, Butterworth, and Jud-
son, appear as if they could adopt this proposition just
as it stands. The second of these writers, in his Con-
cordance, gives, as the fourth meaning of the word
Church, ¢ The people of the Jews, who was the CHURCH
and people of God.”” In proof of this he refers to Acts
vii. 38, which says, ¢ This is he that was in the church
in the wilderness.”” A person who is unacquainted with
the ways of my Opponent, might suppose, from some of
his declarations, that he also believed this doctrine. He
has even accused Dr. Rallston of misrepresentation for
denying it. In his Strictures at the end of his spurious
Debate with Mr. Walker,(?) he speaks as follows, viz.
¢ Mr. R. affirms that I ¢deny that there was a visible .
¢ church in the world until the day of Pentecost.” He
“ refers to no page in the Debate, nor could he, for there
¢ is not such a declaration in the whole book. Nay, so
6 far is the above from fact, that I again and again speak
¢ of a visible church in the world from Moses’ time to
¢ the day of Pentecost. Page 26, I called the Jews
‘¢ God’s people, and spoke of their visible church state :
‘¢ 50 also in pages 40, 41, 43, 44, 53, 98, I spoke of the
¢ Jewish church, and of their visible church state 5 and

' () p. 223.
H
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¢ repeatedly contrasted the Jewish Church with the
¢ Christian Church—Yet Mr R. affirms that I denied
¢ there was a visible church on earth till the day of
¢ Pentecost!!” From this, one would suppose that it
was a settled opinion with my Opponent that the Jewish
people were long the visible church of God, and that he
was much in the habit of insisting upon this point; and
that he had especially urged this doctrine in the many
pages to which he refers. The last of these references
must be a mistake, as it does not contain a word upon the
subject. If the first of them prove the ecclesiastical
state of the Jews, it goes far to shew their identity with
the Christian church. But this could not have been his
meaning, since it is in direct opposition to the two suc-
ceding references. His second and third are occupied
about Stephen’s ¢ church in the wilderness,” which
Butterworth, an eminent Baptist preacher, agrees with
Mr. Walker, in considering ¢ the people of the Jews,
who was the church and people of God.” This my Op-
ponent disputes in the places referred to, by trying to
prove that the word translated church may mean a mob,
like that of Demetrius, at Ephesus, instead of a church
of God! This is a curious way to prove the visible
church state of the Jews. The only remaining refer-
ence in the whole list is of a piece with these. Instead
of saying, as he pretends, that the Jews were the visible
church of God, he tries to prove that they were not the
Church of Christ, by an argument. which, if true, must
go equally to prove that they could not be the church
of God, unless he could shew that the latter was a dif-
ferent and inferior being to the former. It is evident
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from his whole book, that he is far from bemg friendly

to the doctrine in question, so. that instead of Dr.
Rallston’s misrepresenting him, he has really misrepre-
sented himself.’ ‘

Itis true that he has, in this debate, offered to concede
the point, provided that I will pass on without taking
up time in proving it. 'This, however, has turned out
nothing more than a ruse de guerre, to induce me to
leave an enemy’s garrison in the rear. For when he was
called upon to fulfil a stipulation which was of his own ask-
ing, he refused, and offered to substitute something of a
very different character, viz. ¢“That the Jews, when call-
“ ed out of Egypt, became a church, or a religious
¢ assembly in some sense.”(m)}———¢¢ a church, or a
“ religious assembly in some sense.” In what sense,
pray? . His debate with Mr. Walker tells us. Itisin-
that sense in which the very religious assembly at
Ephesus was a church ; that assembly which . was con-
vened and opened with a Hymn by the zealous Demetrius, |
and, after much noise and bodily exercise, addressed and
dismissed by his Reverence the town-clerk.

But this pretended concession denies that the Jews
were a church or a religious assembly in any sense, till
called out of Egypt. In accordance with this, he asserts
that ¢ they were never called a church until in the
¢ wilderness. This,” says he, ‘may be denied, but there
¢ lives not the man that can produce an instance to the
‘ contrary.” He farther assures us, that ¢ the occur-
“ rences at Sinai are ever afterwards referred to by

(m) Spurious Debate with me p. 886.
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¢¢ Jewish and Christian Prophets as the commencement
¢ of their ecclesiastic existence. The covenant at
¢ Sinai, therefore, is the only national or ecclesiastic
¢ covenant from Adam to the Messiah, recorded in the
¢¢ Bible.”’in) That the Sinaitic covenant is the consti- -
tution of the Jewish Church, (if church he will permit
it to be called,) my Opponent endeavours to prove by
two positions. One is that ¢‘the occurrences at Sinai
¢ are ever afterwardsreferred to by Jewish and Christian
6 Prophets as the commencement of their ecclesiastic
¢ existence.” As this language plainly intimates that
the Old and New Testaments are full of evidence to this -
effect, you might reasonably expect the auther of so bold
an assertion to specify a few instances: but he has not
here given one; and (to use his own language) I can
safely say, ¢¢there lives not the man that can produce
¢ an instance.” His other argument or assertion that
¢ they were never called a church until in the wilder-
“ ness,” ¢‘at Sinai,” is as irrelevant as it is incorrect.
It goes upon the assumption that churches are made by
names and not by acts. It is only a few years since the
name of Baptists was given to any body of men on earth ;
for even the followers of John were not called Baptists.
Is my Opponent willing to admit that they are no older
than their name? Again ; ¢ the disqiples were called
Christians first in Antioch.”” Were there no Christians
at all, until this name was given to them? This shews
the utter irrelevancy of the argument that the Jews
$¢ were never called a church until” the Sinaitic cove-

(») Spurious Dcbate, p. 398.



( 61 )

nant, even if this statement were true, which it assuredly
is not, although he has affirmed it so roundly. I will
not say that our translation of the Old Testament calls
them a church before their arrival at-Sinai; but neither
does it call them a church subsequent to that period.
It is remarkable that our translators generally make
congregation in the Old Testament correspond with
church in'the New. This is very much condemned by
Dr. George Campbell, my Opponent’s favourite critic,
who says that ¢ they ought constantly to have rendered
‘the original expression either church in the Old
¢ Testament or congregation in the New.” ¢ WhatI
¢¢ blame, therefore,”” says he, ¢ in our translatars, is the
¢ want of uniformity.” In the same connexionythe Dr.
repeatedly declares that ¢ the Hebrew word 57p
[rendered econgregation in the Old Testament] exactly
corresponds to the Greek exxaow’ [rendered church
in the New Testament.](0) Although Dr. Campbell
belonged to a Pedobaptist church, I'adduce his authority
without fear of opposition, because, in the passages
quoted, he is, as usual, anadvocate for Baptist peculiari-.
ties, in oppositjon to the creed which he had solemnly
adopted. A work, however, which my Opponent has
quoted against us,(p) states, in the very passages which
he has read with approbation, the same thing substan-
tially which Dr. Campbell has declared, with this
addition, that another Hebrew word 393 is upon the
same footing with Snp, since both alike are, in oun

0) See his Lectures on Ecclesiastical History. Lecture 10, Pages
163." 164. Philadelphia Edition of 1807.
(/1) Dr. Mason on the Church, )
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bible, rcn\dered congregation, and both alike are used
to signify the church. -

Now it is very easy for my Opponent to prove that
they were called and considered a visible church after
their . arrival at Sinai, by such passages as Lev. iv. 14,
21, where it is'said that ¢ l7.'1;):'; the church shall offer
a young bullock for the sin, and bring him before the
tabernacle of <33\ the church,” as ¢ a sin-offering for
Snpn the church.” 1t is certainly the true church of
God that is here intended, and not a mob like that of
Ephesus. But before this church -had come to Sinai,
or even left Egypt, it is said in Ex. xii. 6, concerning
the sacrifice of the Passover, that ¢ the whole A=) Snp
assembly of the church, or church of the congregation
of Israel shall kill it in the evening.” Concerning this -
also it may be said that the true church of God is here
intended, and not a mob like that at Ephesus. An ex-
amination of Lev. viii. 3. xvi. 5, with the context, will
shew plainly that, after their arrival at Sinai, the Israelites
were called 119 the church in the ecclesiastical sense
of the word ;. for they are represented as engaged in
ecclesiastical business. But in Ex. xii. 3, 47, the same
people are twice called by the same name, and repre-
sented as engaged in the same business, before they had
set out on their journey to Mount Sinai. After that
period, their discipline ordained that ¢ the man that shall
¢ be unclean, and shall not purify himself, that soul
¢¢ ghall be cut off from among Snpn the church.”(q) But
before they left Egypt, it was similarly ordained con-

(¢) Num. xix. 20,
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cerning the Passover, that ¢ whosoever eateth that
¢ which is leavened, even that. soul shall be cut off -
6 ‘7R'W’ DYy from the church of Israel.” (r)

It will be recollected that my Opponent referred to
an instance in which he ¢ called the Jews God’s people”
as a proof that he believed in ¢ their visible church -
state”’(s) According to this, ‘God’s people” must
mean the church of God. What is here plainly implied
by my Opponent, is expressly declared by Dr. George
Campbell, in a Lecture which is intended to build con-
gregationalism (the Baptist form of Government) on the
ruins of Presbyterianism. After pointing out several
expressions as ““ confessedly equivalent” to each other,
he adds, ¢ The same may be said of the phrases me
¢ =’n178 and =’n$8 £y 5 exxroia o:w\a"nd ° Aaog Gsov
¢ the church of Godand the people of God.”’(t) This was
evidently the understanding of Butterworth, the Baptist
writer, when he called the Jews ¢ the church and peo-
ple of God.”” 'This is in conformity with Lev. xvi. 33,
which says ¢ He shall make an atonement fer the priests,
and for all the Snpn oy, peopleof the church.”
Moses uses the word people alone, in a sense which can-
not easily be misunderstood. ‘¢ Whatsoever soul it be that
‘¢ eateth any manner of bleod, even that soul shall be
“ cut off from his people.”’(a) The word people here
evidently means the same church contemplated in Lev.
Xix. 20, and Ex. xii. 9, from which churchit is ordained
that a soul shall be cut off for eating leavened bread, and

rg gxdqlls xii. 19. .

#) Spurious Debate with Mr. Walker, p. 228, quoted above.

¢) See his tenth Lecture on Ecclesiastical History, queted above,
a) Lev. vii, 27,
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for neglecting to purify himself. And from premises
* which we have already shewn are admitted by Baptists
and Pedobaptists, we fairly conclude that this visible
church of God is meant by the people from whom the
uncircumcised man-child is said to be cut off in Gen.
xvii. 14. ¢ And the uncircumecised man-child, whose
¢¢ flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall
¢ be cut off from his people; [that is, from his churek ;]
¢¢ he hath broken my covenanty’’ [ that is my ecclesiastical
covenant, ] made four hundred and thirty years before
my Opponent’s ecclesiastical covenant, at Sinai.

If I be not egregiously mistaken, my Opponent’s own
argument operates with irresistible force against himself.
He reasons that the Jews were not a church until they
came to Sinai, because they were not called a church
until that period. Then if they had been called a church
before, this would prove that they were really a church
before the Sinaitic covenant. But-we have shewn
several proofs that they were called a church, in the
ecclesiastical sense of the word, before they left Egypt,
‘and we have shewn that they were called by a name ¢ con-
fessedly equivalent” in the covenant with Abraham,
where the violation of that covenant is given as a reason
for excommunication from that church. This subject
we hope, with divine permission, to pursue farther before
we are done with the proposition that ¢ Abraham and
his seed were divinely constituted a visible church of
God.”

When we speak of Abraham’s seep, take notice that
this is the language which the scriptures use on this very
subject. God says to Abraham, ¢ This is my covenant
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¢ which ye shall keep. between me and you, and thy .
¢ ggED after thee; every man-child among you shall be
¢ circumcised.”(x) This term is not used to embrace
the children of Hagar and Keturah. ¢ And God said,
¢¢ Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son indeed ; and thou
¢¢ shalt call his name Isaac: and I will establish my co-
¢ venant with him for an eirerlasting covenant, and with
# m1s seED after him.”(») ¢ And God said unto Abra-
¢¢ ham, let it not be grievous in thy sight, because of the
¢ lad, and because of thy bond-woman; in all that Sarah
¢¢ hath said unto thee, hearken unto her voice: for in
¢ Isaac shall thy seep be called.”(w) ¢¢ Neither be-
¢¢ cause they are the seed of Abraham, are they all chil-
¢ dren: but in Isaac shall thy seep be«called. That is,
¢¢ they which are the children of the flesh, these are not
% the children of God : but the children of the promise
¢ are counted for the seed.”’(2)

This ecclesiastical SEEp does not embrace the de-
scendants of Isaac universally. Reprobate Esau, and,
to a great degree, his progeny, were excluded, with
every uncircumcised male of Jacob’s posterity, accord-
ing to Gen. xvii. 14. Moreover, the excommunication
of even circumcised persons must have sometimes occur-
red. Instances are mentioned in the New Testament.(y)
At an earlier period, Ezra proclaimed a general meet-
ing, from which, if any man were absent, ¢¢ all his sub-
# stance should be forfeited, and himself separated from
4 the “)np church of those that had been carried away.”
On this passage, Dr. Gill, the greatest Baptist Commen-

gug Gen. xvii. 10. (v) Gen. xvii. 19. (w) Gen. xxi. 12,
x) Rom. ix, 7, 8, (y) John ix, 22, comp, Lyke vi, 22,



( 66 )

tator, says that the absentee from this meeting ¢¢ should
be excommunicated from them as a church, and be no
more reckoned of the body politic, or a freeman of
Israel, and so deprived of all privileges, both in’ church
and state.”’(2) That very excommunication which the
Doctor says was here threatened, was afterward inflicted
upun the great body- of the Jewish people, jthé old
branches of the ecclesiastical olive tree. Paul says,
¢ because of unbelief they were broken off.”(a) If,
therefore, there had been no engrafting of foreign cions,
the church would have been nearly or altogether ex-
tinct. -
We observe, therefore, that the ecclesiastical SEED
did not embrage the descendants of Isaac- exclusively.
According to Moses, Edomites were permitted to ‘‘enter
into the ‘7.'!'1 church of the Lord in their third genera-
tion.””(5) In Isaiah,(c) God has promised.great additions
from Egypt and Assyria. And we are informed of the
actual accession of Ebed-Melech, the Ethiopian, Rahab
of Jericho, and Ruth the Moabitess.(d) Besides this,
there is an innumerable multitude whom Paul represents
as saying ¢‘ The branches were broken off, that I might
be grafted in.”(e). Concerning these he says, ¢ They
which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham ;”’( f)
upon the ground, that ¢ to Abraham and his SEED were
the promises made.””(g) .

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

(6) Deut. xxiii. 7, 8. (¢) xix. 23, 24.
d) Jer. xxxviii, 7—~12. Matt. i. 5, (e) Rom. xi. 19.

z) Gill’s Commentary on Ezra x. 8. (ag Rom. xi. 20.
(£) Gal. ii. 16.

) Gal, iii, 9. :
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Isaac, in good standing as professors of the true religion,
with others added to them. Substituting this periphrasis
for the word 8EED, in the proposition now under discus-
sion, it will read as follows, viz. Abraham and his
descendants, in the line of Isaac, in good standing as
 professors of the true religion, with others added to
them, were divinely constituted a visible church of God.

It will, of course, be understood that the phrase visible
church means a society, distinct from the body of the
elect, and distinct from that portion of the elect who
are already in glory. These are called the invisible
charch, and the church triumphant; from which the
visible church, whether under the old or the new dis-
pensation, is quite distinct. Itis a visible society, acting
as the consecrated depository of the oracles and ordi-
nances of revealed religion. With the substitution of
this explanation, for the phrase which it is intended to
define, the proposition under consideration will read as
follows, viz. Abraham and his seed were divinely con-
stituted a- visible society, acting as the consecrated
depository of the oracles and ordinances of revealed
religion. ,

In oppugnation of this position, it will not avail te
prove that the Jews were a body politic ; for this is
quite consistent with their being an ecclesiastical body
also: and the fact of their being both a church and a
state, is admitted in the extract just now given from the
great Baptist commentator, Dr. Gill. It is equally
futile to produce instances of a simultaneous tenure of
civil and ecclesiastical offices ; for this is quite common
amongst us, where church and state are certainly
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distinct. Neither will it do to alledge the moral turpi-
tude of individual members against the existence of the
Jewish, any more than the Christian church ; for spotless
purity belongs to the church triumphant only, and even
universal sincerity to the invisible church only. I would
also wish you to remember that the question is not now
concerning the sameness of the Jewish and Christian
churches, but whether the Jews were a church at all.
That they were, I shall endeavour to] prove, by shewing
that they had the qualifications and const.ltuents of a
church, in the following order :

¥. The oracles of a church.
. The ordinances.
The members.
The officers.
The constitutior.
‘ . The inspired name of a church.

If all these points can be proved from the word of
God, we shall have good reason for believing that
Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a visible
church of God ; and we shall have advanced one step
to the conclusion that a command given to him, for
administering to infants the m1t1atory seal of the chureh,
is still binding.

oW

POINT I. |
The Jews had the orACLES of a visible Chureli of God.

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

(%) Rom. iii. 2.
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were evidently not those of a mere political code ; but
to convey religious instruction, to testify of Christ, to
give us hope, life, wisdom and salvation. Concerning
them, Peter says, “ We have also a more sure word of
¢¢ prophecy, whereunto ye do well that ye take heed, as
¢ unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day
¢¢ dawn, and the day-star arise in your hearts.”’(:) Paul
says, “‘ From a child thou hast known the holy scriptures
¢ [of the Old Testament] which are able to make thee
¢¢ wise unto salvation, through faith which isin Christ
¢ Jesus. All scripture is given by inspiration of God,
¢ and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correc-
¢¢ tion, for instruction in righteousness ; that the man of
¢ God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all
“ good works.”’(j) John says, ¢ The testimony of Jesus
¢ is the spirit of prophecy.”(X) In addressing the Jews,
our Saviour said, ¢ Search the scriptures; for in them
¢ ye think ye have eternal life ; and they are they
“ which testify of me.” ¢ For had ye believed Moses,
 ye would have believed me, for he wrote of me.”’(/)
When the rich man in hell besought the patriarch in
heaven, to send an extraordinary messenger to his five
brethren, ‘¢ Abraham saith unto him, they have Moses
¢ and the prophets; let them hear them.” When the
rich man repeated his request that one might arise from
the dead, Abraham replied, ¢ If they hear not Moses
“and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded,
¢ though one rose from the dead.(m) By the mouth of
(i) 2 Pet: i. 19. compare verses 20. 21. () 2 Tim. iii. 15—17.

(k) Rev. xix. 10. (¢) John v, 39.46.
(m)Luke xvi. 27—31.
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Ezekiel, one of those prophets, God says, ‘I gave them
¢ my statutes, and shewed them my judgments, which,
¢¢ if a man do, he shall even live in them. Moreover,
¢ also, I gave them my sabbaths, to be a sign between
¢¢ me and them, that they might know that I am the Lord
¢¢ that sanctify them.”’(n) The Psalmist says, ¢ For he
¢ established a testimony in Jacob, and appointed a law
¢ in Israel, which he commanded our fathers, that they
¢¢ should make them known to their children, that the
¢ generation to come might know them, even the chil-
4¢ dren which should be born, who should arise and
¢ declare them to their children, that they might set
¢ their hope in God, and not forget the works of God,
" ¢ but keep hiscommandments.”’(0) On the declaration
of the Psalmist, that ‘“he established a testimony in
¢¢ Jacob,” the great Baptist commentator speaks as
follows, viz. ‘< This is established in the house of Jacob,
¢¢ (as the Targum ;) in the church, which is the pillar
¢¢ and ground of truth, among the saints and people of
¢ God, to whom it is delivered, and by whom it will be
¢ kept, and with whom it will remain throughout all
¢ ages, for it is the everlasting gospel.” It is pleasing
to find such high Baptist authority as Dr. Gill, admitting
that the Old Tgstament oracles contained the gospel,
and that this testimony was committed to Jacob as a
church, as the saints and people of God.

(n) Ez xx. 11,12, (o) Psalm lxxviii. 5—8
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POINT II.
The Jows had the oRDINANCES of a visible Church of God.

¢ Who are Israelites; to whom pertaineth the adop-
¢ tion, and the glory, and the covenants, [among which
¢ that with Abraham is prominent,] and the giving of
¢ the law, and the service of God, and the promises;
¢¢ whose are the fathers, [among whom Abraham holds a
¢ conspicuous place,] and of whom, as concerning the
¢‘flesh, Christ [the substance ofall the ordinances] came,
¢¢ who is over all, God blessed forever.”(p) Long be-
fore the transactions at Sinai, the covenant with Abra-
ham recognized the ordinance of circumcision.” ‘¢ And
¢¢ God said unto Abraham, thou shalt keep my covenant,
¢ therefore, thou and thy seed after thee, in their gene-
“rations. This is my covenant which ye shall keep.
¢ between me and you, and thy seed after-thee; every
¢ man-child among you shall be circumcised.”(q) In
the wilderness God gave them the manna which was a
daily spiritual feast. ¢¢ For the bread of God is he
¢ which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto
% the world. Then said they unto him, Lord, evermore
‘ give us this bread. And Jesus said unto them, I am
¢ the bread of life : he that cometh to me shall never
¢ hunger; and he that believeth on me shall never
¢ thirst.”(r) On the words ¢ evermore give us this
bread,” Dr. Gill observes, ‘¢ but to such who are true
% believers in Christ, who have tasted that the Lord is

(#)Rom. ix. 4,5.  (g) Gen. xvii. 9,10,  (r) John vi, 33—35.
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¢ gracious, Christ, the true manna and bread of God, is
¢¢ all things to them ; nor do they desire any other: they
‘¢ taste every thing that is delightful, and find every
¢¢ thing that is nourishing in him.”” Paul connects this
with the stream which quenched their thirst. ¢ And
¢¢ did all eat the same spiritual meat; and did all drink
¢ the same spiritual drink : for they drank of that spi-
¢¢ ritual rock which followed them, and that Rock was
¢¢ Christ.”’(s) On this passage, Dr. Gill remarks that
¢¢ Christ may be compared to the rock,” ¢ in the sup-
port of his church,” ¢ as he is the foundation of his
church and every believer,” ¢¢as the foundation of his
church, abiding forever.”” Now compare the text and
the Baptist commentary. The Apostle informs us that
the Jews, long before the Christian. dispensation, were
_supported by the spiritual Rock : the Commentator de-
clares that those who were thus supported, stand in re-
lation to Christ, as His cCHURCH ; and the expression HIs
CHURCH is thrice repeated in a few lines. If there be
meaning in language, this points out the Jews before the
~ New Testament day, as the church of Christ.

But my Opponent professes to produce New Testa-
ment authority, to shew that the ordinances of the Jews
were not such as should belong to the spiritual and hea-
venly religion of the true God, but that they were
worldly and carnal ordinances. Paul says, ¢ Then ve-
¢ rily the first covenant had also ordinances of divine
¢ service, and a worldly sanctuary.” ¢ Which stood
f¢ only in meats and divers washings, and carnal ordi-

(¢)1 Cor, x, 3,4,
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‘“ nances imposed on them, until .the time of reforma-
¢¢ tion.”(¢) To support him here, he adduces the trans-
‘lation and commentary of the learned Dr. Macknight,a *
celebrated Pedobaptist. It would be well for him to
examine his notes, and see whether this is not a mistaken -
reference. Although the Dr. had a tender regard for
almost all descriptions of error, he doés not support my
Opponent, on the point for- which he is cited. The Dr.
tells us that this worldly sanctuary was called so, ‘¢ not
¢¢ because it was a holy place on earth, and made of
¢¢ materials furnished from the earth, but because it was
‘¢ a representation of the world or universe.” It may
surely be all this, and yet a proper sanctuary for the
worship of the true God by his visible church. As for
these carnal ordinances, he calls them ¢¢ ordinances con-
¢ cerning the flesh,” ¢ respecting the purifying of the
 body,” ¢ literally, righteousnesses of the flesh, things
¢ which make the flesh, not the spirit righteous.”
These are his own words, in his translation, commentary,
and notes. These words are correct, even where they
oppose Dr. Magee’s opinion that, in some cases, the’
Jewish sacrifices make a real satisfaction to divine
justice. On these and the various ordinances connected
with them, I believe, with Dr. Gill, ¢ that they were all
¢ types and figures of Christ, and had their fulfilment in
¢ him.”(u) He shews that Philo, the Jew, explained
this worldly sanctuary as Macknight does ; yet surely
Philo believed the Jews to be a church. In opposition
to them both, however, the Dr. says, ¢‘It was rather

(¢) Hebr. ix. 1. 10, (%) On Hebr. ix. 1.
K .
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¢ either a type of the church, or of heaven, or of
¢¢ Christ’s human nature : the better reason of its being
¢ so called is, because it consisted of earthly matter
¢¢ and worldly things ; it was in the world, and only had
¢ jts use in the world, and so is opposed to the heavenly
¢¢ sanctuary.”(u) None of these views have the least
bearing against the doctrine that this worldly sanctuary.
is an ecclesiastical sanctuary, unless you will first prove
that no church can exist in the world. But that we may
not be at a loss concerning its ecclesiastical character,
God said to Solomon, ‘I have heard thy prayer, and
¢ have chosen this place to myself, for an house of
" ¢ sacrifice.” ¢ Now mine eyes shall be open, and mine
¢ ears attent unto thy prayer, that is made in this place.
¢¢ For now have I chosen and sanctified this house, that
 my name may be there forever: and mine eyes and
¢ mine heart shall be there perpetually.”(v) If a holy
residence of God, consecrated to sacrifice and prayer,
is not dignified enough to be called an ecclesiastical
sanctuary, I should like to know where you would find a
church in our day. This doctrine was held by the
Jews, in oppositien to the Samaritans, down to the time
of our Saviour, to whom the Samaritan woman applied
to decide the controversy. This gave him an oppor-
tunity of instructing her in the new dispensation, which
has laid the dispute asleep almost ever since, until, in
late days, it has been revived by some Baptists, who
“have a zeal not according to knowledge. Among those -
I am happy to find that the pious and learned Dr. Gill is

(%) On Hebr. ix. 1. (v) 2 Chr. vii. 12, 15, 16.
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not numbered. He comments upon the words of the
Samaritan woman, as follows, viz. ¢ And ye say that in
¢¢ Jerusalem is the place where men ought to worship ;
¢ that is, in the temple there; who urged, and very
¢ rightly, that God had chosen that place to put his
¢ name, and fix his worship there; and had ordered
¢ them to come thither, and bring their offeringsand sacri-
¢ fices, arid to keep their Passover and other feasts.”’(w)

_ POINT IIL

The Jewish society had the MeMBERS of a visible church.

The ordinances of which we have been speaking,
were emblematical of sanctification, and required
evidence of sanctification in their adult communicants. -
It is true that this is a thing of which my Opponent hasno
very high opinion, as he scoffs at the very Baptists
themselves, for requiring of candidates some account of
their religious experience, preparatory to initiation.

~ But with pious Baptists this is esteemed important. So
do the scriptures esteem it important in the subjects
of circumcision. ¢¢ Circumcise, therefore, the foreskin
of your hearts, and be no more stiff-necked.”(z)
¢ The Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart, and

- 66 the heart of thy seed, to love the lord thy God, with
¢ all thine heart, and with all thy soul, that thou mayest
“live.”(y) ¢ All these nations are uncircumcised,
¢ and all the house of Israel are uncircumcised in the

éw) Gill on John iv. 20. For proof he refers to Deut. xii. 5. 6. xvj. 2,
. (x) Deut. x. 16, (y) Deut. xxx, 6.
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¢ heart.”’(z) ¢ Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in
¢ heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Ghost;
¢¢ as your fathers did, so do ye.”’(a) ¢‘ And thou shalt
¢ say to the rebellious, even to the house of Israel, thus
¢ saith the Lord God, O ye house of Israel, let it suffice
¢¢ you of all your abominations, in that ye have brought
‘¢ into my sanctuary strangers, uncircumcised in heart,
¢ and uncircumcised in flesh, to be in my sanctuary, to
¢ pollute it, even my house, when ye offer my bread,
¢¢ the fat and the blood, and they have broken my cove-
¢ nant, because of all your abominations.”(5)

It is one glorious feature of the visible church, that
it requires evidence of regeneration in those who are
candidates for membership. The scriptures which
have just now been read, plainly shew that the Jewish
society had this feature of a church: for, according to
these texts, they violated the constitution of the church,
whenever they received proselytes without evidence of
piety. This is so conspicuously the spirit of these
passages, that I know no way of escaping their force,
but by proving that they are not intended for the literal
Israel, but that they are prophecies exclusively appli-
cable to the Christian church. Dr. Gill says that the
last authority which I have quoted (Ez. xliv. 6, 7.)
¢¢ well agrees with these declining churchesin the latter
¢ day, and even in our times:” yet, unhappily for my
opponent, the Dr. says at the same time, that the picture
there given ¢ is a character of literal Israel from the
¢ beginning.” The Dr. tells us that they are con-

(lz’ i_?r. ix. 26. (a) Actsvii, 51,
( z, xliv, 6, 7, .
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demned for introducing ¢ strangers,”” because they are
¢¢ unregenerate men, who are in a state of alienation and
¢¢ estrangement to.divine and spirjfual things.” The
¢¢ uncircumcised in heart,”” whom they were forbidden
toreceive as members, Dr. Gill understands to be those
¢ who never were pricked in the heart for sin, or felt any
¢ pain there on account of it; never had the hardness
¢ of their heart removed, or the impurity of it dis-
¢¢ covered to them ; never were filled with shame and
¢¢ Joathing because of it; or ever put off the body of
¢ gins in a cougse of conversation; or renounced their
“ own righteousness.” This last text censures the
church for polluting the sanctuary by the introduction
of persons who were even uncircumcised in flesh.
These, the Dr. says, were ¢ carnal as they were born ;
“ men in the flesh, in a state of nature, mind and savour
¢ the things of the flesh, and do the works of it ; having
%¢ never been taught by the grace of God, to deny un-
¢¢ godliness and worldly lusts, and to abstain from fleshly
¢ ones: or who put their trust in the flesh, in outward
¢ thipgs, in carnal privileges, and external righteous-
¢ ness. ‘These the Lord complains were brought to be
¢ in my sanctuary, to pollute it, even my house ; either
“ to be members here, and partake of all the ordinances
“and privileges of the Lord’s house; or to officiate
¢ here as priests and ministers of the Lord.” Accord-
ing to these words of Dr. Gill, he must have thought,
that evidence of regeneration was as requisite to mem-
bership in the Lord’s house, under the Old Testament
dispensation, as under the New. No wonder then, that
he thought the Jewsa church. This opinion is confirm-
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ed in the New Testament, by the allusions which it
makes to the Old; “‘and you being dead in your sins,
¢ and in the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath he
¢¢ quickened together with him, having forgiven you all
¢ trespasses.”’(c) ‘

On this subject I would wish you attentively to read,
and devoutly to consider Psalm 1. 7—23. On the first
of these verses, which begins, ¢ Hear O my people,”
Dr. Gill remarks, ¢ This is an address to the people of
¢ the Jews, whom God had chosen to be his people above
¢¢ all others, and who professed themselves to be Ais peo-
. ¢ ple; but a lo-ammi was about to be written upon

¢ them, being a people uncircumcised in heart and ears,
4¢ refusing to hear the great prophet of the church, him
¢¢ that spake from heaven.” Here people and church
are used synonymously, as they are by my Opponent;
and the Jews are justly said to be, by their own profes-
~sion, and the choice of God, his people ; and Christ is
said to be the prophet of their church, as well as of the

New Testament church.
 Ihave the same request to make concerning your
perusal of Is. i. 10—20. The ninth verse predicts the
destruction of Jerusalem, which threatened an utter
extinction of God’s people, ¢ except the Lord had left
¢ unto us a very small remnant.” ¢ And this,”" says
Dr. Gill, ¢¢ was done unto us, for the sake of his church,
¢ that that might continue, and he might have a seed to
¢ serve him.” Here the Dr. considers the Christian
¢ dispensation a continuance of the us to whom lsaiah

! (c) Coll. ii. 13,
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belonged ; and this us he calls a church. The context
to which I have referred you, shews that its members
were called to the same holiness which is required in
Christians. Thus does Dr. Gill explain God’s command
by Moses, that the Jews should be ¢¢ an holy nation.”’(d)
He says that it means ‘¢ being separated from all others,
¢ and devoted to the worship and service of God, having
¢ holy laws and holy ordinances, and a holy service,
¢¢ and a holy place to perform it in, and holy persons to
¢ attend unto it, as they afterwards had.” The same
great Baptist writer declares the ¢ holy seed” mentioned |
by Ezra,(e) to be ‘such as the Lord had separated
¢¢ from other nations, chosen them to be an holy people
¢ above all others, and devoted them to his service and
¢ worship.”” 'When the most excellent of the Baptist
denomination speak thus of the Jews; but especially
when the holy and infallible word of God speaks thus of
the constitutional obligations of members of the Jewish

society, can you wonder at us for calling them a visible
church?

POINT IV.
The Jewish society had the OFFICERS of a visible church.

The priesthood was an office consecrated to ecelesiasti-
cal purposes, and therefore was guarded from intrusion by
severe penalties. After the earth had swallowed up
Korah, Dathan and Abiram, ¢‘ There came.out a fire
¢ from the Lord, and consumed the two hundred and

(d) Ex. xix. 6. () ix. 2.
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¢ fifty men that offered incense.”’(f) ¢ And the anger
¢¢ of the Lord was kindled against Uzza, and God smote
¢¢ him there for his error, and there he died by the ark
¢ of God.”’(g) ¢¢ And they withstood Uzziah the king,
¢ and said unto him, it appertaineth not unto thee,
¢¢ Uzziah, to burn incense unto the Lord, but to the
«¢ priests, the sons of Aaron, that are consecrated to
¢¢ burn incense: go out of the sanctuary; for thou hast
© 4 trespassed ; neither shall it be for thine honour from
¢ the Lord God.” (k) :

There is a very great contrast between my Opponent
and the old fashioned Baptists, about the officers of the
. ‘church, and the manner in which they shall be support-
ed. My Opponent is for putting down the clergy at
a blow, as not only unworthy of being maintained by
the church, but unworthy of any distinction by minis-
terial ordination. He is as complete a leveller as any
infidel. This arises not from any love for liberty and
‘equality, but from a desire to monopolize in his own
person, all that influence which is now divided among
the clergy of his own denomination and others, and
from a desire to pervert to the destruction of souls that
influence which they should use for edification. His
way to scatter the sheep is to smite the shepherd. Not
so our good old Dr. Gill, who, in every thing except
public disputation, is worth a thousand of him. In
commenting upon one of Ezekiel’s appropriations for
the priests, he says, ¢ This holy portion of land, ex-
¢¢ cepting that which is for the sanctuary, is to be for the

) Num. xvi. 35. . 2 Sam, vi. 7.
2;) 2 Chr. xxvi. 18, ®)
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¢ use of the priests, to build houses to dwell in; signi-

¢ fying that the ministers of the gospel are to be taken

¢ care of, and sufficient provision made for their main-
¢ tainance.”’(#) In another place he speaks of ¢ the
‘¢ ministers of the gospel, who shall have a sufficient
¢ maintenance from the churches of Christ, as the
¢ priests had under the law.” This last is on a verse
in which the prophet mentions a spot which ¢ shall be a
¢ place for their houses,”” on which the Dr. observes,
¢ In this large spot shall be many congregated churches,
¢ houses of the living God, where his priests and peo-
¢ ple dwell, and will be serving and praising him.”(/)
On a similar subject, a little - before this, he says,
¢ These [chambers] were for holy persons to dwell in,
¢ and for holy things to be done in, as the churches of
¢ Christ are ; they consist of holy persons, men called
¢ with a holy calling, and in them the holy word of
¢ God is preached, and holy ordinances  administer-
¢ ed.”(k) Thus does the existence of ecclesiastical
officers in the Jewish society, prove them to be a visible
church’; and thus does the best Baptist authority admit
that they were as real a church “as the churches of
Christ are.”

POINT V.

The Jewish Society hed the CONSTITUTION of @ visible church.

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

(i) Ez. xlviii. 10, (j) Ez. xlv. 4,
(k) Ez, xlii. 13,



(8 )

covenant with them did, nevertheless, contemplate
eternal, spiritual, and ecclesiastical favours. ¢ And I
¢ will establish my covenant between me and thee,
¢ and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for
¢ an everlasting covenant, to be a God unto thee, and
¢ to thy seed after thee : and I will give unto thee and
¢ to thy seed after thee, the land wherein thou art a
¢¢ stranger, all the land of Canaan for an everlasting pos-
¢¢ session, and I will be their God.””(/) ¢ Now therefore,
¢ if ye will obey my voice indeed, and keep my cove-
¢ nant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure unto me,
¢ above all people, for all the earth is mine; and ye
¢ shall be unfo me a kingdom of priests, and an holy
¢ nation.”’(m) ¢ The chariots of God are twenty
¢¢ thousand, even thousands of angels, the Lord is among
¢¢ them, as in Sinai, in the holy place; thou hast as-
¢¢ cended on high, thou hast led captivity captive, thou
¢¢ hast received gifts for men, yea, even for the rebel-
¢ lious also, that the Lord might, dwell among them.
¢ Blessed be the Lord which daily loadeth us with
¢ benefits, even the God of our salvation. Selah. He
¢ that is our God is the God of salvation; and unto God
¢ the Lord belong the issues from death.”(n) ¢ He
¢ sent redemption unto his people, he hath commanded
¢ his covenant forever; Holy and reverend is his
¢ name.”(0) ¢ For he remembered his holy promise,
¢ and Abraham his servant, and he brought forth his
¢ people with joy, and his chosen with gladness.”(p) .
¢ Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for he hath visited

) Gen. xvii, 7, 8, (mg Ex. xix. 5. 6.  (n) Ps. Ixviii. 17—2Q
0) Ps, cxi. 9. (71) Ps. cv. 42, 43 '
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¢ and redeemed his people ;> ‘“to perform the mercy
¢¢ promised to our fathers, and to remember his holy
¢¢ covenant, the oath which he sware to our Father
¢¢ Abraham.”(q)

Among the authorities just now quoted, one of them
mentions Sinai : but it will be observed that it does not
refer to the transactions at Sinai, for the origin of the
church. Yet that very spassage proves that the Jews
were a church. Itis in this capacity ¢ that the Lord
¢ God” promises to ‘‘dwell among them ;” ¢¢ that is,”
says Dr. Gill, ¢ that they by the gifts and graces of the -
¢¢ Spirit bestowed on them, might become a fit habitation
¢ for God; or that they, the rebellious, being now
¢¢ partakers of the grace of God and his gifts, might
“ dwell with the Lord God 1N HIS CHURCHES j enjoy
¢ his divine presence, and have communion with him
“in his word and ordinances.” The salvation men-
tioned in the very next verse, Dr. Gill does not fritter
down to a mere temporal deliverance, but calls it ¢¢ tem-
¢¢ poral, spiritual, and eternal salvation.”’(r) It is true
that Gill calls the redemption mentioned in one of the
texts,(s) a ¢ temporal redemption, as typical of the
“ spiritual and eternal one;” but in another of these
texts, he believes the spiritual and eternal redemption
to be meant, and the typical one only alluded to. The
following are his words, viz. ¢ For he hath visited and
¢ redeemed his j}eople, as he did Israel of old, Ex. iii.
%16, 17, when the Lord looked upon them, and de-
¢ livered them out of the bondage of Egypt, and which

(g) Luke i. 68. 72, 73. (r) Gill on Ps. lxviii. 18, 19. (s) Ps. cxi. 9.
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¢ was a type and resemblance of redemption by Christ,
¢ and to which reference here seems to be had.” But
although the redemption here contemplated, refers to a
temporal deliverance, the Dr. says thatit ¢ intends the
¢ gpiritual and eternal redemption of them by the price
¢ of his blood, from the slavery of sin; the bondage of
¢ the law, and curse of it, and the captivity of Satan,
¢¢ and a deliverance out of tht hands of every enemy ;
¢¢ a redemption which reaches both to soul and body,
¢ and secures from all condemnation and wrath to come 3
¢ and includes every blessing in it, as justification, .
¢ forgiveness of sins, adoption, sanctification, and
¢ eternal life, and is a plenteous, full, complete, and
¢¢ everlasting one.”’(?) ‘

It is plain, then, that the redemption here mentioned
is not merely a temporal or political one, but a spiritual
and eternal redemption. It is also plain that it is con-
ferred upon God’s ¢¢ people,”” a word which my Oppo-
nent considers equivalent to church. The text more-
over informs us that this was done, ‘‘to perform the
mercy promised to our fathers,” not at Mount Sinai, but
¢ to remember his holy covenant, the oath which he
¢¢ sware to our father Abraham ;” many hundred years
before the transactions at Sinai.

. Itis in reference to this holy covenant, that Moses
said to Israel, ¢“ thou art an holy pcople.” ¢¢ Not sanc-
¢ tified” says Dr. Gill, ¢ in a spiritual sense, or having
¢¢ principles of grace and holiness in them, from whence
‘¢ holy actions sprang, at least, not all of them; but

(#) Gill on Luke i. 65.
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‘ they were separated from all other people in the
¢ world to the pure worship and service of God in an
¢ external manner, and therefore were to avoid all
¢ idolatry and every appearance of it.”> The remain-
der of the verse which' speaks of their being chosen to
be a special people, the Dr. understands to mean ¢ for
‘“‘special service and worship, and to enjoy special
¢ privileges and benefits, civil and religious.”(u)
Elsewhere, when Moses speaks of their being ¢ an holy
¢ people unto the Lord,” Gill explains it, ¢“set apart
by him from all other people, and devoted to his
¢ worship and service, and many of them were sancti-
¢ fied and made holy in a special and spiritual sense.”
The remainder of the verse calls them a peculiar peo-
ple. Gill explains this peculiarity as consisting ¢ espe-
% cially in things sacred.”’(v) My aim is to prove from
scripture, that Abraham and his seed have the constitu-
tion of a visible church ; that is, that they were a conse-
crated depository of the oracles and ordinances of revealed
religion. Dr. Gill has proved from scripture, that they
were ¢ set apart” asa holy people, a special people, a
peculiar people, ¢ especially in things sacred” and
% religious :” all this, too, upon the constitution of ¢¢ his
holy covenant, the oath which he sware to our father
Abraham.” They were therefore a church.

(») Gill on Ex, vii. 6. (v) Gill on Ex, xiv. 2.
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POINT VI

The Jewish society had the express, inspired, and unequivocal
xAME of @ church.

These points are professedly intended to support the
proposition that ‘¢ Abraham and his seed were divinely
constituted a visible church of God.”” Soon after that
proposition was announced, some remarks were made,
and more were promised, on the name of a church. My
farther progress on this subject, my Opponent has
endeavoured to obstruct by the authority of Dr. Mason,
who has the appearance of being against me. He speaks
as follows, viz. ¢The word church, derived from the
¢ Greek, xvgaxov, signifies the house of the Lord,
¢¢ and marks the property which he hasinit. But the
¢ original words which it is employed to translate, sig-
¢ nify a different thing. The Hebrew words t);'ti') and
¢ 193 in the Old Testament, and the corresponding one
¢ exxaqow in the New, all signify an assemdly, espe-
¢ cially one convened by invitation or-appointment.
“¢ That this is their generic sense, no scholar will deny ;
‘¢ nor that their particular applications are ultimately
¢¢ resolvable into it. Hence it is evident that from the
¢¢ terms themselves nothing can be concluded as to the
¢¢ nature and extent of the assembly which they denote.
¢ Whenever either of the two former occurs in the Old
¢ Testament, or the other in the New, you are sure of
¢¢ an assembly, but of nothing more.. What that assem-
¢ bly is, and whom it comprehends, you must learn
¢ from the connexion of the term, and the subject of
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¢ the writer.” (w) The Dr. then proceeds to give
instances of the diversified application of these several
words. o

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

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

(w) Mason on the Church. pp. 8—10, Christian’s Magazine, vol, 1.
PD. 54—56.
(x) See Phil. ii, 25, and 1 Kings xiv. 6, in the Greek,
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Paul an ordinary messenger of ordinary matters, from
one ordinary man to another; or was he an extraordinary,
spiritual, ecclesiastical «postle of Jesus Christ? I say
that he was the latter, and I very naturally try to prove
it, by shewing that the scriptures apply to him the
express, inspired, and unequivocal name of an JApostle.
This conclusion is so far from being forbidden by Dr.
Mason’s remarks, that it is attained in the very way
which he points out, ¢ from the corinezion of the term,
and the subject of the writer.””  From these we plainly
see that the term is applied to Paul, not in its generic. -
sense, but in its appropriate meaning. It points him
out, not as an ordinary, secular messenger from man,
but as an inspired ecclesiastical messenger from our
divine Redeemer. Shall we say then, that his being so
called, in such a connexion, is no evidence of his apos-
tleship, in the highest sense in which the term is applied
tomen? Shall we say that the mere-fact that a word
originally has a generic sense, shall forever disqualify
it from pointing out a particular object? Shall we say,
that because it has a variety of meanings, it can have no
definite meaning at all? If so, then let us be consistent,
and openly relinquish the common and well established
proof of Christ’s divinity, from the fact that the express,
inspired, and unequivocal name of God is applied to him
in the scriptures. But if we admit, as all real Christians
do, that the application of this name to Christ, proves
him to be the true God; and that the application of
another name to Paul, proves him to be an apostle of
God ; then the application of a third name to the Jews
will prove them to have been the church of God.
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When speaking-on this subject before, I quoted some
texts which contained both in the Hebrew and in the
Septuagint, two words, both of which signify church,
as Dr. Mason has correctly informed you. Other pas-
sages in which the same thing occurs, I shall have to
quote now. That these two synonimous nouns are
connected by a simple conjunction, is accounted for,
upon a principle, which is remarkable in the Hebrew,
though not peculiar to that language. It is, that nouns
are often attached to othef nouns, to answer the purpose
of adjectives and participles.(y) When, therefore, '7:1]')
the church, and (Y3 the church, are put together, they
appear to signify the meeting met, or the congregation
congregated, or the church assembled. Thus does Dr.
Gill understand it in Prov. v. 14, where the-Septuagint
translates these words by exxaqoia and ovvayoyy. €61 was al-
most in all evil in the midst of the church assembled.”
The Dr. understands this to mean, ¢in the house of
God, attending public worship,” ¢¢ even in the presence
and before the people of God.” This great Baptist
Commentator evidently considered this text a proof that
the Old Testament worshippers were the visible church
of God : for what else can he mean by calling them the
people of God, attending public worship, in the house
of God? ‘

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

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

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

M
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are rendered ocwoyoyn. ¢ And if the whole =Y
church of Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing
be hid from the eyes of Snpn the church.” On this
text Dr. Gill quotes, with approbation, the following
words of Ainsworth ; ¢ that the church may err, and
¢¢ the thing be hid from the eyes of the assembly, con-
gregation, or church, so that they don’t know that it is
a sin which they have committed.”
In Prov. xxi. 16, where the LXX has the same render-
ing, ¢ the connexion of the tgrm” shews that the word
_ '731') does not mean the church of God, but ¢ an assem-
¢ bly” of Unitarians or Papists, Polytheists or Atheists.
% The man that wandereth out of the way of under:
¢ standing, shall remain in the congregation of the
¢ dead.” - ' '
In Prov. xix. 20, where the same words occur for
church, in the Hebrew and LXX, <¢ the connexion of
¢ the term’’ shews that it means the church of God, ex-
communication from which, Gill thinks may be intend-
ed.(2)
The following five texts have ;793 in the Hebrew,
" and owoywyn in the LXX. ¢ Whosoever eateth that
which is leavened, even that soul shall be cut off
from the church of Israel.”’(a) To be cut off ¢ from
¢¢ the Israelitish church-state, and have no communion
¢ init, or partake of the ordinances of it,” is one of
several alternatives, which Gill thinks may be here in-
tended. On this and the last text, the existence of the
zg Compare his note on verse 13, to which he refers.

a) Ex. xii. 19. Comp. 15, and Gill on the latter, to which he refers
from the former.
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Lsraelitish church is taken for granted by this preemi-
nent scholar of the Baptist Society.

God directed Moses to have two silver trumpets made,

¢ for the calling of the church, and for the journeying
¢ of the camps.”(b) On this Gill says, ¢ Saints are
¢¢ pilgrims and travellers here ; they are passing through
‘¢ a wilderness, their way is attended with many diffi-
¢ culties ; Canaan is the place they are travelling to,"
. 'When two and a half of the tribes of Israel built an
altar before they crossed the Jordan, the rest of the
church thought them apostates from the true religion,
‘and sent a deputation to them on this subject. Gill
copiesour translation of theintroduction of their messages,
and comments upon it as follows, viz. ¢ ¢ Thus saith the
“ whole congregation of the Lord,’—By whom they
¢ were sent, and whom they represented; and they
¢ don’t call them the congregation of Israel, but of the
¢ Lord, because it was not on a ciyil but religious
¢ account they were come, and not to plead thefr own
¢¢ cause, but the cause of God ; and not so much to
¢ shew a concern for their own honour and interest, as
¢ for the glory of God.” If they were a religious, and
not a civil assembly ; if they were a congregation of the
Lord, and not of man; and if, (as the text proves, and
Gill admits,) they-acted in these respects, as a visible
corporation, then they were just what you and I would
call the visible church of God. :

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

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

The following authority seems to unite civil and
ecclesiastical privileges, and to refer them all, not to the
Sinaitic covenant made with their fathers, whose car-
cases fell in the wilderness, but to the older covenant
made with their father Abraham, and confirmed to Isaac
and Jacob. ¢ And because he loved thy fathers, there-
fore he chose their seed after them.””(d) Gill confirms
my interpretation as follows, viz. ¢ ¢ And because he
¢ loved thy fathers,’—Not their immediate fathers,
¢ whose carcases fell in the wilderness, and entered not
¢ into the good land because of their unbelief, but their
é¢ more remote fathers or ancestors, Abraham, Isaac, and
¢ Jacob, who had some singular testimonies of the love
¢ of God to them. Abraham is called the friend of
¢ God, and Isaac was the son of promise in whom the
¢ seed was called ; and Jacob is particularly said to be
¢ Joved by God, when Esau was hated: ¢therefore he
¢ chose their seed after them;’ not to eternal life and
¢ salvation, but to the enjoyment of external blessings
¢ and privileges, to be called by his name, and to set up
¢ his name and worship among them, and to be @ special
¢ people to him above all people on the earth, as to out-
¢ ward favours, both civil and ecclesiastical’”” By
denying that they were chosen, in a body, o eternal
life, the Dr. shews that he distinguishes them from the
invisible church ; but by saying that God had chosen
.them to be a special people, to have his worship among
them, and to enjoy great outward favours, both civil

(c) Ps. cxi. 1. (d) Deut. iv. 37.
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and ECCLESIASTICAL, he shews that they are the visible
church.

I proceed to give some instances in whlch the words
t7"[3:\ and exxagoie are found in the Hebrew and the LXX,
to point out the church. On the account which Joshua
gives of his reading the law of Moses to the church,
Dr. Gill comments as follows, viz. ¢ There was not a
¢ word of all that Moses commanded which Jeshua read
¢ not before all the congregation of Israel, [who were
" ¢ on this occasion called together, and not before the
¢ men only, but] with the ‘women and the little ones,”
[who all had a concern in the things that were read to
them.](¢) A church of men, women, and little ones, sounds
very much like Pedobaptism. In another instance, he '
speaks still stronger in a similar strain.(f)

In David’s address to Goliah, he says, ¢ And all this
¢¢ assembly shall know that the Lord saveth not with the
¢ sword and spear.” Dr. Gill says that the word assem-
bly means, ¢ The congregation of Israel, and church of
¢ the living God, great part of which was now gathered

‘ together, and were spectators of this wonderful
“ event.”(g)

David says, ¢ I will give thee thanks in the great
church ; 1 will praise thee among much people.” Dr.
Gill explains this to mean, ¢ the church and people of
i God,” ““the people of God meeting together for
¢ solemn worship.”’(%)

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

(¢) Josh. viii. 35 - (/) Gill onJoelii. 16.
(g)1Sam. xvii. 1. 7. (4) Ps. xxxv. 18,
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¢ God, who are gathered out of the world, into a chureh-
¢¢ state, and who gather themselves together to attend the
¢ worship and service.of God in some one place.”(s)

It is not my intention to tax your patience so far as to
quote one fourth of the instances in which the Hebrew
and the Septuagint apply Snp and exzaou to the Jews,
as the visible church of God. Out of the comparatively
small number of examples which were selected for this
point, from the Old Testament, I shall, at present, pass
over twenty-two which are now before me.(j)

MR. CAMPBELL’S
NEW TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT,

REVIEWED,

IN OONNEXION WITH THE POINT NOW IN HAND.

In the New Testament, ecclesia occurs one hundred and four-
teen times; in more than one hundred of which it confessedly
means the visible church. Ido not know that my Opponent will
confess this, but every other sort of Baptist will. My reason
for excepting him is, that he has such an aversion to the word
church, (a word inestimably precious to the Christian, ) that he
appears determined to banish it from his vocabulary. He has
published an English translation of the New Testament, in
which, (strange to tell!) neither the word church nor the word
baptism is found once. By its title page, it professes to be
% The New Testament, translated from the original Greek, by
¢ GreorGE CampBELL, JAMES MAcCkNIGHT, and Puirie Dopn-
“ pripGE, Doctors of the Church of Scotland.”” In the Preface
and the list of errata, he speaks of a ¢ London edition of this
translation,” which “ departed ip some instances from the origi-

() Ps, cvii. 32, .

(7) 1 Kgs. viii. 14. 2Chr. i, 3. 5. vi. 3. (comg.ez.) vi. 12. 13, xxix. 23.

28. 31. 32. xxx, 2. 13.17, 28. 24, Ezr. x. 8. Neh, viii. 2. (comp. 3—38.)
Ps, xxii, 22, x1, 9. Ixxxix. 5. cxlix, 1. Lam. 1. 10,
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pal works,” of Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. Such of
these alterations as affected ¢¢the style’? only, he professes to
bave * retained :* but ¢‘some of these alterations affected the
sense ;*’ these he professes to have ¢¢ brought back to the original
works” of Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. In this trans-
lation, then, we are to look for the meaning of a certain set of
men, clothed in another man’s style. When the Ettric Shepherd
first saw Duncan Campbell, the little stranger, though only seven
years old, wore a coat originally made for a man. If this new
style should give George Campbell and his- companions as
grotesque an appearance, my Opponent can account for it, upon
the ground that they are just escaped from prison, through his
benevolent interposition. Here a writer in the Western Lumi-
nary speaks as follows ; viz. ¥ Mr. Campbell, on this part of his
« gubject, says something about the works of Campbell, Dod-
¢¢ dridye, and Macknight having been ¢imprisoned;® and seems
*¢ to take credit to himself for having brought them out to pub-
¢ lic gaze; and considers his own precious existencé necessary
¢ to prevent them from being again locked up.”’(k) How envi-
able is the lot of my Opponent! in being the honoured instru-
ment of preserving these eminent scholars from rotting in a
dungeon. His agency in this business proves the rapid advance
of the Western Country in the march of mind. Let posterity
know, that, but for the labours of a certain inhabitant of Buffaloe
Creek, the works of three of the most celebrated Doctors of
. Europe would soon have sunk into oblivion.

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

(k) Western Lum. for Jan, 3, 1827,
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almost as easily found as a needle in a hay-stack. Speaking of
this in his preface, he says, ¢ All that we can be praised or
¢¢ blamed for is this one circumstance, that we have given the
¢ most conspicuous place, to that version  which appeared to
¢¢ deserve it.”” That is, when the words of Campbell, Mac-
knight, and Doddridge appear to my Opponent the most deserv-
ing, he gives them in the text, and places-others in the Appendix:
but when the words of these three men appear to my Opponent
less deserving, he packs them off to the Appendix, and substi-
tutes others in the translation, whose names are not mentioned
in the title page. Thus every word of this version may be con-
sidered as having passed through the crucible of my Opponent’s
judgment. And who so well calculated to judge among the
jarring translations of jarring sects, as that man who possesses
the greatest literary and theological attainments, and is, at the
same time, perfectly divested of all sectarian feelings or preju-
dices, as is evident from ‘the whole career of my Oppouent, from
Mount Pleasant to Washington. Hear the words of his Preface
on this subject. <«If the mere publication of a version of the
¢¢ inspired writings requires, as we believe it does, the publisher
¢¢ to have no sectarian object in view, we are happy in being
+¢ able to appeal.to our whole course of public addresses, and to
¢¢ all that we have written on religious subjects, to shew that we
¢¢ bave no such object in view!!!”” Perhaps so great a portion
of charity, anti-sectarian liberality, and the milk of human kind-
ness, can hardly be found in the island of Great Britain, as my
Opponent knows to exist in one little privileged spot on the
banks of Buffaloe. It is reasonable, therefore, that he should
claim to his work saperior praise, over the London copy, whose
Editors probably spent much of their strength in sectarian de-
bates against infant-sprinkling, and the thirty-nine articles, and
the thirty-three Chapters, and male and female Missionaries,
and Bible and Benevolent Societies, and the observance of
family prayer, and the sabbath day. As my Opponent never
was known to whisper sectarian charges against other denomina-
tions, for holding doctrines or ordinances ¢ injurious to the well-
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being of society, religious or political,” he must be indulged in
a little commendable boasting, such as the following, viz.
« Taking every thing into view, we have no hesitation in saying,
« that, in the present improved state of the English language,
% the ideas communicated by the Apostles and Evangelists of
¢¢ Jesus Christ, are INcoMPARABLY better expressed in this, than
¢in any volume ever presented in our mother tongue.”(J)
Whenever, therefore, my Opponent’s Translation of the New
Testament is mentioned in this discussion, remember, that,
¢¢ taking every thing into view,” particularly his own rare quali-
fications for such a work, itis ¢¢ incoMpaRABLY” the best in the
language. -« _ ,

To set forth his unparallelled qualifications still more fully,
he says, in his Preface, ¢¢ The whole scope, design, and drift of .
«¢ our labours is to see Christians intelligent, united and happy.?’
‘With regard to uniting Christians, his labours, in one way or
another, appear to succeed in a small degree. The Western
Luminary,(m) informs us that my Opponent has made an inge-
nious effort to prove that his two bosom friends, a Unitarian,*
and Dr. James Fishback, are united in sentiment, in relation to
our Saviour’s person, although the former openly rejects the
dactrine of his supreme and eternal Deity, and the latter would
be thought to receive this doctrine. Moreover, they are now
very cordially united in their opposition to creeds and confes-
sions, thase stubborn things which have been so much in the way
of Unitarians, from the Council of Nice to the present day. If
Mr. Greatrake and the Orthodox Pastors and Editors, Associa-
tions and Conventions of the Baptist denomination have not
followed the amiable example of unity which these brethren have
set them, it is their own fault. Mr. Greatrake will not admit
that my Opponent is: for peace abroad or unify at home. Writing
to the Western Baptist Churches concerning my Opponent, he

‘says, « Having had you for two or three years spectators of his

() Introduction to Appendix. (m) For Jan. 3, 1827.

* The writer, through mistake, gave a wrong name to the Unitarian,
as he afterwards informed me,
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¢¢ own personal combats, or familiarized your minds to a view
¢¢ of his own fightings, you will find, perhaps too late, that the
¢¢ object contemplated by Mr. C. was to prepare you for dissen-
¢¢ tions and fightings .among yourselves ; to the end that he
¢¢ might share the spoils by making you a divided people.”’(n)
As my Opponent refers to his life for his antisectarian charac-
ter, so Mr. Greatrake says to the churches, ¢ Yes, brethren,
search, search his whole life, as far as possible.”” He then tells
them that this scrutiny will irrefragably prove ¢ that you [Bape
¢¢ tists, ] as a denomination, have been made the citadel of his safe-
¢¢ ty, while throwing the shafts of his hostility at other denomina-
¢ tions ; particularly at that one with which you most assuredly
¢¢ stand in the greatest degree of fellowship. The question
* ¢ then is, whether Mr. C. represents your feelings towards
¢¢ the Presbyterian and other Pedobaptist churches, against
¢¢ whom he ¢breathes out threatenings and slaughter?® If he
¢¢ does, let us know what cause they have given for this inter-
¢¢ minable rage. But I need not put this sort of question to you,
¢ being fully persuaded that your greatest partiality is towards
¢¢ that very church which Mr. C. appears to hate with the most
¢¢ deadly hatred.”(0) This is a righteous sentence pronounced
in the name of the Western Baptist Churches, by one of their
most respectable and worthy ministers, in exculpation of*the
much injured, and grossly insulted Pedobaptists of this country.
It correctly represents my would-be antisectarian Opponent, as
breathing threatenings and slaughter, and throwing the shafts of
‘his hostility with interminable rage, and the most deadly hatred,
at other denominations, particularly our own; and as doing this,
not'to oppose error, (for he is rotten to the -core,) but all this
zeal against others is, that he may prepare the Baptists for dis-
“sentions and fightings among themselves, that-he may share the
spoils of their divisions. "He must surely be rarely qualified for
writing an incomparable translation of the New Testament!

One prominent feature of this anomialous production is, that

(n) Unitarian Baptist of the Robinson School Exposed, p. 88,
‘o Do. P 87, ' ’
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it professes to reject every adopted or anglicised word. Dr.
George Campbell’s labours in favour of immersion give him some
aid in this particular. Complaining ef our Translators, the Dr.
says, ‘‘some words they have transferred from the original into
their language, others they have translated.” He wishes that
they had not ¢ranscribed the word baptism, but given it a dipping
translation. He considers baptism, even now, ¢ a foreign name.
¢¢ For this reason;” says he, “1 should think the word immer-
¢i sion (which, theugh of Latin origin, is an English noun, regu-
¢¢ larly formed from the verb fo immerse,) a better English name
*¢ than baptism, were we now at liberty to make a choice.”(p)
When great men sicken into a prurient longing to carry some
'wrong point, what weak arguments they will sometimes use!
Now I would inquire of the literary world, if it be not as true,
that BaprisM, though of Greek origin, is an English noun,
regularly formed from the verb To BAPTIZE, a8 that immersion,
¢¢ though of Latin origin, is an English noun, regularly formed
from the verb to immerse 2 Both these words were originally
foreign, and both are now naturalized ; and if there be any dif-
ference, it is in favour of baptism, because this, being more
generally known and understood, is more completely domesti-
cated. Besides, the connexion of the term, in the scriptures,
shews that immersion would be a perversion, instead of a trans-
lation, of the Original. It was evidently this consideration which
sometimes made Dr. Macknight follow our Bible in transcribing.
He does not say * All were immersed into Moses in the cloud
and in the sea,”” as my Opponent’s incomiparable has said for
him; but he says «all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and
in the sea.”” When a man’s zeal against the adoption of Greek
words, leads him not only to publish Dr. Campbell’s weak argu-
ment, but to invent a fact for Paul, and forge a translation for
Macknight, I am ready to say in reference to a reproof once
given to an incompetent imitator of Pindar, ¢ Dr. Campbell
was bold, but thou art impudent.”

(#) See Appendix to the incomparable. No, 4,
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8cores of alterations, where this word is concerned, are con-
fessed in the Appendix; and after he was taxed with the fault
he shews that they were promised in the Prospectus, which,
however, is not published with the work, and is in direct oppo-
sition to the promise contained in the title-page. His prospectus
reads as follows, viz. ¢ There is also one improvement of con-
¢¢ giderable importance which ought to be made in this work,
¢ and to which we shall attend. Sundry terms are not trans-
¢¢ Jated into English, but adopted into those translations from
¢ long usage. Those terms are occasionally translated into
¢¢ English by Campbell and Macknight; but not always. We
¢¢ ghall uniformly give them the meaning which they have affixed -
¢¢ to them, wherever they occur, and thus make this a pure
¢ English New Testament, not mingled with Greek words,
«¢ either adopted or anglicised.”(g) Here is a promise that he
will make his translation such pure English, that it shall not
contain any adopted words, such as Martyr, Archangel, Myriad,
Mystery, Schism, Blasphemy, Denarius, Euroclydon, Tartarus,
Abyss, Hades. Some of these words, such as myriad, denarius,
tartarus, abyss, and hades, are translated and not adopted in our
bible: but his translation is greatly to excel ours in this respect,
and be much purer English. He promises to adopt noné¢, but trans-
late all. After this, would you expect to hear me say that he had
actually adopted the whole of them, even those which our bible
translates? “Yet such is the fact!

In one case, he copies Doddridge, concerning « the martyrs of
Jesus,”(r) though in another he alters Doddridge’s martyr into
wilness.(s) . Angel is a Greek word anglicised; he therefore re-
jects it utterly, and always uses the word Messenger for it.
JArchangel also is a Greek word transcribed, and might jnst as
properly be rendered Prime-messenger: yet this word he uni-
formly adopts.(!) Myriad is a Greek word anglicised, and

Rev. xvii. 6. (&) Rev. ii. 13

gq See it quoted in West. Luminary for Jan. 3, 1827,
In-1 Thess iv. 16, Jude ix. the only places in which it occurs in the
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when used in connexion with angels, is rendered by Macknight
“ ten thousands of angels.”’(u) My Opponent’s incomparable
alters this into “myriads of messengers.” How wonderfully
this elucidates the subject! But in the Appendix he tells us
that such improvements are made, that the scriptures may be
¢¢ more intelligible to common readers, whose edification,” says
he, ¢ we have supremely in view.”” Some common readers,
however, are so stupid that they would think this improvement
worth very little more than a pair of leather spectacles. Besides
copying Doddridge in transferring the word mystery,(v) and
Macknight in trausferring the word schism,(w) he holds fast to
this adopted word twice, even where Macknight translates it;(x)
in one of which instances he justifies himself by the authority of
Dr. George Campbell, who first taught him to condemn such
transcriptions.(y) The Dr. and his incomparable disciple some-
times translate blasphemy and blaspheme, though poorly enough;
yet at other times both the noun and the verb are adopted by
them.{z) As for denarius, I believe they uniformly transfer
it;(a) although our American dime is a coin of the same value,
and would, (in our country at least,) afford a good translation.
He has adopted Euroclydon,(b) although he knows that Levanter
is a translation familiar te the commercial world. To be more
intelligible to6 common readers, he has adopted fartarus,(c)in-
stead of translating it Aell as our bible does. In one instance
pow before me, (d) he follows Dr. Campbell in transferring the
word abyss, where our bible translates it the deep, notwithstand-
ing their censures against it for transferring instead of trans-
lating. In other cases he copies Doddridge’s abyss;(e) besides
which he translates it the deep with Macknight,(f) and the bot-
tomless pit, with Doddridge.(g) In relation to another word of
similar import, my Opponent says, ¢ There being no one word

u) Hebr. xii. 22. (v) Rev. xvii. 5. (w) 1 Cor. xii. 25.
x) 1Cor, xi. 18.i. 10.  (y) 1Cor. i. 10. and Appendix, No. 67.
z% In Matt. xxvi. 65, both occur.

a) 1 have examined them in-Matt. xviii. 28. xx. 2. 9. 10. 13. xxii. 1.
&) Acts xxvii. 14. (¢) 1 Pet. ii. 4. &d) Luke viii. 31. .
&c Rev. xi. 7. xx. 3.  (f) Rom. x. 7. (&) Rev. ix. 11, xvii, 18. xx. 1.
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in our language which corresponds to the term kades, he [Dr.
George Campbell] is obliged to retain. and explain it.”” He at
the same time says, < We [Mr. Alexander Campbell] have uni-
formly followed his method in the books which he did not trans-
late.”(h) That is, the word hades is never translated, but always
retained in his New Testament. This he does in despite of Mac-
knight’s grave,(i) and Doddridge’s hell,(j) and his unseen
world(k) yet in this last translation my Opponent actually copies
Doddridge in three places,(/) notwithstanding his promise uni-
formly to retain hades after Dr. Campbell’s example. From these
instances we may conclude that when he promises to adopt, he
will be sure to translate, and when he abuses our Translators
for adopting, he means to adopt twice as much as they have
done. . .
As my Opponent promised always to franslate, so his incom- ’
parable makes extraordinary pretensions to -uniformity in its
translations. His three guides have rendered the same word
sometimes one way and sometimes another. This he seems
determined to avoid as an error. He says ¢ Wherever the
« word church is found in the common version, congregation
« will be found in this. 'We shall let Drs. Campbell and
¢ Doddridge defend the preference. For although they have
¢ not always so rendered it, they give the best of reasons why it
¢« ghould be always so translated.”(m) Here the arguments
of Doddridge and Campbell are given for a uniformity which
they did not approve nor practise. But on this subject my Op-
ponent is a professed disciple of Horne Tooke, who was a great
enemy to allowing a diversity of significations to the same word.
After informing you that Dr. Johnson assigned forty-six mean-
ings to an English monosyllable, he says, But the celebrated
% Horne Tooke demonstrates that it has but one meaning, and
¢ that all the pretended meanings of Dr. S. Johnson are resolvable
« into it.”(n) He then goes on to apply the remark to the
(RO 18 () Acwii 37 31, Rev. Daae

m) Appendix No. 10. .
ny Spurious Debate with W. L. M. p. 513. Note.
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Greek prepositions in opposition to Parkhurst, who allowed
sixteen meanings to one, and eighteen to another.” Let it be
remembered that Horne Tooke, in ascertaining his one meaning
of a word, is governed by its etymology. Here also my Oppo-
nent follows him; and he gives this-as a reason for banishing
the word church from his New Testament. He says, « - The
% term church or kirk, is an abbreviation of the word zu;cw
¢¢ ouxos the house of the Lord, and does not translate the term
¢ sxxamoa,’ [a calling out.](o) Here the mere fact of two words
being differently derived, is given as a reason why they cannot
have the same signification, and why one of them cannot pro-
perly translate the other. If church cannot render ecclesia,
merely because it is etymologically the house of the Lord, and
not a calling out, then surely his favoutite congregafion cannot
render it, for this is, by derivation, a gathering together, and
not a calling out. This places ecclesia in the same predicament
in which he says that hades is, without a corresponding word in
our language. To be consistent, then, he should either tran-
scribe it, or form some new word, like evocation, of a similar
derivation. So completely has my Opponent entangled himself
by this position, that if it can be maintained, then he has de-
stroyed his whole new version. If the mere want of coincidence
in etymology is sufficient to disqualify church from rendering
ecclesia, then his incomparable has not translated one verse of the
New Testament correctly. If he were tried by his own test, he
would fall infinitely below our own translators. This he-knows
very well, and, therefore, in direct defiance of his own princi-
ples, he condemns them for paying too much attention to the
literal and etymological meaning of words. He says, ¢ The -
¢¢ kings translators have frequently erred in attempting to be,
¢¢ what some would call literally correct. ‘They have not given
¢¢ the meaning in some passages where they have given a literal
¢¢ translation.” More directly still to the point, he says, ¢« that
¢t what a classiqal scholar, or a critical etymologist [such as

. (o) Appendix No, 10,
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¢ Horne Tooke or his disciple] might approve, as a literal
¢¢ version of some passages, is by no means the meaning of the
«¢ writer.” These sentiments, he informs us, are the fruit of
his “better acquaintance with the idiomatic style of the Apostolic
¢¢ writings, and of the Septuagint Greek;” while he stigmatizes
as “smatterers in the original Greek,”(p) those who lean to the
closer and stricter rendering of our Translators. He would
have come nearer the truth if he had told you that instead of
" obtaining these sentiments from his own better acquaintance
with the Greek Scriptures, he took them, second-handed, from
Dr. George Campbell, who published them, as an apology for his
extremely loose version of the four Gospels, which might more
correctly be called a paraphrase than a translation. In avoiding
the literal extreme of Arias Montanus, he went so com-
pletely into the liberal extreme, that he saw himself in danger
of being accuged of licentiousness. In relation to my Opponent’s
views of the words ecclesia and church, on account of their want
of etymological coincidence, permit me to give you a little more
from Dr. Campbell. In shewing how unsafe it sometimes is to
trust to the etymology of a word for its meaning, he says,
¢¢ There are many cases wherein, though its descent may be
¢¢ clearly traced, we should err egregiously, if we were to fix
¢¢ its meaning from that of the primitive or root.”” ¢ Thus the
¢¢ three words xwpsxos in' Greek, paganus in Latin, and villain
¢¢ in English, though evidently so conformable in etymology, that
_$¢ they ought all to denote the same thing, namely villager; have,
¢¢ for many ages, both lost that signification, and acquired others
#¢ in which they do not in the least resemble one another. If
¢¢ the use in these languages should ever come to be very little
¢ known, and the history of the nations nearly lost; we may
¢ form a guess at the absurditjes in explaining those terms, into
¢¢ which men would be misled by etymology.”’(¢) Doubtless my
Opponent will }agree to all this when Dr. Campbell says it, just
as he agrees to the very opposite when Horne Tooke says it.

{ ) Preface, p
) Dr. Campbell’s fourth Preliminary Dissertation. Sections 16, 17,
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When he sells himself to two masters, he is for yielding implicit
obedience to both, even when they are diametrically opposed to
each other, and lead him into palpable contradictions and ab-
surdities.

The absurdity of his prefemng congregation to church, as a
rendering of ecclesia, and then uniformly adhering to that render-
ing, will soon be evident. The word ecclesia is used to denote
the place of worship as well as the worshipping assembly. - The
word ¢hurch has the same latitude of signification: but congre-
gation has not. Paul says, “ When ye come together in the
ecclesia, I hear that there be divisions among you.’(r) Our
Bible says, ¢“when ye come together in the church.”” Of this
Dr. Gill approves, and says that the word means ¢¢the place
where the church met together to perform divine service,*” which
exposition he proves by the context. Accordingly Dr. Mac-
knight says, « when ye come together in the church.” As usual,
my Opponent alters the word church, and says, *“ When ye
come together in the congregation.”

.In another instance; according to Doddndge, ¢¢ The Saddu-
cees say, there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit.”’(s)
My Oppeonent’s incomparable reads, ¢¢ There is no resurrection,
neither [good nor evil] messenger,” &c. What Doddridge calls
angel in the next verse, my Opponent calls “ heavenly messen-
ger,” without enclosing the word heavenly in brackets, as he
did the words ¢¢ good and evil”’ in the former verse. This way
of translating leaves the common reader, (whose benefit my
QOpponent had supremely in view,) perfectly at a loss to know
what is in Doddridge, what is in the Original, and what the
new translator would be at. »

Another instance of the astonishing uniformity of my Oppo-
nent’s New Testament. There are four texts in which Dod-
dridge, with some claims to uniformity, transfers -the word
mystery.(f) In the first of these my Opponent agrees with him

Er) 1Cor xi. 18. (s) Acts xxiii. 8.
¢) Rev. xvii. 5. 7. (com. 22) X, 7. i. 20,

0
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in transferring. In the second and third, he translates it secret.
In the fourth he renders it hidden-meaning.

Again; there are six texts in which Doddridge uniformly
transcribes the words blaspheme, blasphemer, blasphemy, dlas-
phe’mouaty;(u) Only four of these are in those books of which
he professes to give Doddridge’s translation. In the first of
these, my Opponent transcribes blasphemers as Doddridge does.
In the second he translates delractions, in the third, abusive
things, in the fourth reviled, in the fifth slender, and in the sixth
defamation. All this is for the sake of an extraordinary and
scrupulous uniformity!

. Once more. The word anastasis occurs four times in the
compass of eight verses.(v) In the first of these instances, my
Opponent’s incomparable uniformity renders it future life, in the
second resurrection, in the third that state, and in the fourth
revival, where Dr. Campbell has it quickening. Now in all these
places, our translation, which is so much censured for its want of
uniformity, uses the word resurrection, as. Doddridge does.
‘With this uniform rendering agree the Latin translations of
Jerome, Castalio, Beza, and that of Junius and Tremellius: as
do also the German, Italian, and French, of Luther, Diodati,
and De Sacy, with a variety of others in different languages.
Even the Unitarian Improved Version, and the Universalist
double-distilled version by Mr. Kneeland, renders the word
uniformly resurrection as our bible does. "My Opponent’s su-
perfine is the enly one which professes an unparallelled consis-
tency, and he and his pattern, whom he has altered, are the
only ones who have given four renderings to this word, in a-
passage of eight verses.

Let it be remembered that my Opponeut does not openly oﬂ'er
to the public a new version of his own, but he proposes to give
us the works of Drs. Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge. In
his Appendix he says, “we were scrupulously intent on giving

(u) Acts xix, 37, Mk. iii. 28. Luke xxii. 65. Acts xviii. 6. Rev, il 9.
xiit, 6, (v) Matt, xxii, 23, 28, 30. 31,
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% every wotd of the works proposed.”(w) It is true thatin
making this declaration, he may have had his eye upon the notes,
in whieh, however, he has not given every word of the works
proposed, as may be seed in the alteration last mentioned, and
others without number. But if he had scrupulously given every
word of theirs in the notes, would that justify him in imposing
the work upon the community, as the “ New Testament trans-
¢ lated from the origimal Greek, by George Campbell, James
¢ Macknight, and Philip Doddridge, Doctors of the Church of
¢¢ Scotland?” He ought.rather to have called it, the translation
of one man, accompanied with the various readings of three
others: or, at least, he should have given it such an honest title
as that of the Unitarian translation ; “ The New Testament, in
« an Improved Version, upon the basis of Archbishop New-
¢ come’s new translation, with a corrected text, and notes critical
¢ and explanatory.” The authors of this work did not dare to
offer it to the British public, as ¢ the New Testament translated
“ by Newcome, a Primate of the Church of England,” but only
a néw version ¢upon the basis: of Archbishop Newcome’s.”
‘What then would they think of a Unitarian Baptist, who would
publish a translation, purporting to be the work of three ¢ Daoc-
tors of the Church of Seotland,” and yet containing more varia-
tions from these Doctors, by three or.four, if not ten times, than
the Improved Version has alterations of Newcome’s translation?
Mr. Kneeland’s New Testament is as good a copy of either Scar-
lett or the Improved Version, as my Opponent’s is of the three
Doctors: yet he had not the audacity to palm it upon the public as
either of these works, but was satisfied with the puerile vanity
of being the author of a new version, between which and its
models there was no important difference.

In some important instances, my Opponent agrees with these
corrupt versions, in opposition to those which he promised to
copy. --It is well knoawn that the Unitarians endeavour to fritter
down the interview between Paul and the jailer to little more

‘ (-w) p- 38,

J
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than a consultation about temporal safety from civil punishment
by the Roman government. This has been attempted I am told, by
‘Dr. Holley in Lexington. With a view to this, the Unitarian
Improved Version makes the jailer say, ¢¢ Sirs, what must I do
to be safe?” Anditmakes Paul and Silas answer, ¢¢ Believe in
¢ the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be safe and thine house-
« hold.”(z) To the word safe, they append a note inferming
us that Newcome has the word saved in accordance with our
translation: after which the note says ¢ Mr. Wakefield explains
it, to avoid punishment for what has befallen the prisoners and
the prison. ¢¢ This,” he adds, ¢¢is beyond all doubt, the sense
¢¢ of the passage; though Paul, in his reply, uses the words in a
¢ more extensive signification: a practice common in these
¢ writings.” Kneeland copies the translation and the note
without giving credit for either. My Opponent translates, ¢¢O
. ¢ Sirs, what must I do that I may be safe? And they said, Be-
¢ lieve in the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be safe, and
“ thine house.” As there is nothing about this passage in the
margin, and as there is no note referring from this or any other
part of the chapter to the Appendix, any reader, who has not
been accustomed to catching eels, would take it for granted that
Doddridge had given the above translation in accordance with
the Unitarian and Universalist versions. But on examining the
Appendix, half of Doddridge’s translation is found wedged in
between notes to which reference is made from the preceding and
succeeding chapters. In connexion with this half-reading, he gives
the reason why he had thus hidden Doddridge, and ¢“given the most
conspicuous place to that [Unitarian] version, which appeared
to deserve it,”” This reason is given in the words of Wakefield .
the Unitarian, as follows, viz. ¢¢The jailer meant no more than,
% what shall I do to be safe from punishﬁght? for what had be-
« fallen the prisoners and‘ the prison ? ‘This is, beyond deubt
¢ the sense of the passage; though Paul, in his reply, uses the
% words in 3 more extensive signification; a practice common in

(). Acts xvi. 30, 31,



( 109 )

¢ these writings.” These words in the Appendix are preceded
and followed by the name of Wakefield, as the author of the
translation and nete. Thus, while there is a happy agreement
between Doddridge and our translation, there is also a sweet
harmony between the Socinian version of London, the Univer-
salist of Philadelphia, and the Arian Baptist of Buffaloe Creek.
It is well known that the exhortation of Paul ¢ to feed the
church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood,”(y)
is shocking to the feelings of those who do not believe in the
supreme deity and true humanity of him whose blood has satis-
. fied divine justice for the sins of his people. It even wounds
weak Christians, on account of it appearing to attribute blood
and suffering to God who is impassible. For this reason various
transcribers and translators, ancient and modern, have softened
. down the Apostle’s expression, by substituting, some, one word,
and, some another, which may not be so, shocking to their feel-
ings. Some of these transcribers and translators are adduced
by the Unitarian Improved Version, to prove that the word
-Lord is a better reading than that of the received text. Mr.
Kneeland’s Universalist Version also prefers the word Lord;
and so does my Opponent’s. edition of Dr. Doddridge’s transla-
tion, without one marginal note or reference to the Appendix
from any part of the Chapter to shew that he was not reporting
the Dr. correctly. On this account, « A Friend to Truth” in
¢ The Western Luminary,”’(z) in noticing this alteration, says
that my Opponent ¢ passes over it silently.”” This mistake was
owing to the violation of a promise made by my Oppenent in his
Preface. His words are these, viz. “instead of crowding the
¢ margin with different translations and critical notes, we have
¢ placed them in an Appendix and made references to them at
¢t the bottom of the page.”(a) After having generally dis-
regarded this engagement until he gets to the 224th page
of his translation, he then refers to a note in the Appendix,
which gives notice that he will violate this promise on a greater

(y) Acts xx, 28. (z) For Jan, iii, 1827, (a) p. 10.
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scale ¢¢in the subsequent books of the New Testament, than in
the preceding,’ and assigns as a reason for this course, that so
many references “at the bottom of the page” ¢ would rather
have disfigured the page.” I confess that if his work were
_bespangled with asterisks and other marks as numerous as the
instances in which he has altered his three great men, it would
give his page some resemblance to whortle berries and milk :
but the right way to remedy this evil, is not.to conceal the
alterations, but to remove them, by giving a fair copy of his
Doctors. At present, however, he saves his page at the expense
of his veracity and honesty. Instead of making his notes plain
for common readers, and opening them by distinct references,
he makes them short, contracted, and to mest men, unintelligi-
- ble; and then wraps up a great number of them in a bundle,
not with the erder of a pedlar’s pack, but with the confasion of
a rag-man’s sack. With the exception of one little note of less
than a line, all my Opponent’s. notes on eight chapters now
before me, are squeezed into one of these bales, to which there
is only one reference in the whole translation. Snugly enclosed
in the centre of this astonishing hurra’s nest, you find the fol-
lowing note, viz. ¢¢v. 29. ¢Church of Godj’ Dod. ¢Of the Lord;’
Griesbach.”” - This I perceive to be a note on the 39th verse of
something. Going very little farther back, I find ¢ Chap. xx.”
This therefore must be the 29th verse of the 20th Chapter of
some book. Anxious to find the name of the book, I in vain
explore this branch of notes to its seurce. Being disappointed
here, I examine the batch of notes preceding it, and the one
preceding that, until I have tried a8 many as you have fingers
and toes, without being able to discover the name of the book to
* which one note belongs. Here he will say that this defect in
the notes is supplied by the ¢“references to them at the bottom

of the page,” where the text is found in the translation. . This

would have been the case in some measure, if he had performed
his promise in making those references at the bottom of the page.

But the text to which this note belongs, is on page 266. Here

there is no reference, nor gn any preceding page nearer than
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269, where another verse of another chapter gives occasion to
refer to this mass of notes, seven pages before the text in ques~
tion, and thirteen pages before the last text contained in the
mass. After a tedious search you can discover that his «v. 29,
means not the 29th, but the 28th verse of the 20th Chapter of
the Acts of the Apostles; and that his * ¢ Church of God;’ Dod.
¢« Of  the Lord;’ Griesbach,” means that Doddridge agrees with
our bible in giving the name of God to him who purchased the
church with his bloed, whereas my Opponent had rejected Dod-
dridge, and followed ‘Griesbach, in substituting the word Lord.
In answer to his detector in the Western Luminary (5) he de-
fends this substitution by observing, ¢I said in the preface I
« gave the most conspicuous place to that reading or rendering
,“ which I thought deserved it—and so it happens here.”” Yes,
let it be remembered that he puts into the text of this new
translation, whatever he thinks deserves it, and then publishes -
this compilation of a Unitarian Baptist, as the work of three
Presbyterian Pedobaptist Doctora!!!

As my Opponent in connefion with' the above remark, gave
his reason at large, for supplanting Doddridge with anothervread-
ing, indulge me with the liberty of paying a moment’s attention
to them. They are three. -One is that Griesbach «decides in
favour of the latter.” Another is that Ireneus “quotes it as in
the new translation.” A third is that ¢ The Syriac translation,
the oldest in the world, has it Lord.”

. The two last reasons are alledged facts which he observes,
« I {Mr. Campbell] added in my own mind to the authority of
Griesbach.” Thus my Opponent, with all his professed oppo--
sition to creeds and confessions of human composition, is not yet
escaped from human authority. In favour of a Unitarian trans-
lation of Acts xvi. 30, he gives no other authority than that of
‘Wakefield, a Unitarian writer: and in favour of a Unitarian
reading of Acts xx. 28, he gives « the authority of Griesbach,”
whom the’ Unitarians claim. Real Christians call no man

(8) For Jan 3, 1827,
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Father; and they adopt a human creed, as they would preach or
hear a human sermon; because they believe it to be founded
upon the scriptures. But many unregenerate persons receive
this creed, as my Opponent once did the Westminster Confes-
sion, upon no other ground than human authority; and they
afterwards reject it, as my Opponent has done, because they
prefer a Unitarian Master to any other. Here also it may not
be improper to observe, as the writer in the Western Luminary
has done, that the celebrated Nolan has proved that the criteria
by which Griesbach has made his decision, are fundamentally
erroneous, and Wakefield himself has decided agamst hun in
this instance.

In answer to my Opponent’s. second reason, drawn from the
testimony of one of the Fathers, in favour of his reading, X
would observe that Middleton, who is not decided in favour of
our reading of the passage, still says that «it is quoted or re-
ferred to by a great many of the Fathers.” '

My Opponent’s third reason exhibits, if I wmistake not, a
greater degree of moderation than he is accustomed to. He
only says that ¢¢ The Syriac translation, the oldest in the world,
has it Lord.” Considering the liberties which he usually takes,
we should expect him to claim the Latin Vulgate, which is the
next oldest in the world; and the Arabic and Ethiopic which
are highly esteemed by some. Griesbach, my Opponent’s Mas-
ter, actually did claim the Ethiopic; in consequence of which
his professed brother Wakefield declared his testimony on this
point, “infamously false.”(c) Yet it is not mere false than the
testimony of a certain tramslator, in claiming the Syriac Ver-
sion in favour of his reading. The Syriac Version has neither
his reading nor ours,(d) but a reading which is found in no
Manuscript, and which both parties consider unsupported by
evidence. But my Opponent, no doubt, thinks that he has as
good a right to alter ancient translations as modern ones; and
in this I agree with him. -

(c) Middleton on the text, (d) But Messiah or Christ,
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Before 1 dismiss this incomparable of my Opponent, permit
me to notice his last refuge from that infamy to which the voice
of an insulted and defrauded people will consign him. When
his Prospectus says that he will translate such words as the
three Doctors had adopted, he adds, ¢ But in doing this [that is,
¢¢ in translating,] we shall not depart in any instance from the
¢ meaning which they have declared those words to convey.”” In

-answering his newspaper antagonist, the ¢ Friend of Truth,”
‘he refers to this as a ¢ promise of great importance,” and adds,
« Now it can be proven in any court of law or equity where the
« English language is spoken, that I have not, in one instance,
¢ departed from this promise. I challenge all the colleges and
¢¢ divines on this continent, to shew that I have not, in every
¢ instance, so done. Let this Doctor of divinity, this ¢ Friend
¢ to Truth’ make an attempt.”

‘This pompous challenge would make some take it for granted
that my Opponent never alters the meaning of either of his
Doctors, although he may alter his words. But if this be the
case, why does he, according to his Preface,(e) substitute the
words of Dr.-Campbell for those of Doddridge or Macknight,
-in every passage which he has translated ? and why does he
give as areason for this, the superior ¢ correctness and elegance”
of his translations? Is there no difference of meaning between
Dr. Campbell’s correct and elegant translations, and those for
which they are substituted? But correct and elegant as Dr.
Campbell is, he is not to compare with my Opponent, to whose
translations, those of Dr. Campbell as well as Macknight and
Doddridge must give way, in order to form a book concerning
which it may be said, that ¢¢the ideas communicated by the
Apostles and Evangelists of Jesus Christ, are incomparably
better expressed in this than in any volume ever presented in
our mother tongue.” Can this much altered translation be
incomparably better than its models, as published by themselves,
or in the London Edition, without any change in the meaning of

(e) p. 10
P



( 114 )

one word ? If there be no difference in meaning, how comes it
to pass that when he substitutes hades for Doddridge’s hell, he
gives as a reason that the word ¢is very improperly translated
hell2”(f) 1Is there no difference between the original and a
very improper translation? Taking the Epistle to the Hebrews
as a specimen of the whole work, he says, in his answer to the
« Friend of Truth,” ¢« About fifty times you will find Mac-
knight in the Appendix in this one Epistle,” and then offers a
guess that there are as many as three thousand such alterations
in the whole work, instead of the reduced calculation of fifteen
hundred which his Antagonist had made. Are we to understand
that he has altered the words of his authors fifty times in one
Epistle, and three thousand times in all, without once changing
their meaning? ‘

But the letter of his challenge calls for an instance in which
his New Testament gives a meaning different from his Doctors,
by translating a word which they had adopted. The word Aeresy
is translated by my Opponent, and adopted by his author.
Doddridge says, ¢ After the way which they call Aeresy, so-do
I worship the God of my Fathers.” My Opponent says,
¢¢ After the way which they call a sect, so worship I the God of
my fathers.” Now if it can be shewn that my Opponent under-
stands the word sect in an indifferent sense, and that Doddridge
understands the word /eresy in an evil sense, then my Opponent
has altered his author’s meaning by translating a word which
his author had adopted. In a note to which my Opponent refers
from this text, his meaning is conveyed to us in the language of
Dr. Campbell. After explaining the original by cluss, party,
sect, he observes, “ The word was not, in its earliest accepta-
¢ tion, conceived to convey any reproach in it, since it was
« indifferently used, either of a party approved, or of one dis-
« approved by the writer.”” Thus my Opponent’s word sect is
understood indifferently. Now although Doddridge gives the
word sect in his paraphrase, he gives a reason for preferring the

(/) Rew. vi. 8, Compare Appendix No, 21.
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word heresy in the text. He admits that on account of the cir-
cumstances of the primitive Christians, “ they might properly
be called a sector party of men,” but he says, « I cannot but think
¢¢ this a place, where the word d«gesis, which I own to be often
¢¢ géndifferent, is used in a bad sense ; for Paul plainly intimates,
¢¢ that Christianity did not deserve the name they gave it.”
‘Thus my Opponent’s translation gives a word in an indifferent
sense, which -Doddridge thinks might properly be applied to
Christians instead of his author’s adoption of a word in an evil
sense, which Doddridge thinks the Christians did not deserve.
Yet my Opponent’s promise says, ¢¢We shall not depart in any
¢¢ instance from the meaning which they have declared those
¢ words to convey.” :

Paul once preached Christ to the Jews. My Opponent says,
¢¢ But when they set themselves in opposition, and reviled, he
shook: his garments.”’(g) Would not any common reader un-
derstand from this, that the Jews reviled Paul ? and was not this
what my Opponent meant that they should understand ? Yet
Doddridge says, ¢ they set themselves in opposition, and BrLAs-
rHEMED’ that glorious name on which he was pressing them to
JSix their dependence. To the same amount, in other places,(h)
Doddridge adopts blasphemy, and my Opponent translates
slander, défamation. It is well known that in common language,
reviling, slander, and defamation, denote an offence against our
fellow men; whereas Dr. Allison, a Baptist Preacher, in his
English Dictionary, says that ¢¢ blasphemy is an offering of some
¢ indignity unto God himself.”> In accordance with this, Dod-
dridge in describing the Roman Beast, says that it was ¢ full of
blasphemous names,”(i) which his paraphrase explains by its
¢ agcribing to itself, and the harlot upon it, properties and
glories which belong to God alone.” My Opponent, instead of
¢ blasphemous names,” translates ¢ slanderous names.”

My Opponent might here urge in extenuation, that he was
following his perfectly correct and elegant pattern, Dr. George

€g) Acts xviii, 6. (#) Rev.ii. 9. 13, 1, () Rev. xvii, 3.
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Campbell, as he promised in his preface. If this were true, it
would only shew that he made two promises which were incon-
sistent with each other: one is that he would always substitute
Campbell’s words for those of the other two Doctors; and the
other is that he would never depart from their meaning. But if
I mistake not, while Campbell justifies him in one departure
from Doddridge(j) his principles and practice condemn him in
all the rest. He admits that the werd blaspheme should be
retained when God is the object of this offence. . In the last
text the Beast is said to be full of blasphemous names, because
he claims divine attributes and honors. For this very thing the
Jews repeatedly accused our Saviour of the same offence; and
in no such case does either Dr. Campbell or my Opponent ren-
der it reviling, slander, or defamation, but they both retain the
word blasphemy. ¢¢ Who is this that speaketh blasphemies ?
Can any one forgive sins beside God ?’ «For a good work we
do not stone thee, but for dlasphemy, because thou, being [a]
man, makest thyself God.»(k) In these texts my Opponent has
exactly followed his model, except in the insertion of our in-
definite article before the word man, which, among three thou-
sand alterationg, can hardly be noticed.

According to my Opponent’s translation, Paul’s reason for
delivering Hymeneus and Alexander to Satan, was ¢¢ that they
might be taught by chastisement, not to defame.” Although
Macknight, whom he here professes to copy, uses the word revile
in his commentary, yet as he expressly declares #¢ Christ or his
doctrine” to be the object of this reviling, he retains blaspheme in
the text, according to the principles of my Opponent’s favouritel.
Dr. Campbell : «that they might be taught by chastisement not
to blaspheme.”(l) In another instance (m) he retains blasphemers,
where my Opponent substitutes defamers, although Macknight’s:
commentary explains it « blasphemers of God, by the injurious
# representations which they give of him.” I cannot tell how

?; Acts xviii. 6. See his Prelim. Dissert. 9. Part 2. Sect. >12.
k) Luke v, 2L Johnx, 33. (/) 1Tim.i.20.  (m)2Tim. i, 2.
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many cases of this sort his book contains; but I have very little
‘doubt that one whose time and patience would permit him to
wade through this mass of perversion, would discover many
other instances, in addition to the seven which I have pointed
out, in which my Opponent’s authors adopt -a word with
one meaning, and my Opponent translates it with another mean-
ing: yet the promise of his Prospectus is, “But in doing this,
« we shall not depar} in any instance, from the meaning which
« they have declared those words to convey.” And after the
work was published, he challenges ¢¢all the colleges and divines
« on this continent to shew” that he has ¢¢in one instance, de-
< parted from this promise.»

My Opponent may be called a challenge-monger. The Re-
formers used to challenge that they might debate: my Opponent
debates that he may challenge. A Reformer once contended
ten days upon the ground of one challenge: my Opponent
does not stop at ten challenges in one day, and sometimes
in one speech. When used as a mancuvre, it sometimes
‘appears ingenious, although it may be disingenuaus. 1If a
man accuse him of Unitarianism,. he challenges him to prove
him a Socinian, as if Unitarianism did not embrace his darling
Arianism, as well as his brother Holley’s Socinianism. A.accuses
B. of stealing one of his cattle. B. challenges A. and all the
colleges and lawyers on the continent to prove that he has stolen
a cow ; thinking thereby to conceal the fact that he had stolen a
calf. Butin the present case his right hand appears to have lost its
cunning: for he challenges the continent to shew one instance
in which he has departed from a promise, which he has directly
violated in the seven specified cases, and we know not how
many more.

There was a time when I thought the Unitarian Improved
Version a non-pareil in theological atrocity: but, in respect of
fraud and falsehood, this Arian Baptist’s New Trans]ation is
incomparably beyond it. T am not sorry, therefore, that the
word Church, which introduced it to our notice, is not once
found in this master-piece of deception.



( 118 )

THE POINT
WHICH WAS, IN PART, INTERRUPTED BY THE REVIEW,
RESUMED.

It has already been shewn that the application of this
word to the Jews in the Old Testament proves that they
were once the visible church of God. You have heard,
moreover, that it is confessedly used more than a hun-
dred times in the New Testament, to signify the visible
church. Now if we or our Baptist friends who agree
in this matter, were asked for our proof, how could we
answer more properly than by quoting such passages of
the New Testament as shew, by their connexion, that
the people called the church, were a visible society,
acting as' the consecrated depository of the oracles and
ordinances of revealed religion ? There are now before
me nine authorities(n) which give the name of ecclesia
to those who had the worship, discipline, character and
condition of such a society. Perhaps, there is nota
regular Baptist on earth who will deny the conclusion,
or deny that it is authorized by these passages of the
New Testament. But a good rule will work both waj’s.
If these premises prove the existence of a New Testa-
ment church, they will also, if they can be found, prove
the existence of an Old Testament church. We are
then to look for the worship, discipline, character, and
condition of a visible church among the Jews.

(ﬂ Acts xi, 26, xx. 17. xiii, 1. xii, 5. xiv. 23, (comp. 22.) xv. 41, xv1.
5. Matt, xviii. 17, xvi, 18,
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I. Worsnir. “ And all the church worshipped.”
¢ And the whole chureh took counsel to keep other
¢¢ seven days:” ¢in religious exercises,’ as Gill says.(o)

The religious exercises of the Old Testament were
‘ such as the following.

1. Sacrifices. ¢ For Hezekiah, king of Judah, did
¢« give to the church a thousand bullocks, and seven
¢ thousand sheep: and the princes gave to the church
¢ a thousand bullocks and ten thousand sheep: and a
¢¢ great number of priests sanctified themselves.”
¢¢ And they brought forth the he-goats for the sin-offer-
¢ ing before the king and the church; and'they laid
¢ their hands upon them.” ' ¢‘Then Hezekiah answer-
¢¢ed and said, Now ye have consecrated yourselves
¢¢ unto the Lord, come neéar, and bring sacrifices, and
¢¢ thank-offerings into the house of the Lord. And the
¢ church brought in sacrifices and thank-offerings ; and
‘¢ a3 many as were of a free heart, burnt offerings. And
¢¢ the number of the burnt-offerings which the church
¢ brought, was,” &c.(p)

2. Festivals. “For the king had taken counsel, and
“ his princes, and all the church in Jerusalem, to keep
% the passover in the second month.” ¢ And there as-
¢ sembled at Jerusalem much people, to keep the feast
¢ of unleavened bread in the second month, a very great
¢ church.” ¢ For there were many in the church, that
‘“ were not consecrated : therefore the Levites had the
% charge of the killing of the passovers, for every one

(o) 2 Chr. xxix. 28. xxx. 23.
(#) 2 Chr. xxx. 24. xxix, 23. 31. 32, xxx, 2. -
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¢ that was not clean, to consecrate them unto the
¢ Lord.(q) '

3. Prayer. ‘“ And he stood before the altar of the
¢ Lord in the presence of all the church of Israel, and
¢ gpread forth his hands. For Solomon had made a
¢ brazen scaffold,’”” ‘‘and upon it he stood, and kneeled
¢ down upon his knees before all the church of Israel,
“and sprez;d forth his hands toward heaven.””(r) Com-
pare this with certain passages of the New Testament,
in which Baptists themselves see evidence that the visi-
ble church of God is meant. ¢ Peter, therefore, was
¢ kept in prison ; but prayer was made without ceasing,
¢ of the church, unto. God for him.” ¢ Now there
¢ were, in the church that was at Antioch, certain pro-
¢ phets and teachers.” ¢¢ And when they had ordained
¢“them elders in every church, and had prayed with
¢ fasting, they commended them to the Lord on whom
¢ they believed.”(s)

4. Praise. I will give thee thanks in the great
¢ church, I will praise thee among much people.” The
¢¢ great congregation,’ as our bible has it in the first
clause of this verse, Dr. Gill explains, ¢ the churck and
¢ people of God.” The expression in the last clause, he
explains, ¢ the people of God meeting together for so-
¢lemn worship.” The Psalmist says again, ¢‘The
¢¢ heavens shall praise thy wonders, O Lord! thy faith-
¢ fulness also, in the church of the saints.” Here Gill
says ‘‘holy men are meant, such as are ealled to be
¢ saints, and are gathered-together in a gospel church-

(7) 2 Chr, xxx. 2. 13. 17. r) 2 Chr. vi, 12, 13,
(s) Acts xii. 5. xiii. 1, xiv, 23, (comp. 22.
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state.” The same explanation he gives of the following:
¢¢ Praise ye the Lord. Sing unto the Lord a new song,
¢¢and his praise in the church of saints.”” It is plain that
this is directly applicable to the Israelitish church, as
well as prophetical of the Christian church. The same
may be said of the following: I will declare thy name
¢/ unto my brethren; in the midst of the church-will I
¢¢ praise thee.”’(?) Several of these texts mention sing-
ing, one important means of ecclesiastical praise.(u)
5. Reading, expounding, and preaching. ¢ There
¢“ was not a word of all that Moses commanded, which
¢¢ Joshua read not before all the church of Israel, with
¢¢ the women and the little ones, and the strangers that
¢ were conversant among them.” ¢ And Ezra the
¢¢ priest, beeaght the law before the church.” ¢ So
¢t they read in the book, in the law of God distinctly,
““and .gave the sense, and caused them to understand
 the reading.” <1 have preached righteousness in
¢ the great church.”’(v) Compare this with the decla-
ration that God anointed Isaiah ¢‘to preach good ti-
¢ dings unto the meek ;> that he anointed our Saviour,
the Antitype of Isaiah, ¢“to preach the gospel to the
¢ poor;”’ that he actually ¢ preached in the synagogues of
% Galilee :”” and compare the whole with what is said of
Paul and Barnabas, ¢¢ that a whole year they assembled
% themselves with the church, and faught much people.
% And the disciples were called Christians first in An-
¢tioch.”(w) Thus does the connexion of the word

¢) Ps. xxxv. 18. Ixxxix. 5. cxlix. 1. xxii. #2.
u) 2 Chr. xxix. 28. Ps. cxlix. 1.

v) Josh. viii. 35. Nek. viii. 2—8. Ps. xl. 9.
(w) Isa. 1xi, 1. Luk. iv. 18. 44. Acts xi. 26.
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shew that it denotes a society consecrated to religious
purposes, both in the Old and New Testaments.

6. Implements and places for worship. ¢ The brazen
¢ gltar that Bezaliel the son of Uri, the son of Hur, had
¢ made, he put before the tabernacle of the Lord : and
¢¢ Solomon and the church sought unto it.”” ¢ So Solo-
¢ mon and all the church with him, went to the high
¢ place that was at Gibeon ; for there was the tabernacle
¢¢ of the church of God, which Moses the servant of the
¢ Lord had made in the wilderness.” ¢ The heathen
¢ entered into her sancfuary, whom thou didst com-
¢ mand that they should not enter into thy church.”
¢ And Ezra the priest brought the law before the
¢ church.” ¢ And he read therein.” ¢ And Ezra the
¢¢ scribe stood upon a puipit of wood witieh they had
¢¢ made for the purpose.” ¢ And the king turned his
¢¢ face, and blessed the whole church of Israel, and all
¢ the church of Israel stood.” ¢‘Even them will 1
¢ bring to my holy mountain, and make them joyful in
¢ my house of prayer: their burnt offerings and their
¢ sacrifices shall be accepted upon mine altar ; for mine
¢¢ house shall be called an Aouse of prayer for all peo-
¢ ple.” ¢It is written, My house shall be called a
¢ house of prayer ; but ye have made it a den of
¢ thieves.”(x) Can any one suppose that when the word
church occurs in the above passages, it means any thing
short of a visible society, acting as the consecrated de-
pository of the oracles and ordinances of revealed re-
ligion?

-

() 2Chr. i 5. 3. Lam. i, 10, Neh. viji. 2. 3. 4. 2Chr, vi. 3, Isa,
Ivi, 7. Mat. xxi, 13, '
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1I. DiscipLiNe. The rules by which a society re-
fuses candidates, or expels members, will easily deter-
mine whether it is an ecclesiastical body or not. - *

1. Preclusion. Moses points out some characters who
¢¢ ghall not enter into the church of the Lord,” until the
third generation, others until the ‘tenth, and others
never.(y) If this law goes no farther than to forbid
their being invested with ecclesiastical offices, this, ne-
vertheless proves the existence of a church to which
those offices are attached. This will appear in the
following words of Dr.” Gill upon one'of these statutes,
which, he says, ¢¢is to be understood, n’ot of the sanctu-
¢ ary of the Lord, or of being refused admittance into
¢¢ the church of God, and to join in religious rites, and
¢¢ partake of sacred ordinances, which all Israelites, and
¢¢ strangers that were proselytes, had a right unto ; such
¢‘ might bring their offerings, keep the passover, &c.(2)

2. Ezclusion. * But the man that shall be unclean,
¢¢ and shall not purify himself, that soul shall be cut off
¢ from among the church, because he hath defiled the
“ sanctuary of the Lord: the water of separation hath
“not been sprinkled on him.”’(a) What it is to be
thus ¢¢ cut offy”” Gill professes not certainly to know, but
among three conjectures, to ‘ be excommunicated from
‘¢ the church,”’ is one. To be cut off ¢ from the Is-
¢ raelitish church-state,” is one of three alternatives
which he gives us on another similar statute;(b and to

y; Deut. xxiii, 1—8. - N .
z) For this, Gill on Deut. xxiii. 1, quotes Ex. xii. 48, 49. Lev. xxii.
18, Num. ix. 14. xv. 14. 15. ,

2) Num. xix. 20. (comp. 13, to which Gill refers from the zmh.Ln
_(8Y Ex. xii. 19, (comp. 15, to which Gill refers for a fuller explana-
tion, : ] .



( 124 )

¢ be excommunicated from them as a church,” is only a
part of the punishment which Dr. Gill believes to be
contemplated in one of Ezra’s decrees.(c)

III. CuaracTER. They were no synagogue of Satan,
or ‘‘congregation of the dead,” as such are called by
Solomon.(d) They were not a confused .and unlawful
assembly, like Demetrius and his Ephesians.(¢) Neither
were they a civil society, although they were connected
with such a body. When, in a certain case, they were
called: “the whole church of the Lord,”(f) Dr. Gill
says, ¢ they don’t call them the congregation of Israel,
¢ but of the Lord, beeause it was not on a civil, but
€ ‘religious account they were come.” As they were
not a civil, so they were not a military body, although
they were the militant church, and when providentially
called, entered the military establishment of their coun-
try: as in the case of David and the Jssembly who
were with him, which Dr. Gill says, was a ¢‘ great part
of* ¢¢ the congregation of Israel, and church of the
living God.”’(g) Its members were consecrated to
religious privileges and enjoyments. It was given in
charge to the Levites ¢“to sanctify them unto the"
Lord.””() This was to prepare them to ¢ worship at
his holy hill,”” which ¢¢ holy hill of Zion,”” Dr. Gill tells
us, means ‘the church.”(z) To the same amount does
he explain Joel’s proclamation for a religious fast, al-
though it speaks of children as belonging to the congre-

partaking of their consecration and their

(d) Prov. xxi. 16. %e) Acts xix, 32. 39,
ii. 16, (g) 1 Sam. xvii. 47 A) 2Chr, xxx. 17.
9.
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humiliation. ¢ Gather the people, sanctify the church,
assemble the elders, gather the children, and those that
suck the breast.”(;) In accordance with this, Gill says
that Joshua’s reading to the congregation was ¢ not
before the men only, but ¢ with the women and the little
ones,” who all had a concern in the things that were
read to them.”(%X) From this consecration, the officers
of the church were, of course, not excluded. ¢ A
great number of priests consecrated themselves.”’(l)
This ecclesiastical consecration, as well as spiritual
sanctification, appears to be contemplated in calling
the Jews and the Christians, ¢¢ the church of saints.”’(m)
Their imperfection in spiritual sanctification is confessed
by all parties, and taught in the scriptures. Sacrifices
are appointed for a case in which ¢ the whole church of
Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing be hid from
the eyes of the church.”’(n) Thisis the text by which
Gill and Ainsworth prove ‘“that the church may err.”
But on account of their perfect Head, and that degree
of sanctification which they enjoy, the scriptures call
them ¢¢ the church of the upright,”(o) and recognize an
evident incongruity between church-membership and a
life of iniquity. ¢¢I was almost in all evil in the midst
of the church assembled.”(p) These things evidently
shew that they are a visible society, acting as the con-
secrated depository of the oracles and ordinances of
revealed religion.

IV. CoxpiTiON. On that text which speaks of the

gj) Joel ii. 16. (comp. 15. 17.) . (k) Josh. viii. 35,
{) 2 Chr. xxx. 24. (m) Ps. Ixxxix. 5. cxlix. 1.
(n) Lev. iv, 13. (0) Ps. cxi. 1. (p) Prov. v, 14,
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trumpets which were made ¢ for the calling of the
church, and for the journeying of the camps,(¢) Dr.
Gill takes occasion to remark that the Christian church
is in the same condition: ¢ Saints are pilgrims and tra-
¢¢ vellers ; they are passing through a wilderness, their
¢ way is attended with many difficulties ; Canaan is the
¢¢ place they are travelling to, and the gospel [like
¢ the trumpets] is of singular use to them by the way
“ both to refresh them with its joyful sound, and to
¢ direct them in the path in which they should go.”
But an inspired writer has said concerning Christ’s pre-
sence with the Israelites, ¢¢'This is he that was in the
¢ church in the wilderness, with the angel, which spake
- ¢ to him in the Mount Sina, and with our fathers, who
¢ received the lively oracles to give unto us.”’(r) The
context shews that this person who was with them, was
the Divine prophet, priest and king of the visible
church, and it connects him and them with the taber-
- nacle and temple which were ecclesiastical buildings; -
and thus shews that ¢¢ the church in the wilderness’ was
really, and not nominally only, the visible church of
God. Dr. Gill says that this * must be understood of
¢¢ the children of Israel, who were the then church of
¢¢ God, whom he had chosen and separated from the rest
¢ of the world, to be a peculiar people to himself, to
¢¢ whom were given the word and ordinances, the service
¢ of God, and the promises ; and God always had, and
¢ will have a church; though that is sometimes in the
¢¢ wilderness ; which has been the case under the gospel

(¢) Num. x, 2, . (r) Acts vii. 38. (comp. 37. 44. 47.)
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¢ dispensation, as well as before ; See Rev. xxii; 6. 14,
¢ and it was a peculiar honour to Moses, that he was in
¢¢ this church, though it was in the wilderness; even a
¢¢ greater honour than to be in Pharaoh’s court.” In
aceordance with this, Paul quotes David, as saying for
himself and for his Antitype, concerning Jews -and
Christians, ¢ I will declare thy name unto my brethren
¢ in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto
¢ thee.”(s) ‘

————

- You were told some time ago, of my Opponent’s
statement, that ¢‘ the term church or kirk, is an abbre-
¢ viation of the word zvgwov cixos, the house of the Lord,
and does not translate the term exxajoia.” But if sxaxqoia
church, has a different meaning from xvgiov ouxos, the house
of the Lord, then.it must certainly have a different
meaning from g:ov ouxos, the house of God. Yet let us
hear Paul’s account of this matter, according to Mac-
knight’s version, from which my Opponent, contrary to
promise, has grievously departed, in his New Transla-
tion. The Apostle gives certain instructions to Timo-
thy, ¢¢that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to
‘¢ behave thyself @z 0cov, in the house of God, which
¢ 18 exaanoua Osov Quvzog the church Of the li'ving God.”’(t)
Here is an inspired declaration that the church means
the same as the house of God, and of course, that it
means the same as the house of the Lord, my Opponent’s
declaration to the contrary notwithstanding. When

.

() Hebr. ii, 12.-(comp. context.) (#) 1 Tim, iii. 15.
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Peter tells the churches that ¢ the time is come that
judgment must begin at the house of God ;”(x) Dr. Gill
says, ¢ By the house of God is either meant the temple
of Jebusélem,” ¢ or else the chureh of God, which is
frequently‘éélled»the house of God.” When Paul says .
that we have ¢ an high priest over the house of God,”’(v)
Gill says that it means *¢ the church of God, over which
Christ is as.prophet, priest, and king, and as the son
an‘d,-pwner of it.”’ When Paul says ¢¢ every house is
builded By some man,” Gill understands it.of ¢ the
whole church in general, of particular congregations,
and of individual believers.”” When Paul says ¢he
that built all things is God,” Gill explains it ¢ of Christ,
and of his building the church.”(w) This explanation
he still continues, when it is intimated that Moses be-
Jonged to that house, as it is repeatedly, in the Epistle to
the Hebrews.(x) When it is said that ¢ Moses verily
" was faithful in all his house, as a servant,”(y) Gill says,
¢ a servant in holy things;” He says, “‘ he was not
a servant in the world, and with respect to civil
things, and the affairs of Providence, but in the church
of God, and in divine things.” And as the scriptures
never once intimate that this church began with Moses,
so neither does our great Baptist @gmmentator ; but in
the very same passage in which he says that ¢ it was a
peculiar honour to Moses that he was in this church,”
he also says that ¢God always had, and will have a
church.”(2) | '

x) Hebr. iii. 2. 3. (y) Hebr.1ii. 5.

gug 1 Pet. iv. 17. (v) Hebr. x. 21. (comp. v, 6,) (w) Hebr. iii. 4,
z) Gill on Acts vii. 38, quoted above,
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To me it seems that a small part of the evidence which
has been adduced, ought to convince any one of the
truth of the proposition, that Abraham and his seed were
divinely constituted a visible church of God. They
have been shewn to have the oracles and ordinances of a
visible church, the members and officers of a visible
church, with the constitution and the express, inspired,
and unequivocal name of a church. Under this last
point, they have been shewn to have the worship of an
ecclesiastical body, such as sacrifices and festivals, pray-
er and praise, reading, expounding and preaching, to-
gether with ecclesiastical implements and places for
worship, such as the altar and pulpit, the tabernacle and
temple, which latter is called, in the Old and New Tes-
tament, the house of prayer. Under this point, it was
proved, moreover, that they had the discipline of a
church, in respect of preclusion and exclusion, and that
the scriptures attributed to them the character and con-
dition of a visible church. The existence, therefore, of
the Patriarchal or Old Testament church, is as certain
as the existence of the Christian or New Testament
church. And some of you are ready to say that if my
remaining propositions are as irrefragably proved as this
first one, then the conclusion in favour of infant-baptism
is inevitable. We proceed then to '
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PROPOSITION II.

Tae CHRISTIAN CHURCH IS A BRANCH OF THE ABRARAMIC
CHURCH: OR, IN OTHER WORDS, THE JEWISH SOCIETY BE-
¥oRE CHRIsT, AND THE CHRISTIAN SocIETY APTER CHRIST,
ARE ONE AND THE SAME CHURCH IN DIFFERENT ADMINIS-
TRATIONS,

You will be at no loss to account for my calling the
Christian church a branch of the Abrahamic, when you
remember that this is the figure used by Paul on the
same subject. The Jews he considers the natural branch-
es which are now cut off, and the Gentiles he treats as
foreign branches engrafted in their place.(a) As our
proposition is scriptural, both in phraseology and doc-
trine, my Opponent, for the want of argument, falls into
a rhetorical ecstacy, about the inferiority of a branch
to the stock, and the consequent inferiority of the Chris-
tian to the Jewish church, if my language be correct.
On this ground he says that I can ¢ be put to silence by
¢ every stripling who could ask the following question ;
“1Is not a branch inferior to the stem or trunk from
¢ which it grows?”’(5) I suppose my Opponent’s strip-
pling would hardly deny that the superiority of a branch
to the trunk into which it is inserted, is the very reason
why engrafting is generally practised. But the scrip-
tures say, ‘“behold the man whose name is The
¢ Brancu.” ¢ Behold I will raise unto David a right-
"¢ eous BRANCH.” ¢ And there shall come forth a rod
¢ out of the stem of Jesse, and a BrancH shall grow out

sa) Rom. xi. 16—24.
5) Mr. Campbell’s Spurious Debate with me, p. 184,
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- ¢¢ of his roots.”(c) These passages evidently represent
Immanuel as a branch of the stock of David, and David
as a branch of the stem of Jesse. Now I will let my
Opponent or ‘his stripling say, whether Messiah the
Branch was not- greater than the stock of David, and
whether David the dranch was not greater than the

~ stem of Jesse.

The proposition in hand is sufficiently guarded in
respect of the sameness of the Jewish and Christian so-’
cieties. It says nothing more than that they.are the
same church ; and nothing more than ecclesiastical iden-
tity is intended. You know that that lofty tree has not
changed its identity since it was a plant of a foot high.
Each of my hearers believes that he has, at this moment,
the same body with which he was born. The constant
mutation of its constituent particles never makes you
doubt your personal identity. The adjacent town of
Washington(d) is governed by the same board of Trus-
tees from its foundation to the present day, although,
perhaps, not one individual remains of those who origi-
ginally composed it. When the Baptist church claims
the Petrobrussian church, and the Waldensian church,
and the Primitive church as belonging to their church,
they must mean nothing more than that ecclesiastical
identity which we say subsists between the Jewish and
Christian societies. The change of administration can
hardly make a greater difference between these, than
the change of condition makes between the church mili-
tant and the church triumphant, which are nevertheless

€) Zech. vi. 12. Jer. xxiii. 5. Is. xi. 1.
) The first two days of the debate were in a forest near the town,
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the same church in different states ; my Opponent to the
contrary notwithstanding.(e).

This view of ecclesiastical sameness, my Opponent
considers ¢¢ as absurd as to say, that the human body and
the soul are one and the same thing,” as if there were
no difference between ¢ flesh and spirit.”(f) As the
human soul and body, though distinct beings, do really
form one person, they would afford a good illustration, if
they did not exist simultaneously, but in succession, as
do the Jewish and Christian churches. My Opponent’s
sophism concerning the supposed identity of a horse and
an elephant, because they are both creatures ;(g) or, (if
he would prefer it,) the identity of a quibbler, and a
monkey, because they are both empty chatterers, would
answer very well, provided he will first establish the
doctrine of metempsychosis, a doctrine fully as correct
as some which he holds at present.

On this subject the Appendix to my Opponent’s spu-
rious Debate with Mr. Walker(%) has several questions
which it is convenient to answer.

¢“1. Are not a constitution, laws, ordinances, sub-
¢ jects, and privileges, the chief constituents of a

¢ church state ?”’ ‘

" The visible church is a visible society, acting as the
consecrated depository of the oracles and ordinances of
revealed religion.

¢¢ 2. Was the constitution that erected the Jewish
¢ pation into a national church, the same as the New
¢¢ Testament, or constitution of the Christian Church ?”

¢) Spur. Deb. with me. p. 192, ( [ ) Spur. Deb. with me. p. ‘155,
&) Spur, Deb. with me. p. 83. . (4) p. 195.
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The Abrahamic covenant is the constitution of the
visible church under the Jewish and Christian adminis-
trations. \ :

¢ 3. Were the laws that regulated the worship,
¢ discipline, political economy, judicial proceedings,
¢ and common intercourse of the Jews, the same as
¢¢ those under which the disciples of Christ act ?”*

It has been ably proved by Pedobaptists, and is main-
tained by Dr. Gill, the greatest Baptist that ever lived,
that the political economy of the Jews was distinct from
their ecclesiastical economy. But, in the present case,
the one serves as a very convenient illustration of the

~other. As the national identity of lsrael was not de-
stroyed by the change of their government from judges
to kings, so the ecclesiastical identity of God’s people is
notdestroyed by the transfer of their privilegesfrom Jews
to Gentiles. After this transfer, the Baptists themselves
must confess that the government of the church-general
underwent many alterations, while the body remained the
same. IfI mistake flot, the Baptists generally believe
in opposition to us, that the government of the Apostoli-
cal churches was an Independent Congregationalism.
This they probably admit gave place to a confederated
parochial Episcopacy, or what is now called Presbyte-
rianism, as early as the days of Ignatius and Polycarp..
And they cannot deny that Dioscesan Episcopacy, or
full-blooded Prelacy, was the government of the same
church, in the days of Cyprian and Augustine. Neither
can they deny, that, at present, there is a great variety
of laws and modes of discipline, in the various branches
of the Baptist church, which in their view, do not
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destroy their identity with the church of John the
Baptist, or with one another.(z)

+ ¢ 4, Were the ordinances of the Jewish state, the
¢ same, with regard to their import, times of obser-
¢¢ vance, number, the character and quality of the ob-
¢ servers or participants of them ?”’

There was a difference in form, yet a substantial same-
ness in the passover, and the eucharist, and in ¢ircum-
cision and baptism, as we hope to shew fully in its place.
Circumstantial differences effect not the substance. -

¢ 5, Are the subjects of the Christian church to be
¢¢ such in birth, education, temper, and character, as
¢¢ the subjects of the commonwealth of Israel?”

They are the same thus far, that they should be
believers and their seed.

6. Are the privileges enjoyed by Christians in the
¢ church of Christ, just the same as those enjoyed by
¢ the Jews P’ : ' :

Privileges, whether in church or stite, may be en-
larged or restricted, created or® suppressed, without
affecting the identity of the body. The repeal of the
ediot of Nantz did not annihilate the French nation,

_neither did the toleration act under William the Third,
create a new nation in England: neither did these
decrees affect the identity of churches, Popish or Pro-

testant, Conformist or Non-conformist, in France or

England. Virginia would still be Virginia, if she were

. () If, by common intercourse, in this third question, is meant domestic
intercourse, such as is contemplated in Lev. xx. 18. Ez. xviii. 6, I say
that those particular laws are still binding. If he have regard to social
intercourse, I say that we arc now permitted to eat with unbelievers.

A\
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to extend the right of suffrage to her poorest citizen,
and Pennsylvania would still be Pennsylvania, if she
were to compel Preachers and Quakers to perform
military duty. These United States would still be the
same, (though somewhat disgraced,) if they were to give
constitutional permission to the society of Cincinnati,
to wear an empty honorary title of nobility. And the
Presbyterian ehurch would be the same, (though some-
what enhanced in value,) if, while they advocate a
parity of clergy, they would, like Martin Luther, leave
their Doctorates in Egypt, where those vain and invi-
dious distinctions were born.” If a change in respect of
privilege must destroy identity, then Joseph was not the
same person in prison and in the office of prime-minister
to Pharaoh.
¢ 7. When he(;) has answered the first question in
¢ the affirmative, and the next five in the negative,
¢ (which, if he consults the holy oracles, he must,) then
¢ how are two things the same, which differ in every
¢ essential particular?”’ '
The author of the above questions does not know what
. is essential, and what is not essential to a church. He
considers not only ordinances, but ¢times of obser-
vance,” essential. ‘The excommunication of the Asiatic
church, by the Roman Bishop, because they differed
from him in their time of observing Easter, must please
my Opponent much : for they ought to be out of the
. church, when they lack that which is essential to the
church. If uniformity in ¢times of observance” be

(/) These questions were addressed to Dr. Ely.
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essential to ecclesiastical identity, then those whose
sabbath begins at sunset, and those whose sabbath begins
at midnight, cannot both belong to the Christian church;
because they lack that which is essential to being in the
same church. He might as well say that two persons
cannot be members of the same family, or citizens of the
- same state, unless they observe precisely the same time
in eating and sleeping. There are four things essential
to the visible church: visibility, association, consecra-
tion, and investiture; by which last I mean, being in-
trusted with the oracles and ordinances of revealed reli-
gion. Now the Jewish and Christian societies were thus
invested, and were consecrated to this trust, for which
they were visibly associated. As both, therefore, were
visible associations, and both were consecrated deposito-
ries, they both had all the essentials of God’s church on
earth ; and no possible difference could hinder their amal-
gamation, any more than the difference between olive
trees would make engrafting impossible, or the differ-
ence between different countries would prove an insur-
mountable obstacle to making a British subject an
American citizen by naturalization.

My Opponent’s eleven objections to the sameness of
the Jewish and Christian societies, I shall have to notice
concisely in an order of my own.

1. My Opponent’s sixth argument is founded upon
. our Saviour’s consolatory address to his small family ;
¢ Fear not, little flock, for it is your Father’s good
¢ pleasure to give you the kingdom.”(z) It was pru-

(=) Luke xx. 32. Spur. Deb. with me. p. 228.
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dent for my Opponent to spend but little of his breath in
showing that this text excludes the Old Testament so-
ciety from God’s ecclesiastical kingdom, because if it
does prove that, it must also prove that the Christian
church must always be a little flock, even in the millen-
nium, and in the kingdom of glory.

2. My Opponent’s seventh argument is founded upon
Matt. xix. 28. ‘“And Jesus said unto them, verily I say
% unto you, that ye which have followed me in the rege-
¢ neration, when the Son of man shall sit on the throne
““of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones,
¢ judging the twelve tribes of Israel.”(a) He gives it
to us in Campbell’s translation, which uses the word re-
. novation instead of regeneration, intimating that this
renovation means the institution of the Christian church.
My Opponent then says, ¢ Observe here the erection of
% this new kingdom is called emphatically THE RENO-
¢ yATION ; in the common translation THE REGENERA-
¢ TI0N, not the continuation of the Jewish church.”

My Opponent has considerable versatility of ge-
nius. When he is at a loss for proof, he can turn any
thing into evidence by merely making it emphatical.
By this means he can even impress opposite arguments
into his service. All that they need is a due degree of
emphasis. When our Saviour promised to build his
church, my Opponent discovered that to duild a church
was very different from rebuilding or repairing a
church ; for rebuilding and repairing supposed a pre-
vious existence of a church which had fallen into decay.

(2) Matt. xix. 28. in Spur. Deb. against me, p. 228.
S
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But now he lays an emphasis upon regeneration and re-
novation, words equivalent to rebuilding and repairing,
and makes out that they do not presuppose existence,
but the very contrary. :

3. His tenth argument is founded upon a passage
which, (strange as it may seem,) is a direct proof of the
identity of the Jewish and Christian societies, according
* to my proposition. ¢ For he is our peace, who hath
¢¢ made both one, and hath broken down the middle wall
~ ¢ of partition between us; having abolished in his flesh
¢ the enmity, even the law of commandments contained
¢ in ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one new
¢ man, so making peace.”(8) According to him, this
proves that Jews and Gentiles are emphatically made
BOTH ONE, ONE NEW MAN, that is, ONE NEW CHURCH.
Very well. So says Dr. Gill also. And so be it. My
Opponent, however, believes it to be a new church, as
to its essence, and I believe it to be a new church, as
to its administration. The second temple was, in one
sense a new temple, but in another, it was only a reno-
vation of the old temple. So the higher gate of the
temple, which Jotham repaired, is twice called by Jere-
miah ¢‘ the new gate,”(c) in consequence of its repairs,
although it was as o/d as the temple. This same prophet
says concerning the Lord’s mercies ‘‘they are new every
¢ morning ;’(d) which Gill justly explains, by saying that
they are ¢ daily 7enewed in the manifestations thereof.”
John says, I write no new commandment unto you,
¢ but an old commandment, which ye had from the be-
Ebg Eph. ii. 14. 15. Spur. Deb. ag. me, p. 235.

¢) Jer. xxvi. 10. xxxvi. 10. (comp. 2 Kgs. xv, 35.)
d) Lam. iii. 23,
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¢ ginning.” This, Dr. Gill thinks, is the law of love.
And the same law of love, he thinks, is meant in the
next verse, which says, ¢ A new commandment I write
¢ unto you.”(e) This he says, ¢is the same with the
¢ former, considered in different respects. . The com-
‘“ mand of brotherly love isa new one; that is, it is an
¢ excellent one, as a new name is an excellent name,
‘“and a new song is an excellent one.” So the Jews
and Gentiles are now united in one new man, or new
church, because there is now a new administration, and
one which far excels the o/d.

4. My Opponent’s eleventh argument is based upon
Paul’s declaration that we have recetved ¢“a kingdom
which cannot be moved.”’(f) He thinks the word Aing-
dom here means the New Testament church, and that
these words, with the context, amount to a proof that
there is an essential difference between the Jewish and
Christian societies, as the one can be moved and the
other cannot.

If this argument prove that these two bodies cannot
be one church, then it will also prove that a human soul
and body cannot form one person ; for the one can be re-
moved by death, and the other cannot. But, if Provi-
dence permit, I hope, in due time, to lay before you
plain scriptural evidence that the ecclesiastical zingdom
of God embraces both the Jewish and Christian adminis-
trations. When, however, the word kingdom is used to
denote the latter administration to the exclusion of the
former, it has, of course, the precedency in point of dig-

é 1 John, i ii. 7. 8,
Hebr. xii. 28. Spur, Deb. with me. p. 236.
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nity and stability, as the soul excels the body with which
it is united. ‘That this word does sometimes signify ad-
ministration, both in church and state, will not be diffi-
cult to prove by my Opponent himself. Where our
translation says, ¢¢ the kingdom of heaven 1is likened un-
“to a certain king,”” my Opponent’s New Testament
reads, ¢the edministration of heaven resembleth that
¢ of a king.””(h) This is a copy of Dr. George Camp-
bell, and accords with his Preliminary Dissertation on
this word, in which he says that ¢ in some of the para-
¢ bles, it evidently means administration, or method of
¢ governing.”(?) Now that the Jewish administration
is removed, and that the Christian administration of the
church never will be removed, I have never denied.
But in the same part of Dr. Campbell’s dissertation, he
mentions a parable, in which ¢¢ the word denotes royalty
“ or royal authority ;’ and it so happens that the phra-
seology of that parable is exactly parallel to that of the
text on which this argument of my Opponent rests.
This text speaks of our ¢ receiving a kingdom which
¢ cannot be moved.” The parable uses such an-ex-
pression twice. ¢ A certain nobleman went into a far
country, to receive for himself ¢ kingdom, and to re-
turn,” ¢ having received the kingdom.”(;)

Instead of ¢“to receive for himself a kingdom,” Dr.
Campbell’s translation has it, ‘“to procure for himself
royalty,” and instead "of ¢ having received the king-
dom,” the Dr. renders it ‘‘ vested with royal power.”
My Opponent promised that his translation should be a

8} Matt. xviii. 23. (i) Dissert. 5. Part. 1, Sect, 7.
j) Luke xix. 12, 15, _— o
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copy of Dr. Campbell’s; and, for a remarkable thing,
he has made no other alteration than to insert our defi*
nite article before royalty. - Remember that my Oppo-
nent has pronounced Dr. Campbell ¢the first translator
¢ in point of correctness and elegance that ever gave a
% version of any part of the scriptures.” And for this
reason he has altered the versions of Macknight and
Doddridge, to make them conformable to him. Why,
therefore, did he not read his favourite text, ¢ being
vested with a royalty which. cannot be moved?”” He
cannot plead a scrupulous regard to his promise that he
would copy Macknight: for that very verse which he
has given us as Macknight’s translation, is a heteroge-
neous mixture of Macknight, Thomson, and a certain
gentleman who boasts much of his critical acumen.
Neither can he plead that the proposed rendering would
materially differ from Macknight, in sentiment: for -
Macknight, in his commentary, expressly declares that
the word:kingdom in that texf, means ¢ thit excellent
dispensation of religion,” which I have called the
Christian administration. Another hint of his, which
may tend to the farther elucidation of this text, is, that
this kingdom which we rece;'ve, was ‘“foretold by Daniel
to be given to the saints.” Daniel says, ¢ The saints of
the Most High shall take the kingdom.”(%) Gill says,
¢ or receive it, as a free gift from God:” which latter
translation he informs us is agreeable to Munster, Pis:
cator, and the Tigurine version. He claims the Chaldaic
Original also : but this may be rendered either fake or

(k) ‘Dan. vii, 18,
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receive, as may also the Septuagint, although it has the
identical verb which is correctly rendered receive, in
Paul’s text, quoted as the basis of my Opponent’s argu-
ment. Now let us compare the Prophet and Apostle.
The latter says, ¢ We having received a kingdom [or
royalty] which cannot be moved.” The former says,
¢ The saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom
[or royalty] and possess the kingdom [or royal power]
for ever, even for ever and ever.” It is remarkable
that this view is as unequivocally approved by Dr. Gill’s
Commentary as by Dr. Campbell’s Dissertation. Daniel’s
promise that the saints ¢“shall receive the kingdom,”
Dr. Gill explains by saying ¢they shall have the rule
‘and government in the world.” This interpretation is
corroborated by many passages in the Septuagint,
which I need not take time to repeat.(!) Permit me,
- however, to add one more instance from my Opponent’s
translation to the same amount. John speaks of a woman,
who (literally) ¢“hath a kingdom over the kings of
the earth.”(m) Instead of ¢ hath a kingdom,” our
Translation says, reigneth, and my Opponent says
ruleth. This supports Dr. Gill's interpretation that to
receive the kingdom, is to have the rule and govern-
ment ; or to obtain royalty, according to Dr. Campbell.
Peter tells believers that they are ¢“a royal priesthood.”
But the Septuagint applies this very same title to
pious Jews, and it is translated, ¢¢aroyal priesthood,”
by Thomson.(n) Their ecclesiastical administration,

() See particularly Dan. v. 31. 2 Sam. v. 12 Also 1Sam, xxiv. 20.
xxviil. 17, 2 Sam. iii. 10, 1 Kgs. ii. 22, and a number of other places.
(m) Rev, xvii. 18, (n) Ex. xix, 6. 1Pet. ii. 9.
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however, was moveable ; whereas the present adminis-
tration is ¢‘a royalty which cannot be moved :” but is
like the believer’s ¢‘crown of glory that fadeth not
away.” '

5. Several of my Opponent’s eleven reasons for
denying the ecclesiastical identity of the Jewish and
Christian societies have now been answered. His first,
second, third, fifth and eighth,(0) which have not yet
been noticed, all relate to this kingdom or ecclesiastical
house, of which we have already been speaking, and may
be more conveniently answered in that part of my
defence, in which I ' hope to prove more, fully, that the
house, or the kingdom of God, embraces the Jewish and
Christian administrations. His fourth and ninth rea-
sons( p) relate to the terms of admission, circumcision
and daptism. These will be effectually answered by
proving, as I hope to do, under my third proposition,
that circumcision and Baptism are one and the same seal
in substance, though in different forms.

After the attention which has now been given to my
Opponent’s objections to the proposition in hand, the
evidence upon which I rest my belief that the Jewish
and Christian societies are the same church, may rea-
sonably be expected. This shall be given under three
heads ; the sameness of their religion, of their names,
and of their covenant. The first amounts to a strong
probability, the two last to an absolute certainty.

() Spur. Deb. pp. 195. 197. 209. 229. () Spur. Dcb. pp. 197, 234,
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POINT 1.

God gave to the Jewish society defore Christ, and the Chris-
tian society after Christ, essentially the same RELIGION.

An eminent. writer,(¢) in explaining the word reli-
gion, says that ‘‘in a practical sense, it is generally
considered as the same with godliness.”” It is godliness,
or piety, or experimental religion that is meant, when
some entreat their friends to get religion, or express a
hope that they have got heart-religion; expressions
which my Opponent considers ¢‘very vague,” and
¢¢ very much at random.”(r) Perhaps he knows more
of what the Apostle James calls a vain religion.

¢¢ The religions which exist in the world have been
generally divided into four, the Pagan, the Jewish, the
Mahometan, and the Christian.”’(s) Paul says, ¢ After
the most straitest sect of our religion, I lived a Phari-
see.”’(f) The same Apostle tells the Galatians that he
had his ¢‘conversation in time past in Judaism,” and
that he ““profited in Judaism,” in both of which instances,
our translators render it “%he Jews’ religion.”’(u) In
one of the few times in which the word for religion
occurs in the Greek Testament, it is rendered worship-
ping: “‘ Let no man beguile you of your reward in a
¢ voluntary humility, and worshipping of angels.”’(v)
This angel-religion is very general, and embraces all
the four sorts which have been mentioned. It is an

r) Spur. Deb. pp. 150. 151. (8) Buck’s Theol. Dict.

gqg Buck, in his Theological Dictionary.
t) Acts xxvi. 5. (u) Gal. i 15, 14. (v) Col. ii. 18.
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important and conspicuous feature in the religion
of the Pagans, Jews, Mahometans, and Chris-
tians. But this religion was not known to the Jews,
until their subjection to the Babylonians, and it was not
called Christianity, until the Anti-christian apostacy.
We see, therefore, that there are two sorts of Judaism,
as Paul informs us,() and two sorts of Christiani-
ty, as James assures us.(z) Now I will very readily
admit, with my Opponent, that degenerate Judaism is
essentially different from Primitive Christianity : but it
was also essentially different from Primitive Judaism, as
found in their inspired standards; just as Popish
Christianity is essentially different from Primitive
Christianity, as found in our infallible standards.

When I say that God gave the same religion to Jews
and Christians, I mean that the religion of the Old
Testament and that of the New are essentially the same,
notwithstanding the great difference in the two adminis-
trations. My Opponent says, Nay. While I undertake
to prove this point, it gives me pleasure to remember
that all real christians are in my favour ; not even the
Baptists excepted. In speaking of the two silver °
trumpets used by the Jewish Church, Dr. Gill says,
¢ 'The number fwo may be applicable to the two dispen-
¢ sations, under which the gospel has been ministered,
¢ directing to the same Saviour, and to the same way of
¢¢ salvation, by his grace, his blood, righteousness, and
¢ sacrifice; and to the two Testaments, which agree in
¢ the same truths respecting his person, offices, obe-

(w) Rom. ii, 28. 29, () James i, 26. 27.
T‘ ,
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¢ dience, sufferings, and death; and to the prophets
¢¢ and apostles of both dispensations and testaments, who
¢¢ have united in laying Christ as the foundation.”’(y)

The Dictionary of Dr. Allison, the Baptist preacher,
says that the word religion means ¢a system of divine
Jaith and worship, as opposite to others.” If the Old
and New Testaments contain not only the same system
of faith, but of practice, not only the same worship
substantially, but the same system of government and
discipline, then they must contain the same religion.
As this is a subject, which alone might occupy more
than a week, I can'do little more than point out the
general features of the Jewish and Christian systems,
and refer you to a few obvious scripture proofs. This
shall be done under the following particulars.

I. Tueorogy. The scriptures of both Testaments
contain the doctrine of the unity of essence, and Trinity
of persons, in the true God ; of the person, offices, and
work of Christ; of original sixi, regeneration, justifica-
tion, &c. Paul says, ¢ We declare unto you glad tidings,
. “‘how that the promise which was made unto the Fathers,
¢¢ [the Jews, ] God hath fulfilled the same unto us, their
¢¢ children, [the Christians,] in that he hath raised up
¢ Jesus again.” ¢ Seeing it is one God which shall
¢ justify the circumcision by faith, and uncircumcision
¢ through faith.”’(z) Peter says, ¢ We believe that
¢ through the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, we,
¢ [the Christians,] shall be saved, even as they, [the
¢ Jews.]”(a) Understanding him here to mean ¢ the

(y) Gill on Num. x. 2. (z) Acts xiii. 32. Rom. iit. 30. (@) Acts xv. 11.
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Jewish fathers,” Gill says, ¢ For they were justified,
¢¢ pardoned, accepted, and saved, in the same way, as
¢¢ the saints under the New Testament are : They could
¢¢ not keep the law perfectly, nor was there then, nor
¢ even now, salvation by it, only by the grace of Christ ;
¢ and in that way, and that only, Old and New Testa-
¢ ment believers, Jews and Gentiles, whether circum-
¢ cised or uncircumcised, are saved. The Gentiles
¢ were not saved by the light of nature, nor the Jews
¢¢ by the law of Moses; the one were’ not lost for
¢¢ want of circumcision, nor the other saved by it; the
¢¢ only way of salvation to both, and under all dispen-
¢¢ sations, is the Lord Jesus Christ.” Paul says, ¢‘ They
¢¢ which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham.”
¢¢ Which shews,’” says Dr. Gill, ¢ that the faith of Old
¢ and New Testament saints, Jews and Gentiles, is the
¢ same; their blessings the same, and so their eternal
¢ happiness; they have the same God and Father, the
¢¢ same Mediator and Redeemer, are actuated and influ-
¢ enced by the same Spirit, partake of the same grace,
¢¢ and shall share the same glory.”(5)

“II. MoraLiTY. Moses and the Prophets contain a
perfectly pure moral law, of which the Decalogue may
be considered an inspired compend. Concerning this
our Saviour says, ¢ Think not that I am come to
¢ destroy the law, or the prophets; I am not come to
¢ destroy, but to fulfil.”’(¢c) Moses says, ¢ Thou shalt
¢ love the Lord thy God, with all thine heart, and with
¢ all thy soul, and with all thy might.” Christ says,

{b) Gal. iii. 9, is thus expounded by Gill in his commentary ou Matt.
viit, 1. (c) Ex. xx. 3—17, Matt, v, 17.
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¢¢ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,
¢ and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and
¢ with all thy mind ; and thy neighbour as thyself.”(d)
Moses says, ¢ Speak unto all the congregation of the
¢¢ children of Israel, and say unto them, Ye shall be
¢ holy, for I the Lord your God am holy.” Peter says,
¢¢ As he which hath called you is holy, so be ye holy in
€6 all manner of conversation: because it is written, Be
¢ ye holy, for I am holy.”(e)

III. WorsHir. Here I need not dwell on the sub-
stantial evidence of the most important ordinances, the
Passover and the Eucharist, or of circumcision and
baptism, which may be fully considered hereafter, but
I would merely refer you to what has been already
proved concerning the worship of the Jewish church;
such as reading and preaching, praying and praising, &c.

IV. GovernMenT. This was by Presbyfers or
Elders. Moses says, ¢ And the Elders of the congre-
gation shall lay their hands,” &c. The Psalmist says,
¢ Let them exalt him also in the congregation of the
people, and praise him in the assembly of the Elders.”
Lukesays ¢ And when they had ordained them Elders
in every church.”’( f)

V. DiscreLiNe. This concerns disciples, in respect
of their initiation and their regulation.

1. Iiitiation. That faith is necessary in an adult -
fpmselyte, under the New Testament, is urged by both
parties, from the words, ¢ He that believeth and is bap-
tized, shall be saved.” But one of the most remark-

i? Deut, vi, 5, Luke x. 27. (e) Lev. xix. 2. 1 Pet.l 15. 16.
) Lev.iv, 15. Ps. cvii. 32. Acts xiv. 23,
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able proofs of this is found in the words of Paul, where
he shews that God demanded the same prerequisite to
legitimate membership in the Jewish church. ¢ Well;
¢¢ because of unbelief, they [the Jews] were broken off,
¢ and thou [the Christian church] standest by
¢ faith.”’(g) And let it be marked, that in both churches,
believers and their households are initiated.

2. Regulation. Without taking time to quote the
authorities at'large, I will just tell you, in a few words,
what you know can be easily proved on this subject. In
both the Old and New Testament churches, an offender
must be told of his fault ;(%) in both, a penitent must be
forgiven ;(s) and ‘;‘in both, the impenitent must be cut
off.(j) |

POINT II.

The Scriptures give to the Jewish and Christian societies
the same NAMES, in such a manner as plamly to prove
that they are the same clmrch

This has the appearance, and only the appearance, of
contradicting the following prophecies. ¢ The Gentiles
¢ shall see thy righteousness, and all kings thy glory: and
¢¢ thou [ the Jewish church] shaltbe called by a new name,
¢ which the mouth of the Lord shall name.” ¢ And
¢ ye shall leave your name for a curse unto my chosen ;
¢ for the Lord God shall slay thee, and call his servants
‘¢ by another name.”(k) A diversity of names, in one

&) Mk. xvi. 16. Rom. xi. 20. (%) Lev. xix. 17. Mat. xviii. 15.
i? Lev. iv, 20. Luke xvii. 3. (/) Deut, xvii, 13. Mat. xviii. 17,
k) Is. Ixii. 2. Ixv. 15.
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respect, is consistent with an identity of names in another
respect. But even this prophecy concerning the change
of name, proves the sameness of the churches. Itis
net said that the Jews had been called by one name,
and another people should be called by another name;
but it is, in a certain sense, the same people, whose
name is to be altered. ¢¢ And fhou shalt be called by a
new name.” While the name was to be altered, the
people were to continue the same. Yet how the same?
Not nationally ; for those who bore the old name were
Jews, and those who were to bear the new name were
Gentiles: they were the same people, therefore, con-
sidered as the church, the proféssed servants of
God ; for he says that he will ¢ call his servants by ano-
ther name.” This change of name only points out the
change of administration, while an inter-community of
names shews the sameness of the church. -

This inter-community of names is visible throughout
the scriptures. Moses calls the Jews; God’s peculiar
treasure, a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation.
Peter calls the Christians ““ a chosen generation, a rayal
priesthood, an holy nation, a peculiar people.”() There
are also many other figurative appellations which, in
their connexion, shew clearly that these two adminis-
trations are called by the same name, because they are,
ecclesiastically, the same thing. It is in this sense, that
they are called a tree and vineyard ; a foundation, floor,
and house; a kingdom and commonwealth; man and
body ; brethren, bride, and children.

(/) Ex. xix. 5. 6. 1Pct. ii. 9,
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I. Tree. Of this the Apostle Paul speaks largely in
his Epistle to the Romans.(m) My Opponent, in his
Spurious Debate with Mr. Walker,(n) speaks of it as
. follows, viz. ¢ Distinguished commentators have found
¢ it extremely difficult to comprehend every thing the
¢¢ Apostle says in this eleventh chapter. Therefore, we
¢ find the ablest of them differing among themselves.
¢ One cause of this difficulty, I presume, is the Apos-
¢¢ tle’s so frequently referring from one part of the sub-
¢ ject to another——so often stating and applying his
¢ remarks in sudden transitions from Jews to Gentiles.
¢¢ Another difficulty in expounding the metaphors is,
¢ that the engrafting spoken of, appears to be predica-
¢ ted upon a mistaken view of grafting. A wild olive
¢ into a good olive, does not improve the wild olive ; the
¢ fruit being similar to the cion engrafted, and not simi-
¢ lar to the stalk. But the Apostle’s design was to shew
¢ that the Gentiles partook equally with the Jew, as the
¢ engrafted cion equally partakes with the natural
¢ branch, in the sap and vigour of the root.”

If I am not egregiously mistaken, my Opponent has,
in this extract, displayed a modesty to which he is usu-
ally a stranger. He generally speaks as if those subjects
which puzzled and divided the ablest commentators
were perfectly translucent to his penetrating eye. He
not unfrequently spurns the opinion of the most distin-
guished expositors, Baptist as well as Pedobaptist ; and
advances his own dogmas with the. lofty confidence, of
one who had a grain of intelligence diluted with an

(m) Rom. xi. 16—24. (n) p. 28. Note.
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ounce of self-conceit. But when he comes to the Abra-
hamic Olive-tree, with its Jewish and Gentile branches,
his confidence for a while forsakes him it is all involved
in obscurity, to himself and to the ablest commentators,
if not to Paul also. He even sees something in the sa-
cred text, very much resembling those ¢¢far-fetched
analogies and inaccurate reasonings’’ which Unitarians
often discover in the Apostle’s writings. He tells us that
¢ the engrafting spoken of appears to be predicated
_upon a mistaken view of grafting.” If the Apostle was
not mistaken, my Opponent certainly is, for they differ
very much from each other. But there is no reason to
believe that the Apostle’s views of grafting were differ-
ent from those of every practical man among you. You
practice engrafting, that you may improve the fruit, by
a change of the branches, while there is no change in
the root, the trunk, or the sap. So Paul, with the eccle-
siastical Olive-tree. Its root, trunk, and fatiiess remain-
ed ; its branches only were changed : and whether it was
not an improvement, to exchange infidel for believing
branches, to exchange the Jewish for the Christian ad-
ministration, judge ye. This opinion does not suffer by
a closer examination. ¥
1. The root. Itis equally consistent with the Pedo-
baptist system, to consider this as referring to Christ or
to Abraham, the original or derived-root. When the
figure of a building instead of a'tree is used, the pro-
phets and apostles are spoken of as a jfoundation, but
Christ is the foundation of foundations. When Christ is
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said to be ¢¢ the root and the offspring of David,”’(0) the
sense is, that he is the Father as well as the son of David.
But Abraham is said to be ¢¢ the Father of circumcision
¢¢ [that is, of ecolesiastical initiation] to them who are
“¢ not of the circumcision only, but who also walk in the
¢ steps of that faith of our father Abraham, which he
¢  had, being yet uncircumeised.”’(p) His very name
JAbraham, signifies a high father, and it was given to
him, because he was to be a father not to the Jews only,
but to many nations : that is, he was the roof of that ec-
clesiastical tree, which bore both Jewish and Christian
branches. '

If, instead of to Abraham, you should apply this figure
to the seed of the woman, revealed to Adam, and wor-
shipped by Abel, Seth, Enoch, and Noah, I see no
ground of objection ; since Christ is really the Head of
the church visible, as well as invisible. This is evident
from his representing himself as a vine, from which
fruitless branches are cut off. The invisible church has
no fruitless branches, and from it none can be cut off. My
Opponent says, “Pardon, justification, sanctification,
¢ and salvation, are inseparably connected ;”’ and gives
Paul on perseverance, to prove it. Dr. Gill says,
¢ There are two sorts of branches in Christ the vine 3
“the one sort are such who have only an historical
¢ faith in him, believe but for a time, and are removed;
¢ they are such who only profess to believe in him, as
¢ Simon Magus did; are in him by profession only.”
“ These are the other sort of branches, who are

(0) Rev. xxii, 16, : () Rom, iv. 12,
U
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¢ truly and savingly in Christ; such as are roofed in
“ him.”(q)

2. The fatness. The engrafted branches are said to
partake ¢ of the root and fafness of the olive-tree.”
This means ecclesiastical ordinances; as when David
says, ‘‘ They shall be abundantly satisfied with the fat-
¢ ness of thy house.”’(r) Dr. Gill says, ¢ By his kouse
¢ is meant the church of God, of his building, and where
¢ he dwells; by the fafness of it, the provisions there,
¢ the word and ordinances, and the blessings of grace
¢¢ which they hold forth.”

3. The trunk. This must mean the visible church of
God, or the invisible church, or no church at all. If no
church at all, then the Roman converts must be here ad-
dressed, as having the privilege of being engrafted into
some worldly kingdom, contrary to the authority of our
Lord, who said, ¢ My kingdom is not of this world.”
The Jews also are to be considered as broken off from
a worldly kingdom by unbelief! whereas their unbelief,
instead of breaking them off from a temporal dominion,
riveted the Roman yoke more closely upon them, and
made it at last the means of their destruction.

Neither can the trunk of this tree mean the invisible
church, for from it no branches are ever broken off.
This is an argumentum ad hominem, for 1 have the
pleasure of quoting my Opponent’s approbation of this
principle. After citing Paul on the perscverance of
the saints, he says, ¢ There is one proposition which I
¢¢shall here submit ; it is an universal negative, viz.

(g) Gill on John xv. 2, ) (r) Ps. xxxvi. 8,
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¢ there never was, there never will be, a child of Adam
¢ lost, that had but one sin of all his sins forgiven him.
¢¢ The converse of which is, that there never was a child
¢¢ of Adam that had one sin forgiven him that had not
¢ all his sins forgiven. The reason is, the Almighty
¢ does not his work by halves; where he begins to work
¢ he finishes., He does not resemble a foolish artificer or
¢ mechanic, who begins a piece of workmanship, and
¢ after he has blocked it out, or begun to work upon it,
¢ throws it away, either from versatility or incapacity to
¢ execute and perfect it.”’(s) It seems therefore, from my

Opponent’s own shewing, that when a person is once at-
tached to the invisible church, he is aiways attached to
it, and can never be broken off.

As this ¢trunk, then, cannot mean no church at all,
and as it cannot mean the church invisible, it must, ac-
cording to the dilemma stated a little while ago, mean
the visible church. Here another inquiry arises. Does
it mean the Jewish administration as distinct from the
Christian? or the Christian administration as distinct
from the Jewish? or does it mean the visible church
general of God and of his Christ, which embraces both
these administrations, which began with Abraham, or
with Adam, and which will continue to the end of the
world? This sfem cannot mean the Jewish administra-
tion, because it is in this very frunk that the engrafted
Gentiles flourish, long after the Jewish administration is
at an end. Neither can it mean the Christian adminis-
tration distinctly, because the trunk existed long before

(s) Appendix to Spurious Debate with Mr. Walker. p. 176.
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that administration commenced. But my Opponent says
that ““in a still more enlarged and exalted sense, the
¢ Christian Church is the good olive tree.””(¢) If by
this still more enlarged and exalted sense, he means the
visible church of Christ, as constituted with Adam or
Abraham, and as embracing the Jewish and Christian
administrations, he means what the premises compel us
to believe. Dr. Gill says, ¢ particular believers and
¢ the whole church of God are sometimes compared to
¢ it ;”” as when Hosea says, ‘¢ His branches shall spread,
and his beauty shall be as the olive-tree, and his smell as
Lebanon.”(u) Jeremiah says, ‘“The Lord called thy
‘‘ name a green olive-tree, fair and of goodly fruit:
¢ with the noise of a great tumult he hath kindled fire
¢ upon it, and the branches of it are broken.”(v)

4. The branches. As the stock of this tree has been
proved to mean the whole visible church of God these
branches must be visible constituents, either individual
or corporate. Of these there are two kinds. Concern-
ing one of them Jeremiah says ¢¢ The branches of it are
“ broken.” This Dr. Gill interprets of ¢ the high and
¢ principal ones” of ¢¢ the Jewish chureh and people.”
Concerning the other kind of branches, Hosea says, ‘‘His
¢ branches shall spread.” Dr. Gill says, ‘“This respects
¢¢ the propagation of the church of God, and the in-
¢ terest of Christ in the world, as in the first times of
¢ the gospel, and will be in the latter day.” Paul

(#) Spur. Deb. with Mr. W. p. 28.

(u) Hos. xiv. 6. comp. Ps. hi. 8. cxxviii. 3.

(v) Jer. xi. 16. Although Gill belicves that Paul alludes to this in
Rom. xi. 17. he does not explain the olive-tree in either place with en-

tire accuracy, nor in perfect consistency with what he says on Hosea xiv.
6. as quoted above,
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speaks of both kinds of branches, as belonging to the
same tree, though not at the same time. The first he
tells us were ‘¢ broken off.” The second he says were
¢ grafted in among them,’’ or ¢“in their place,” as Gill
tells us the Syriac and Ethiopic versions have it. Paul
expressly gives the name of Jsrael and Jacod to the re-
jected branches, and of Gentiles to those which were
engrafted.(w) He does not limit these branches, (as Dr.
Gill sometimes does,) to the ¢ principal members” of
churches or nations: but he uses these general terms,
with a general (though not a universal) application.
Neither does my Opponent understand Paul as speaking
of the high and principal ones, but of Jews and Gentiles,
without regard to their dignity or power. This is evi-
dent from his remark concerning Paul’s ¢¢sudden tran-
¢ sitions from Jews to Gentiles,”” and from his decla-

ration that ¢ the Apostle’s design was to shew that the
- ¢ Gentiles partook equally with the Jew, as the engraft-
¢ ed cion equally partakes with the natural branch, in
¢ the sap and vigour of the root.”’(z) This root, my
Opponent declares, ¢ was Jesus Christ.” Dr. Gill
says, ¢¢ This is not to be understood of an ingrafture into
¢ Christ, unless by a visible profession.”” This visible
profession must be in the true church of God, and, of
course, the breaking off of the old Jewish branches,
must be an excommunication from the visible church of
God. Both, then, must be branches of the visible church
of God, though at different times ; and if Abraham be
their ecclesiastical father or root, then the Christian

Ew) Rom. xi. 17. 25. 26.

x) Spur. Deb. with Mr. W. p. 28, Note, this was quoted a little
above.
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church must be a branchk of the Abrahamic church:
and if the Seed of the woman be their roof, then the
Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society
after Christ, are only different branches.of the same
ecclesiastical tree; or, in other words, they are one
and-the same church in different administrations.

This conclusion is not at all affected by what Dr. Gill
says about the ¢“Gentiles being grafted into a gospel
¢¢ church-state with the delieving Jews 3’ unless it can
be shewn that one truth must contradict another. Re-
member that the old branches were not believing Jews 3
for they were broken off on account of unbelief, from
that very stock, into which believing Gentiles were en-
grafted. It is true, therefore, that there is a simulta-
neous union of believing Jews and Gentiles, both before
and after Christ: but it has been proved to be equally
true, that there is an asynchronous identity between the
Jewish society before Christ, and the Christian society
after Christ.

II. Vixevyarp. Our blessed Lord, in one of his
parables, informs us of a man who planted a vineyard,
and let it out to husbandmen, and then went into a far
country, whence ‘he sent several inferior messengers
successively for the fruits which were due. Failing in
these, he sent his own Son, whom the husbandmen
killed. He then asks the question, ¢¢ What shall there-
¢ fore the Lord of the vineyard do?” Mark well his
answer : ‘ He will come and destroy the husbandmen,
‘““and will give the vineyard [the same vineyard] unto
‘“ others.” As the context says that the Jews ¢ knew
““ that he had spoken thg parable against them,” they
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are therefore the husbandmen. Dr. Gill says, that
when the Master went into a far country, he ¢“left the
¢¢ people of the Jews to these husbandmen or rulers,
¢¢ whether civil or ecclesiastical, but chiefly the latter,
¢ to be instructed and directed by them, according to
¢ the laws and rules given them by the Lord.”(y) But
after these Jewish husbandmen abused their trust it is
said that the Lord ¢ will miserably destroy those wick-
¢ ed men, and will let out his vineyard unto other hus-
¢‘bandmen.” On this Dr. Gill remarks that ¢¢it was
¢ arighteous thing with God, to remove the church-
¢ state, gospel and ordinances, from the Jews, and de-
¢ liver them to the Gentiles, which shall render him the
¢fruits in their seasons.”’(z)  Here the Baptist Com-
mentator agrees with his Divine Master, in considering
the vineyard as the church with itsoracles and ordinan-
- ces3 and in considering the Jews as the first tenants,
and the Christians as the last occupants of the same
ecclesiastical vineyard. )
III. FounpaTioN. ¢ Now therefore ye are no more
‘¢ strangers and foreigners, but fellow-citizens with the
‘“saints, and of the household of God; and are built
“wupon the foundation of the Apostles and prophets,
¢ Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone.”’(a)
Here the Prophets and Apostles are one common foun-
dation, for the Jewish and Christian societies, who are
supported and connected by Jesus Christ, who is the
chief corner stone, or connecting foundation stone of
Apostles, prophets, and churches.

(y) Gill on Mk. xii. 1. (z) Gill on Matt, xxi, 41,
(a) Eph.ii 19, 20, -
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1V. Froor. ¢“Whose fan is in his hand, and he will
¢¢ thoroughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into
¢¢ the garner ; but he will burn up the chaff with un-
¢ quenchable fire.”(5) ¢ O my threshing, and the corn
¢ of my floor!’(¢) On this last text, which was spo-
ken by Isaiah, Dr. Gill says, it is the Lord that speaks
¢ by him, calling the church of the Jews his floor, and
¢¢ the people his corn.” If he does not intend to restrict
¢ the church of the Jews,’’ to the Jewish administration,
he is perfectly correct : for the floor does mean the vi-
sible church, and the corn means the Jewish people who
were then its members. But in the fulness of time, this
ecclesiastical floor was found so full of Jewish chaff, as
to require a thorough cleansing. This cleansing was an
excommunication of the unbelieving Jews. This was
not laying a new floor, but only purging the old one;
and who oecupied John the Baptist’s ecclesiastical plaz-
Jorm after its judicial ventilation, let Baptists say.

V. House. ¢ And thou shalt say to the rebellious,
¢ even to the house of Israel, Thus saith the Lord God,
“O ye house of Israel, let it suffice you of all your
¢¢ abominations, in that ye have brought into my sanctu-
¢ ary strangers, uncircumcised in heart, and uncircum- -
¢ cised in flesh, to be in my sanctuary, to pollute it,
¢ even my house.” ¢ They shall be abundantly satis-
¢ fied with the fatness of thy house.” I am like a
¢ green olive tree in the kouse of God.”’(d) This, ac-
cording to Dr. Gill, is to “ be in a very flourishing con-
4¢ dition, in the church of God, which is here meant by

b) Mat. iii, 12. (c) Isa. xxi. 10.
d) Faz. xliv, 6, 7, Ps. xxxvi. 8. lii, 8.
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¢ the house of God.” The same explanation he gives
of the word Aouse in all the cases which have just been
quoted. Itis, then, an undoubted truth, that long be-
foge the New Testament administration, the Jewish so-
- ciety were the visible church of God. They were not
only the genealogical, but the ecclesiastical Aouse of
Jacob. Now the question is, whether their ecclesiasti-
cal house was utterly annihilated, and a new one erected
at the coming of Christ; or whether the ecclesiastical
house of Jacob continued, but with a change of adminis-
tration. - That it does continue, is evident from the an-
gel’s words to Mary, when he said concerning the Mes-
siah, ¢“He shall reign over the house of Jacob, for
¢ ever.”(¢) This house of Jacob is meant, when Paul
says, ‘Moses verily was faithful in all his house as a
“servant;”” ¢“but Christ as a Son over his own
¢ house.”(f) Now take notice that Moses and Christ
are here spoken of as belonging to the Old and New
Testament administrations; yet the one serves in, and
the other rules over the same house, even the house of
Jacob, over which Christ shall reign for ever, although
Jacob’s natural descendants have long been ejected.

My Opponent’s fifth reason for denying this doctrine,
is founded upon our Saviour’s declaration to Peter,
%Upon this rock I will build my church.””(?) ¢ This
¢ church, then,” says he, ¢was not the Jewish, for that
% was built long ago—the building of Christ’s church—
“MY church, said he, is yet future—I will build it,
“the foundation will be laid in this truth concerning

(o) L;(ke i 33 (f) Heb. iii, 2—6. () Matt. xvi. 18,
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1e.—This truth was fully established in his death and
esurrection ; and then the building commenced. To
wild a church and to repair one, are actions so dif-
‘erent, that babes and sucklings can distinguish thgi.
Mr. M¢Calla’s theory is subverted upon this evidence
ilone, if there were no other proof of its falsity.—Re-
member, my friends, that the Messiah came to build a
new church, and not to repair an old one.” At ano-
er time he represents this fifth argument as drawn
from the fact, that Jesus taught that he was, in the fu-
ture time, to build his church upon a foundation dif-
ferent from that on which the Jewish commonwe,alth
was built.””(m)

I take it for granted, that by Jewish commonwealth
1 this last declaration, he means the Jewish church of
rhich he spoke in the former passage ; and the amount
f this argument is, that when Christ says, ¢ 1 will
* build,” he means not that he will repair an old ruin,
uch as the Jewish church, but that immediately after
iis death and resurrection, he will commence a building
vhich shall be entirely new, and entirely different from
he Jewish church, both as to its foundation and its su-
serstructure.  And these things he thinks so evidently
aught by this one single Greek word, rendered ¢ I will
¢ build,” that they must be obvious to ‘“babes and suck-
ings,” and that this one word is sufficient to subvert my
»roposition concerning the samencss of the Jewish and
“hristian societies, ‘¢ if there were no other proof”’ at
l.

(m) Spur. Deb. with me, pp. 209, 228.
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It sometimes happens that babes and sucklings under-
stand a'word in one way, and men of learning understand
it in another way. My Opponent thinks it perfectly
plain that ¢o build never means to rebuild or repair, but
Dr. Gill, who was no babe, but the greatest giant, in the
languages, that the Baptist church ever boasted, thought
otherwise, and supported his opinion by infallible evi-
dence. The Scriptures say that the sons of Elpaal
¢ built Ono and Lod, with the towns thereof.”’(n) Dr.
Gill agrees with the Talmudists in saying that ¢¢ Elpaal
“came and rebuilt them.” The Scriptures say that
Jotham ¢ built the higher gate of the house of the
¢ Lord.”(0) Dr. Gill believes that this, like the rest of
the gates, was originally ¢ built by Solomon ;”’ but that
Jotham ¢¢ repaired and beautified, or added something
“toit.” Yes, the Dr. actually makes out that Jotham’s
building the gate, was only repairing it. After the de-
struction of the first temple, it is written, ¢ Thus saith
Cyrus, King of Persia, The Lord God of heaven hath
¢ given me all the kingdoms of the earth ; and he hath
‘¢ charged me to build him an house at Jerusalem, which
“1is in Judah.”(p) Dr. Gill says that Isaiah’s prophecy,
Cyrus ¢ had seen and read, and believed it to be a
¢ charge upon him, and a command unto him to rebuild
¢ the temple at Jerusalem.” Thus, to build was, in his
opinion, to rebuild. Concerning a greater than Cyrus,
Isaiah says, ¢ He shall uild my City.”’(g) Dr. Gill ap-
plies this to ¢ Christ, the builder of the church, often
compared to a city ;> and then refers to my Opponent’s

8;) 1 Chron. viii, 12, &o) 2 Kgs. xv. 35,
(£) Ezr. i, 2. ¢) Isa. xlv. 13.
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text, “‘upon this rock I will build my church.” ¢By the
¢¢ church is meant,” says Gill, on this text, ¢‘the elect of
¢ God, the general assembly and church of the First-born,
¢¢ whose names are written in heaven.” When the Psalm-

ist says, ¢¢ The Lord shall build up Zion,”(r) it does not

throw Dr. Gill into a rhapsody about future tenses, and
the folly of identifying Zion with the true church, and
of confounding the building of a new house with the re-
building of one that is fallen down. He tells us plainly
that, in this text, Zion is ¢ the church of God, fallen
‘¢ down, and in a ruinous condition ;> and 'that this pro-
mise to ¢ build up Zion” is fulfilled *¢ in rebuslding his
¢ church.” The same explanation he makes of that pas-
sage which says, ¢ The Lord doth build up Jerusalem ¢
¢ he gathereth together the outcasts of Israel.”’(s) Al-
though there is a certain sort of ¢ babes and sucklings’
who cannot abide the thought of building decayed
places, yet those who are acquainted with the poetical
parallelisms of the prophets, will admit that raising up
decayed places, is sometimes exegetical of duilding ; as
when God says ¢ to the cities of Judah, Ye shall be duilt,
“and I will raise up the decayed places thereof. ”(t)
Dr. Gill believes that Judah and all the adjacent country
were to be ¢ in a ruinous condition,” and that then they
¢ should be reduilt, and restored to a flourishing state
¢ again.” To the same amount he explains the follow-
ing texts ¢ And they shall duild the old wastes, they
¢ shall raise up the former desolations, and they shall
“¢ repair the waste cities, the desolations of many gene-

(r) Psalm cii. 16, (s) Psalm cxlvii, 2. (2) Isa, xliv. 26.
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¢ rations.”(u) In the prospect of the Christian wmra,
when the Gentiles were to be engrafted on the Abraha-
mic stock, Isaiah says to the Jews, ¢¢ The sons of stran-
¢¢ gers shall build up thy walls.”’(») But in the follow-
ing passage a person who builds is again expressly called
a repairer in our translation, and in this it most exactly
agrees with the translations of Castallio, Tremellius, and
Diodat, and with the commentary of Dr. Gill. ¢ And
¢¢ they that shall be of thee shall build the old waste
¢¢ places: thou shalt raise up the foundations of many ge-
¢ nerations ; and thou shalt be called, 7%e repairer of
¢¢ the breach, The restorer of paths to dwell in.”” Dr.
Gill says, ¢ As the cities in Israel and Judea, which had
‘¢ been long laid waste by the Assyrians and Chaldeans,
“ were rebuilt by those of the Jewish nation, who re-
¢ turned from the captivity of Babylon, to which there
¢ is at least an allusion ; and as the churgh of God, the
¢¢ tabernacle of David, which was fallen down, and had
¢ lain long in ruins, through corruptions in doctrine and -
¢ worship, to the times of Christ, when the Apostles,
“who were of the Jews, those wise master-builders,
¢ were instruments of ralsing it up again, and repairing
¢ its ruins, so, in the latter-day, the waste places of the
¢ yorld, as the words may be rendered, shall be built
¢ Dby a set of men, that shall be of the church of God,
¢ who shall be instruments in his hand of converting
‘¢ many souls, and so of peopling it with Christians; such
¢ places as before were desolate, where before there
¢¢ was no preaching of the word, no administration of or-

() Isa, Ixi. 4. (v) Isa. Ix. 10,
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¢¢ dinances, nor any Gospel churches.” In this extract,
this great Baptist commentator calls the tabernacle of
David the church of God. He represents it as fallen
down and lying long in ruins, until the times of Christ,
the Divine Architect, who appointed twelve Apostolical
builders, and made them ¢¢ instruments of raising it up
¢ again, and rep'airing its ruins.” 'Thus, ¢ the stone
¢ which the builders disallowed, the same is made the
¢ head of the corner,”(w) or, as Dr. Gill says,(z) ¢ the
¢¢ chief corner-stone, that adorns, strengthens, knits, and
¢¢ keeps together, the whole building; in which Jews
* and Gentiles, saints in all ages and places, even all the
¢ elect of God are united together.” He says, ¢By the
¢ builders are meant the rulers of the Jews, both civil
‘and ecclesiastical, and especially the latter, the
* Scribes, Pharisees, and chief priests, who set up for
“builders of the church of God, but were miserable
ones.” ¢ These disallowed of Christ in the. build-
ing;” “but to their great mortification, he is not only
laid and retained as the foundation and corner-stoney
but made the head of the building.” For this reason,
wl, in allusion to the temple and Jerusalem, the
use and city of God, says to the Ephesian Christians,
Now therefore ye are no more strangers and foreign-
rs, but fellow citizens with the saints, and of -the
ousehold of God, and are built upon the foundation of

he Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ himself being

16 chief corner-stone.”(y) Dr. Gill says that these

?w) 1 Pet. ii. 7.
) Gillon Acts iv. 11, (comp. also 1 Pet. ii. vi,)
() Eph, ii. 19. 20,
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are ¢ The prophets of the Old Testament, and the
¢ apostles of the New, who agree in laying ministerial-
¢ 1y the one and only foundation, Jesus Christ.” Now
let any reasonable person say whether the words, ¢ upon
¢ this rock I will build my church,” are alone sufficient
to refute my proposition concerning the ecclesiastical
identity of the Jewish and Christian societies.

. VI. KinepoM. This figure is used by our Saviour,
in the same discourse, and in immediate connexion with
what he said about the transfer of the same vineyard
from one set of husbandmen to another. After speaking
of the unworthiness of the Jewish husbandmen, in re-
jecting the Son of their Lord ; and the wicked folly of
the Jewish builders in rejecting the chief corner-stone,
he adds, ¢ Therefore I say unto you, the kingdom of
¢ God shall be taken from you, -and given to a na-
¢ tlon bringing forth the fruits thereof.”’(g) Here is
only one kingdom ; yet it embraces the Jewish and
Christian administrations. So in the following ; ¢ And
4 I say unto you that many shall come from the east and
¢ west, and shall sit down with Abraham and Isaac and
% Jacob in the kingdom of heaven: but the children
“of the kingdom shall be cast out into utter dark-
¢ ness.”’(k) This is as much as to say that the Gentiles
shall take their seat in the Abrahamic church, while the
Jews are cast out of it. That this cannot mean the king-
dom of - heaven above, is evident, because no man shall
be cast out of that kingdom, after he has once obtained
admittance.  Dr. Gill says that the children of the

(g) Matt. xxi. 43. (h) Matt. viii. 11, 12,
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¢ The Jews, who were subjects of the
ind commonwealth of Israel, from which
:s were aliens; and who were also in the
God, which is his kingdom on earth; and
ad the promise of the gospel dispensation,
i called the Zingdom of heaven, and by them,
¢ world to come ; and were, by their own
1, and in their own apprehension and expec-
hildren and heirs of the kingdom of glory.”
lom of heaven is, therefore, the Abrahamic
ae church of God. The Jews were once its
but they are now cast out. The Gentiles were
Sy but are now subjects, not in a new kingdom,
: which commenced even with Moses at Mount
at in that kingdom in which - Abraham, Isaac
b were.
pponent’s second argument against the sameness
ewish and Christian societies, is founded upon
rching of our Saviour and his Precursor and in-
iervants, ¢ Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven
hand.”’(v) He says, ¢ This is proof positive that,
is time, the new kingdom was not yet set up,
that the old Jewish was yet standing.” In this
our translation uses, the word kingdom ; my Op-
t’s paraphrase calls it netw kingdom ; his New
ment follows Dr. Campbell in calling it the reign
aven 3 but Dr. Campbell’s preliminary dissertation
that the word sometimes means administration ;
Dr. Gill here explains it dispensation. That there

) Matt, jii. 2. and other places quoted by my Opponent, in his spur.
after his own fashion, in page 197, ,
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is a new administration 1 have never denied 3 that there
is any thing more, my Opponent is the only one to assert;
and he asserts it, not in translating, but in debating.

His third argument is founded upon our Saviour’s
declaration, ¢ The law and the prophets were until
¢ John : since that time the kingdom of God is preached,
“and every man presseth into it.”’(w) Here also Gill
justly calls the kingdom of God, the gospel dispensa-
tion : and so he does the same word in the text on which
my Oppoheqt feebly rests his eighth argument ; ¢ My
¢ kingdom is not of this world.”(2) This passage he
usesin such a way as strongly to infer that the Waldenses,
whom he claims as good Baptists, could not be Chris-
tians, because they sometimes bravely defended them-
selves from their oppressors. But this was my Oppo-
nent’s way of paying court to the Quakers.

But his first argument deserves more notice. It is as
follows, viz. ¢My first argument, for affirming that
¢ the Christian religion and Christian church differ es-
¢ sentially from the Jewish, is drawn from Dan. ii. 44.
¢ 45. ¢And in the days of these kings shall the God of
¢ heaven set up a kingdom which shall never be destroy-
¢ ed, and the kingdom shall not be left to other people,
¢ and it shall break in pieces and consume all these king-_
¢ doms, and it shall stand forever. The great God has
¢ made known to the king what shall come to pass here-
¢ after.”’ (i) 'To make this passage prove that there is
an essential difference between the Old and New Tes-

w) L. xvi. 16. Spur. Deb. g 197.

x) John xviii. 36. Spur Deb. p. 229.
(i) Spur. Deb. with me, pp. 195. 196.

Y
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ngdoms, he claims our particular attention to
igs. One is, that the prophecy was written by
enturies before the Jews were cut off. I say,
other is that it was to be fulfilled ¢‘hereafter,”
hen Christ came. Very well. The third is,
it time God should sef up a kingdom. No ob-
But there is an objection to what he afterwards
n he endeavours to persuade you that setfing
lom is a creation or original constitution of a
as in the following words, viz. ¢ This king-
God which he would sez up or constitute,
1e reign of his Son, was not to commence until
lays of the Jewish kingdom—Now to consti-
ingdom, and to continue one already in exis-
re as different as the building of a new house,
1¢ repairing or keeping up of a house already
o set up a house, or to set up a kingdom, is
y different from either reforming an old one,
tuting it under new regulations.”
: already shewn that the Bible and the best
10rity consider the word build as often equiv-
uild or repair. And if, as my Opponent in-
: expression, se? up, is tantamount to build,
4p a kingdom may mean to reinsfale or re-
wnd thus the whole of his argument, which
'y upon a perversion of this single word,
he ground. Inorder to make this apparent,
lire, What do you understand from another
is same prophet Daniel, where we have the
| word with the same rendering ? Cencern-
.dnezzar’s golden image, we are told ¢¢ that
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he set it up in the plain of Dura.”” Does this mean
that he created or made or constituted it in the plain of -
Dura? By no means; for the manufacture of it was ex-
pressly mentioned as having taken place before its erec-
tion3( 7 ) as the existence of God’s ecclesiastical king-
dom is often mentioned before its resuscitation by the
Messiah, Although the Tabernacle was originally con-
stituted immediately after the departure from Egypt,(%)
yet it was sef up at many subsequent periods.(/) Indeed
it was a law of Moses, that ¢¢ when the Tabernacle set-
¢ teth forward, the Levites shall take it down ; and when
¢ the tabernacle is to be pitched, the Levites shall sez it
¢ up.”(m) The same word is used by Solomon to denote
such an act as lifting up a person who ¢‘falls from his
¢ horse, or outof his carriage, orintoa ditch.”(n) In
the use of the same original word, Saul complains that
Jonathan had set up or stirred up David against him.(0)
Did Saul suppose that Jonathan had just then given to
David his original constitution 2 Our Bible renders the
same word raise in application to him who is the Root
and Offspring of David. ¢ Behold the days come,
¢ saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a right-
¢ eous Branch, and a King shall reign and prosper, and
¢ shall execute judgment and justice in the earth.”(p)
God also says, ‘I will raise them up a Prophet from
¢ among their brethren, like unto thee, and I will put
¢ my words in his mouth, and he shall speak unto them
¢ all that I shall command him.””(¢) Had the Messiah

(j; Dan. iii. 1. (k) Ex. xL 17, )Num vii. 1 ix. 15. x. 21,

{
Num. i. 51. (n SeeGlnonEcci iv. 10. |
éo) 18am. xxii. 8. (f) Jer, xxiii. 5. (¢) Deut, xvii, 18.
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no constitution before his incarnation? or rather, does
he not himself say, €I was sef up from everlasting, from
¢ the beginning, or ever the earth was.”(r) The name
of this glorious personage is an answer to the question of
Anmos, ¢ Who will raise up or lift up, or set up Jacob?”’(s)
The same word is rendered,establish,in a promise record-
ed by Moses. Long after Jacob had been constituted
a holy people, Moses said- ¢ The Lord shall establish
¢ thee an holy people unto himself.”(#) Dr. Gill un-
derstands it that-he ¢¢should continue them as such.”
Exactly to the same purport does he explain the pro-
phecy of Daniel quoted by my Opponent. ¢ And in
¢ the days of those kings shall the God of heaven sef up
¢ a kingdom.” The Doctor says, ¢ which kingdom is
¢ no other than his church on earth, where he reigns,
¢¢ has his throne ; holds forth his sceptre, gives out his
¢ laws, and is obeyed : and, though this is alreadyin the
¢ world, yet it is not so visible, stable, and glorious, as
¢ it will be at the close of the fourth monarchy, which
¢ is meant by its being set up, confirmed, and establish-
¢ ed.” That this kingdom was already in the worid, be-
fore the New Testament administration, is as evident as
that the kingdom of Israel had an existence before it was
set up or established in David’s hands, according to
the words of Jonathad, ¢ the kingdom of Israel shall
¢¢ be established in thine hand.”’(u)

Et) Prov. viii. 28, where, however, the original has a different word.
¢) Amos vii, 2. Gill tells us that it is rendered ¢¢ quis suscitabit Jaha-
cob?” by Pagninus, Montanus, and Vatablus. Tothese he might have
added Calasio and the Vulgate. In accordance with these, Castallio says,
¢ quis Jacobeum eriget ?”’-and the Septuagint, z¢s avasyaes zov laxwgd 3
(#) Deut, xxviii, 9. () 1Sam. xxiv. 20, )




(173 )

- It appears, then, after a patient examination, that
. those arguments upon which my Opponent relies, are
perversions of scripture ; and mere fancies of his own 3
‘in which he is as much opposed to the views of the Co-
lossus of Baptist theology, as he is to the view which I
defend. Contrast this with the evidence by which our
opinion is supported. The scriptures do not say that -
one ecclesiastical kingdom shall be destroyed and ano-
ther created ; but they assure us that the same kingdom
of God shall be taken from the Jews and given to the
Gentiles. Concerning the same kingdom of heaven it is
said that the Jews shall be cast out, while the Gentiles
shall enter and sit down: neither are they restricted to
the honor of sitting with Moses and Aaron and Joshua,
but they are admitted to a seat with Abraham and Isaac
and Jacob, in this ecclesiastical Aingdom, or Abrahamic .
church.

VII. CommoNwEALTH. Paul tells the Ephesians that
they were once < Aliens from the commonwealth of
¢¢ Israel 3’ but he soon informs them that they ¢ are no
 more strangers and foreigners, but fellow citizens
% with the saints, and of the household of God.”(y)
Dr. Gill tells us that a stranger was the name ¢ by
¢ which the Jews called the Gentiles ;> that the Gen-
tiles were originally ¢ foreigners in the commonwealth
 of Lrael, in the church of God;” ¢ being aliens
¢ from the commonwealth of Israel, both from their
¢ civil and church-state.” That the city in which they
become fellow citizens with the saints is ¢ the church

(v) Eph. ii. 12. 19,
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¢ below, which is the city of Gody” and ¢ heaven
¢ above, which is a city of God’s preparation and
¢ building also.”” In this most valuable Baptist Com-
mentary, we learn that the eommonwealth of Israel
means the church of God, to. which the Jews once be-
Jonged, and from which the Gentiles were once stran-
gers and foreigners: but the New Testament adminis-
tration has naturalized them in the city of God, which is
, his church below, even that church of which the Jews
were once members. :

VIII. Maxn. ¢ But now, in Chnst Jesus, ye (Gen-
¢ tiles] who sometimes were far off, are made nigh
¢¢ [even as the Jews, ] by the blood of Christ. For he -
¢ is our peace, who hath made both [Jews and Gentiles]
¢ one, and hath broken down the middle wall of parti-
¢ tion between us; having abolished in his flesh the
f¢ enmity, even the law of commandments contsined in
¢ ordinances ; for to make in himself of twain one new
¢ man, so making peace.”(z)

IX. Boby. ¢ And that he might reconcile both [Jews
¢¢ and Gentiles] unto God in one body by the cross, hav-
$¢ ing slain the enmity thereby.”(s) The connexion of
this and the last particular, and the 7th also, shews that
man and body, as well as commonwealth, relate to the
visible church. It is not said that they relate to that
exclusively ; nor is it necessary that they should.

X. Breturen. In Ps. xxii, 22, Christ calls the
Jewish church his brethren: in Hebr. ii. 11. 12, this

i8 quoted as intended for Christians. They must there-

(2) Eph. ii. 13—15. () Eph. ii. 16,
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fore be one in some sense. The connexnon shews that
they are ecclesiastically one.

XI. Bripe. Jeremiah says that J ehovah is married
to the Jewish church 3(b) John tells us that the Chris-
tian church is the dride, the Lamb’s wife ;(c) yet God
says, by the pen of Solomon, ¢ My dove, my undefiled,
‘isbut one ; she is the only one of her mother ; she is
¢ the choice one of her that bare her.”’(d) It seems then
that Christ has but one bride or church 3 but the Jewish
and Christian societies are both that church ; therefore
they are one church. That this passage relates to eccle-
siastical unity, Gill himself is inclined to believe.

XII. CuiLpreN.: The scriptures represent Jewish
and Gentile professors as the children of the church.
When the Jews are cut off, the church is represented
as a widow : but she is comforted by the accession of
Gentile children. ¢ The [Gentile] children which thou
¢ shalt have, after thou hast lost the other [ the Jewish],
¢ shall say again in thine ears, the place is too strait for
‘““me: give place to me that I may dwell. Then shalt
¢ thou say in thine heart, Who hath begotten me these,
‘% seeing I have lost my children, and am-desolate, a cap-
“tive, and removing to and fro ? and who hath brought
¢ up these? Behold I was left alone ; ‘these, where had

. % they been? Thus saith the Lord God, behold, I will
¢ lift up mine hand to the Gentiles, and set up my stand-
“ard to the people : and they shall bring thy sons in
¢ their arms, and thy daughters shall be carried upon
¢ their shoulders.”’(¢) Some who admit the identity of

éb; Jer. iii. 14. ~ (c¢) Rev. xxi. 9.
d) Cant. vi. 9. : (e) Isa. xlix, 20—22,
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the Jewish and Christian societies are inclined to doubt
that the former is intended by either of these classes of
children. Their mistake ought to be corrected by the
preceding context, in which ¢ Zion said, The Lord
¢ hath forsaken me, and my Lord hath forgotten me.”
Messiah says, ‘‘Though Israel be not gathered, yet
¢“ghall I be glorious in the eyes of the Lord, and my
¢¢ God shall be my strength.” The Father says to him,
¢ Tt is a light thing that thou shouldest be my servant,
% to raise up the tribes of Jaco, and to restore the pre-
¢ served of Jsrael; I will hlso give thee for a light to the
¢ Gentiles, that thou mayest be my salvation unto the
¢ end of the earth.”(f) I do not deny that the ultimate
accomplishment of these prophecies is yet future: yet
that their primary fulfilment was in the Apostolic day,

is too plain to admit of a doubt. Can any one suppose

that Zion, Jacob, and Israel, have no reference to the
Jews, even when they are expressly contrasted with the
Gentiles? Here, then, are two distinct sets of ecclesi-
astical children, sent before and after the affliction of
their mother; just as Job had two sets of children sent
before- and after his affliction. These Patriarchal de-
cades form a good illustration of the subject, and were
probably intended to do so; and this opinion may have
weighed with the Jews in congjdering the number ten, as
forming a congregation. But Job’s two congregations
had only one father, and thus formed one family : so the
Jews and Gentiles had only one ecclesiastical mother ;
that is, they were one church.

(f) Isa. xlix. 14. 5. 6.

-
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If not very much mistaken, the evidence which has
been laid before you, goes clearly to the establishment
of the point in question; that is, that the Scriptures give
to the Jewish and Christian Societies the same names, in
such a manner as plainly to prove that they are the same
church. This evidence my Opponent endeavours to
rebut in the following words, viz. ¢ Mr. M¢Calla (for
¢ we must now look back a little,) yesterday entertained
“you for a long time, by telling you of the different
¢ names applied to the Jewish society, and also to the
¢ Christian, as expressive of their identity ; as their be-
¢“ ing equally called the house, bride, people, vineyard,
¢ kingdom, &c. of God. To all this argument we would
¢in the mass reply. That suppose I might be so fortu-
¢ nate as to have a house in Washington and one in Lex-
¢ ington, each of them might with the greatest propriety
¢ be called my house ; the same might be said concerning
¢ barn, vineyard, floor, kingdom, &c. But who would
“argue thence that because they were both called my
% house, vineyard, barn, &c. they were one and the same
¢ house, vineyard, barn, &c. This would shock common
“sense. But it may be objected that the Lord, meta-
¢ phorieally speaking, had but one bride, that he could
¢ not be said to have had two. To such an objection I
“would reply by saying that he always had but one
¢ bride, one house, one vineyard, one kingdom, &c. at
% one time ; but that Israel having broken the marriage
¢ covenant was divorced, and ceased to be his married

VA
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¢ wife, in the metaphorical style ; and that in their stead
¢¢ another bride was chosen, another house was built,
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ly tenable, as he has changed it to meet the present
emergency. He would now make you believe that it
¢¢ amounts to precisely the same thing” with what I
have said; except that instead of the Jews and Christians
~being one and the same church, they are two essentially
different churches, but one has come in the stead of the
other. He says that the great Head of the church ¢ al-
¢¢ ways had but one bride” ¢ at. one time ; but that Is-
¢¢ rael having broken the marriage covenant, wa¢ di-
vorced,” ¢“and that in their stead another bride was
chosen, another house was built,” &. Has he not at
last admitted the truth of my first proposition that the
Jews were once the visible church of God? But where
does he find evidence that this church was destroyed,
and a perfectly new one instituted ? How does he prove
what he has said on this subject, that ¢‘ another vineyard
was planted, another kingdom was constituted,” ¢ ano-
ther bride was chosen, another house was built?”> What
Scripture has he quoted to shew that the Jewish church
was as different from the Christian, as a house in Wash-
ington is different from a houst in Lexington? It is evi-
dent that nothing but the sad necessities of the times
have driven him to this flimsy subterfuge. According
to this theory, can we believe that the Messiah shall
reign over the house of Jacob forever? The house over
which he now reigns must be essentially different, in all
respects, from the house of Jacob. It must also be built
upon the foundation of the Apostles only, and not
‘¢ upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets,” as
Paul has declared. We must moreover give up the doc-
trine of John the Baptist, that the Messiah ¢ will tho-
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roughly purge his floor.”” My Opponent teaches that
he does not cleanse his floor, but that he destroys it, and
lays a new one, as different from it, as two floors in
Washington and Lexington are different from each
other. It may be that some Baptist farmer in this as-
sembly is sufficiently prejudiced to believe this exposi-
tion. It may be also that when you came to this debate
you left to your servants a barn floor full of wheat, with
diréctions to clean it well before your return. What
would you think if they should set fire to the barn in-
stead of to the chaff? Would you not say that there was
a great difference between cleaning a floor and destroy-
ing it? If some tidy housewives were to destroy their
floors as often as they clean them, they would keep the
carpenters busy. Suppose that you have let out your
farm or vineyard to tenants who will pay no rent. You
send officers to eject them. Instead of this, these officers
destroy the vineyard and leave you to plant a new one
near Lexington, according to my Opponent’s doctrine.
Would this be in accordance with the text which says,
¢ He will destroy the husbandmen, and will give the
vineyard unto others ?”” My Opponent teaches that the
kingdom of God was not taken from the Jews and given
to the Gentiles ; but that the Jewish kingdom was des-
stroyed, and ‘ another kingdom was constituted”” for the
Gentiles. Compare this with the words of the King.
¢ Therefore I say unto you, the kingdom of God shall be
* taken from you, and given to a nation bringing forth the
fruits thereof.” According to my Opponent’s theory,
the Head of the church ¢ had but one bride’ ¢ at one
time ;” but different brides at different times. So the
Jews were one man and one body, but the Christians ano-
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ther man and another dody essentially different. But the
Spirit says that this bride ¢“is the only one of her mo-
ther:” and concerning the Jews and Gentiles, it declares
that Christ hath made ¢ in himself of twain one new
¢ man ;”* and thathe hath reconciled ¢ both unto God
¢ in one body.” When they are called children, it is
‘not said, as my Opponent would have it, that the Jewish
children had one mother, and the Gentile children had
another mother essentially different, like two mothersin
Washington and Lexington; but the same mother who
lost the Jewish children is represented as obtaining com-
fort from the birth of her Gentile children. Youdo
‘not find it said, that the Jews were one olive-tree, from
which certain branches were broken off, and the Gen-
“tiles another olive-tree, into which other branches were
engrafted ; but the Gentile branches are engrafted into
the same olive-tree from which the Jewish branches
were broken off. How different this from two olive-
‘trees in Washington and Lexington !

We conclude, therefore, that if the fact that the
scriptures call the Jewish and Christian societies the
'same peculiar treasure and priest-hood, nation and peo-
ple, the same ecclesiastical tree and vineyard, kingdom
-and commonweaith, the same foundation, floor, and house,
the same man and body, brethren, bride, and mother,
and if an express declaration of unity, as in several in-
stances just quoted, will prove them to be the'same
church, then their ecclesiastical identity has been
proved, '
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POINT IIL.

The Jewish and Christian societies must be the same
church, because they have the same CONSTITUTION, the
JAbrahamic COVENANT.

"On this subject, my Opponent has spoken as follows,
viz. ¢‘Mr. M‘Calla has asserted that the covenant or
¢ constitution of both churches is one and the same 3
¢ that this covenant is the Abrahamic, and that this
¢¢ Abrahamic covenant was an ¢ ecclesiastical covenant.’
¢ Circuitous and intricate are the paths of error. What -
& a labor, what a toil to establish infant-membership.
¢¢ The Rev. Samuel Rallston, it seems, borrowed this
¢ ecclesiastical covenant from Dr. John Mason, and
¢ Mr. M¢Calla appears to have borrowed it from Fa-
¢ ther Rallston. What a valuable acquisition! How
¢ much more are we indebted to philosophical di-
¢ vines for their discoveries, than to the Spirit of
¢¢ revelation that guided the tongues and the pens of the
¢ holy Apostles! The old and the new covenant
¢ were the ‘covenants on which the Apostles wrote
¢¢ and talked. They, poor, simple, and unlettered men,
¢¢ never used such phrases as the covenant of works, the
¢ covenant of grace, the ecclesiastic covenant. No, it
#¢ was reserved to the age of reason, to unfold the cov-
¢¢ enant of works and of grace ; and, to the last centu-
¢ ry, together with the urgent demands of infant-
¢ sprinkling, are we indebted for this last discovery,
¢ this ecclesiastic covenant. But where this covenant
¢ may be found, my Antagonist has not condescended
¢ to inform us. We shall then, as a favour, request him
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¢ to specify where this covenant may be found. Is it
¢ in the 12th, 15th, or 17th Chapter of Genesis? Till
¢ then we must merely conjecture. In our Appendix to
¢¢ the Debate at Mount Pleasant, we were somewhat
¢¢ particular in fixing the meaning of the term covenant
¢ as used in the holy scripture. Mr. M<Calla, so -
¢ often as has referred to that Debate, has not called in
¢ question the facts there stated. The term diatheke
¢ is there exhibited as signifying, either appointment,
¢ constitution, covenant, or testament, and it is there
¢ proven from matter of fact, that promises and com-
¢ mands are called covenants.””(%)

Thus far, my Baptist Opponent. I confess myself attach-
ed to the old-fashioned technical theology. That it was
the fruit of much Zabour and foil, as my Opponent has
insinuated, cannot be denied. Our Fathers were ad-
dicted to prayers and pains, and, at the same time, gifted
with piety and parts, very far beyond that superficial race
of apostates which have learned to despise their attain-
ments. Some of this motley brood deny that there isa
covenant of works or a covenant of grace, and others
deny that the original words ever signify a covenant be-
tween God and man at all, and say that our Translators
have been guilty of encouraging ¢ a very erroneous and
¢ dangerous opinion,” by using the word covenant in
such a connexion. Such extravagant folly as"this, my
Opponent is not now willing to avow. He admits that
the original words are properly translated, - festament,
constitution, covenant ; although they may sometimes

(A) Spur. Deb. p. 173.
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signify an appointment, command, or law. Between
these two there is no more discrepancy, than there is
in saying with one breath that the constitution of the
United States is the supreme law of the land, and with
another breath, that it is our great political covenant or
Jederal compact.

My Opponent speaks of our ecclesiastical covenant
as a novelty. I boast no new discoveries of my own,
nor am I conscious of following any novelty of the last
or of the present century, on this subject. An enlight-
ened and candid examination of the seventh chapter of
the Westminster Confession, and the scriptures there
referred to, ought to convince any one, not only that
the covenant of works, and the covenant of grace were
held by the Puritans and by the Apostles, but that both
the Reformed Presbyterians and the Primitive Chris-
tians believed that the Abrahamic covenant was an eccle-
siastical exhibition of .the covenant of grace, different-
ly administered, in the Old.and New Testament dis-
pensations; and of course different from the Sinaitic
covenant which has vanished long ago.

When my Opponent calls upon me so loudly and so
frequently to point out that particular chapter in Gene-
sis to which I refer as containing the covenant with
Abraham, I wish him to understand that I refer to all -
the chapters which he has specified, and to every other
in which any part of the Abrahamic covenant is contain-
ed. The opinion that all these passages record the same
covenant appears to be founded on inspired authority.
The scriptures say ¢ Ye are the children of the covenant
¢¢ which God made with our Fathers, saying unto Abra-
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 hamy, Andin thy seed shall all the kindreds of the
¢ earth be blessed.” ¢ For the Lord thy God is a mer-
¢ ciful God; he will not forsake thee, neither destroy
¢ thee, nor forget the covenant of thy fathers, which
¢ he sware unto them.” * ¢ To remember his holy cov-
¢ enant, the oath which he sware to our Father Abra-
¢ ham.” ‘1 sware unto thee, and entered into a
¢ covenant with thee, saith the Lord God.” ¢¢ Re-
" ¢ member, break not thy covenant with us.”’(i)

Against this familiar language of scripture, in which
only one Abrahamic covenant is mentioned, my Oppo-
nent quotes one or two instances in which Paul speaks
of covenants, withont intimating that they were Abra-
hamic covenants. ‘¢ Who are Israelites; to whom per-
¢ taineth the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants,
“and the giving of the law, and the service of God,
% and the promises.”’(j) Although ¢ some copies, and
¢ the Vulgate Latin and Ethiopic versions, read the
¢ covenant,”” in the singular number instead of the
plural, it is evident that the common is the correct
reading. But why must we believe all these cove-
nants to have been made with Abraham? Dr. Mack-
night, whose version my Opponent professes to copy,
in his New Testament, calls these ¢ the fwo covenants,”
 the covenant with Abraham,’” ¢¢and the covenant at
% Sinai.”” Some ‘suppose them to mean the two testa-
ments : but Dr. Gill says that these covenants are
“not the two Testaments, Old and New, but the

[}

?} Actsiii. 25. Deut. iv. 31. Lukei. 72. 75, Ez. xvi. 8. Jer, xiv. 21.
7) Rom. ix, 4. in Spur, Deb. p. 175,

Aa
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¢ covenant of circumcision, made with Abraham their
¢ father, and the covenant at Sinai, they entered into
¢ with the Lord.” But my Opponent says, ‘‘ Besides,
¢¢ and prior to the covenant at Sinai, there was a plurality
¢ of covenants;’’ and he connects these covenants with
the fathers, in a manner quite too ingenious for me to imi-
tate. He does it by altering the text, in such a manner as
to give it a meaning different from the Original, and from
his own Incomparable New Testament, and from every
other translation. The following is given by him, as
the word of God, in Rom. ix. 4. ¢ Who are Israelites
¢¢ to whom pertaineth the adoption and the giving of the
¢ law and the covenants, whose are also the fathers.”
In his New Testament, the covenants, are separated
from the fathers, by a dozen words, three commas, and
one semicolon ; all of which he has here suppressed, ex-
cept one expression, ¢ the giving of the law,” which
he has put out of the way by fransposition, in order
that he may connect the covenants with the fathers,
which he attempts to do more effectually by interpola-
ting the word also. This alteration, however, is not
much more outrageous, than one contained in his book
-against Mr. Walker, where he puts ¢ by the Father,”’
instead of, ¢ fo our Fathers,” in Luke i, 72.(k) 1f he
cannot prove a plurality of covenants with Abraham
without making scripture for the purpose, you will pro-
bably believe that he cannot prove it all.

~ But in the text under consideration, my Opponent
says that ¢ the giving of the' law”” means ¢‘ the covenant

(k) Spur, Deb. against Mr. W. p. 159,
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at Horeb,” or the Sinaitic covenant, and therefore ¢¢ the
covenants” mentioned along with it, cannot mean the
same thing. This, however, is an assertion, not only
without proof, but in opposition to proof. The Greek
word here used for ¢ the giving of the law,” either sig-
nifies the right of giving law, or the act of giving law,
or the law itself. As itissaid to pertain to the Israel-
ites, it cannot signify the right of giving law ; as it per-
tained to Paul’s contemporaries, it cannot mean the act
of giving law ; it must therefore mean the law itself.
Kype remarks that ¢ by voposss:a is here to be understood,
“ not s0 much the promulgation of the law, which be-
¢ longed only to the Mosaic age, as the law itself, i. e.
¢ the whole system of his law.” ¢ And he shews,”

says Parkhurst, ¢ that this is not an unusual sense of

““ vopoesom.”

The other instance quoted by my Opponent for a plu-
rality, of Abrahamic covenants, is where Paul tells the
Ephesians that they were once ¢ strangers from the co-
venants of promise.”” Whether or not this isa Hebraism,
in which the plural is used for the singular, need not
here be discussed. Dr. Gill says that this refers ¢ to
¢ the covenant of circumcision given to Abraham; and
¢to the covenant at Mount Sinai, made with Israel;
¢ and to the dispensation of the covenant of grace to that
¢ people, sometimes called the first covenant and the old
“ covenant, and which peculiarly belonged to them,
“Rom. ix. 4. One copy reads, strangers to the pro-
“ mises of the covenant ; which is natural enough.”(/)

() Gill on Eph, ii. 12. See Spur. Deb. with me, p. 185,
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¢ But,” says my Opponent, ‘‘we have shewn that
~ ¢ there were different covenants made with Abraham,
¢ distinct in their nature, time, place, and circum-
¢¢ stances. One was made with him, Gen. xii. when 75
¢¢ years old, in Haran : this was 430 years before the co-
¢¢ venant at Sinai. This is called by the Apostle, Gal.
¢ iii. 17, the covenant

¢¢ Macknight renders it

¢¢ confirmed by an oatn

¢¢ fered up his son upon

¢ covenant, Gen. xv. (

¢¢ with Abraham, in the

¢¢ ing Canaan. dixteen -

¢ he makes anvwer co

¢ ¢ covenant of circumet

¢ that there was put on

¢and this an ecciesias

¢ church, no ecetesia m

¢¢ of years afterwards.

¢¢ sprinkling inspire! C

¢ tries, and at the intervals of eight, sixteen, and twen-
¢ ty-four years, it calls one /’(m)

This rhapsody of my Baptist Opponent considers the

number of the Abrahamic covenants as plain as the noen-
day. They must be three, exactly three ; and this is so
obvious and so important, that nothing but the daring
spirit of error will ever doubt it. Yet in another case
my Opponent himself seems to doubt whether ¢ we
“ should  say there were fhree covenants, or only fwe

(m) Spur. Deb. with me, p. 183,
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‘¢ covenants made with Abraham.” At that time he
could not make out the number three without adding
the Sinaitic covenant, which was not made with Abra-
ham, but with Moses. The following are his words, viz.
+ ¢ The Scriptures on this subject are very plain. They
S speak of a plurality of covenants belonging to the
“Jews. There was the covenant ¢ confirmed of God in
¢ relation to Christ,” 430 years before the giving of the
¢ law 3 and there was the covenant of circumcision, 24
¢ years after the former. There was the covenant at °
¢¢ Horeb, 430 years after the covenant confirmed of God
¢ in relation to Christ. Here are three covenants. The
¢ latter Mr. M¢Calla has discarded as that covenant on
¢ which the Christian church is founded, but which of
“ the two former is his ecclesiastical covenant he saith
“ not.(n)

If my Opponent has found only fwo Abrahamic cove-
nants after all, you must not be surprised if I can find
only one; especially if I am supported in this opinion
by the Bible and by Baptist authority. He has said -
much about these #wo alledged covenants being 24 years
apart, the first in Gen. xii. in the year Before Chris
1921 ; the second in Gen xvii. in the year 1897 Before
Christ. His book against Mr. Walker contains some
pompous chronological trifling on this subject, in which
he appeals to a table at the end of Johnson’s Dictionary.
Thinking it probable that Dr. Allison, the Baptist
preacher, had the same or a similar chronelogical table
at the end of his English Dictionary, I consulted it, and

(n) Bpur. Deb, with mc, pp. 174, 175.
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found the following items in relation to the 12th and
17th chapters of Genesis. They are as follows, viz :
¢¢1921. The covenant made by God with Abram,
when the 430 years of sojourning commenced.

1897. The covenant renewed with Abram ; his name

changed to Abraham ; circumcision instituted.”

So far are these two places from recording different
covenants, that the covenant with Isaac, and the cove-
nant with Jacob, are only the same orne Abrahamic cove-
nant renewed, as Dr. Allison expresses it. David says
¢ He hath remembered his covenant forever, the word
¢ which he commanded to a thousand generations:
¢ which covenant he made with Abraham, and his oath
¢ unto Isaac ; and confirmed the same unto Jacob for a
¢ law, and to Israel for an everlasting covenant.” Asa
reason for its being everlasting, Dr. Gill says that ¢“being
‘¢ remembered, commanded, repeated, and confirmed,
¢ it can never be broken.”(0) To shew that he some-
times(p) thought Gen. xii. xvii. and xxii. to contain
‘only this one Abrahamic covenant, ‘‘ commanded, re-
peated, and confirmed,” he expressly refers to these chap-
ters in his exposition of this passage, and then requests
the reader to compare with them Luke i. 72. 73. ¢ To
¢ perform the mercy promised to our Fathers, and to
¢¢ remember his holy covenant, the oath which he sware
¢ to our father Abraham.” When the Psalmist says,
¢¢ Have respect unto the covenant,” Gill says that this
means ¢ not the covenant of works,” ¢¢ but the covenant
¢of grace, made with Christ before the world was,

83 Gill on Ps. cv. 8—10.
Dr. Gill sometimes considers these as distinct covenants.



( 191 )

¢¢.and made manifest to Adam, to Noah, to Abraham,
¢¢ Isaac, and Jacob, to David, and others.”(g)

Much of my Opponent’s opposition to the oneness of
the Abrahamic covenant, rests upon the untenable po-
sition, that all the parts and appendages of a constitution
must be drafted and published at the same moment ; that
it is annulled by any subsequent enlargement or -amend-
ment ; that distant and different editions destroy its in-
tegrity ; that every such edition, especially if accompa-
nied with additions, even verbal or circumstantial,
makes it essentially a new constitution. But if this be
correct, we shall have to believe that God made eight
covenants with Abraham, instead of ‘wo or three.
¢ He certainly appeared to him, and addressed him in
¢ covenant language, at eight different times.  Nor is
¢¢ there any thing in the subjects on which he addressed
¢ him, which would lead us to fix on two covenants,
¢¢ rather than eight. Those, therefore, who do not be-
¢ lieve that he made eight distinct covenants, with him -
¢¢ have no reason to suppose that he made with him more
¢¢ than one.”(r) The same criterion should lead its ad-
vocates to believe that there have been half as many
constitutions of the United States. Our political cove-
nant, as proposed by the Convention, in 1797, had
seven articles. The first Congress, at its first session,
proposed ten additional articles. The eleventh article
was proposed by the first session of the third Congress,
and the twelfth by the first session of the eighth Con-

(g) Ps. Ixxiv, 20.

(r) Pond’s Reply to Judson. p. 74. He refers to Gen. ¥ii. 1. and 7.
Xiit. 14, xv. 3. xvil. xviil, xxi, 12, and xxii. 15,
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gress. All these articles now form one and the. same
constitution, yet as drafted and adopted at four different
times, and published in distant and different editions.
Neither would its oneness be at all affected, if a thir-
teenth article were now added, appointing a governmen-
tal seal, or altering the seal now in use, as circumcision
was added as a seal to the Abrahamic covenant, twenty-
four years after its alledged origin, and as this seal was
altered to baptism, near two thousand years after that
period. ,
The two titles which the New Testament gives to the
Abrahamic covenant, make a delightful subject of decla-
mation for my Opponent. Stephen calls it ¢ The cove-
¢ nant that was confirmed before of God in Christ;”
and Paul calls it *‘the covenant of circumecision.”(s)
When Stephen says that it ¢¢ was confirmed before,” he
means before ¢ the law, which was four hundred and
€ thirty years after.” Here my Opponent sets all his
chronological apparatus to work, to shew that this 430
years before the law, will take us back, not to Gen.
xvii. when circumcision was instituted, but to Gen. xii.
to ¢ the ever-memorable charter of all the blessings
¢¢ which Jewish and Gentile believers enjoy through
¢ Christ ;”’ as a certain Baptist writer styles this first
publication of the Abrahamic covenant. But mark well
a distinction between the promulgation and the confir-
mation of this ¢ covenant confirmed.”  The promul-
gation may be in Gen. xii. and this may be 430 -
years before the law : but that the confirmation is in this

(#) Acts vii, 8, Gal. iii, 17,
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chapter or at this date, is not asserted by Stephen, nor,
(I believe,) by the Baptists themselves. My Oppo-
nent, in a passage already quoted, instead of referring
to Gen. xii. sends us to Gen. xxii. for this confirma-
tion. His words are ¢ This covenant was afterwards
¢ confirmed by an oath, Gen. xxii. when Abraham
¢ offered up his son upon the Altar.”’() Dr. Gill does
not believe that Stephen refers to Gen xii. for one thing
or another, but that his mention of the covenant is to
be understood, ¢ of a peculiar confirmation of it to
¢ Abraham, either by a frequent repetition thereof, or
¢¢ by annexing an oath unto it ; or rather, by those rites
¢¢ and usages, and even wonderful appearances, record-
‘ed in Gen. xv. 9. 10. 12. 13. 17. 18, and which
¢ was four hundred and thirty years before the law was
¢ given, which are thus computed by the learned-
¢ Pareus.” He then gives us the computation of Pa-
reus.

My Opponent looks for the confirmation in Gen. xxii.
Dr. Gill looks for it in Gen. xv. one on each side of
Gen. xvii. where it is really to be found. Circumcision
gives this seventeenth chapter a repulsive aspect. It
resembles many a mud-hole in the road from Washington
to Lexington. The way of safety lies right through it:
but a span of horses will try hard to go one on each side
of it. There is Dr. Gill, with the chronological traces
of Pareus, pulling hard to the left ; Here is my Oppo-
nent, with his ehronological harness, tugging and slip-
ping and floundering toward the right. But it will not

(#) Spur. Deb. with me. p. 183,
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all do; the middle is the road, and through it the church
will go.

Dr. Gill is that reasonable sort of a man who is apt to
make a poor advocate for a bad cause; because he ad-
mits enough of the truth to refute his own errors. In
the extract just now given, he admits a frequent repeti-
tion of the covenant to Abraham. While he allows, with
my Opponent, that it may be confirmed by an oath, he
admits that it is confirmed, ¢ rather by those rifes and
¢ usages, and even wonderful appearances recorded in
¢ Gen. xv.” Perhaps you think that he will, at no
time, admit circumcision among those rites and usages
by which the Abrahamic covenant was confirmed. If
80, you are mistaken. On the New Testament he tells
us ¢ that circumcision was a seal, not for secresy, but
¢ for certainty ; it being a confirmation not only of the
. % sincerity of Abraham’s faith, but of his justifying
¢ righteousness, which was not his faith, but that
¢¢ which his faith looked to.”’(x) Even in Gen. xvii. 7,
when God says, ¢ 1 will establish my covenant between
‘‘me and thee,” Gill explains this-as a declaration that
he will “¢not only renew it, but confirm it by the follow-
¢ ing token of circumcision.”” Thus it appears that
the covenant of circumcision was not a new one, buta
renewal of a former one, with the addition of a seal by
which it was confirmed of God in Christ, to whose
righteousness Abraham’s faith lacked, when ¢ he re-
§¢ ceived the sign of circumcision, a seal of the right-
¢ eousness of the faith which he had yet being uncircum-

(%) Rom. iv, 7,
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¢¢ cised.” There is, in truth, no more difference be-
tween the covenant of circumcision and the covehant
of confirmation, than there is between our great political
compaet dhd our federal constitution. They mean the
same covenant as certainly as that the scriptures and
the bible mean the same book.

* All parties dppear to agree that the promises of Gen.
¥ii. cohtemplate spiritual blessings, and are given to
Abrahim’s: spiritual seed: but my Opponent, in his
book dgainst Mr. Walker,(v) assures us that the promises
in Gen. xvii. are confined to Abraham’s natural descen-
dants; and to temporal blessings. To do entire justice
to the sidject, it may not be amiss to institute a brief in-
quity toicerning the persons and things contemplated
in both places.

~“E- The persons. The proof given by the Baptists,
thtat Gen. xii. was in behalf of Abraham’s spiritual
seed, is found in the following words of the third verse ;
¢¢ and in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed.”
Now let us see whether there is not something like this
in the seventeenth chapter. In the 2nd verse, God
promises that he “will multiply thee exceedingly.”
Gill says that ¢ this may include his natural seed by her
¢¢ [Sarah], and his spiritual seed among all nations, who
¢ are of the same faith with him, see ch. xii. 2, and
¢ xiii. 16, and xv. 5.”” Here the Dr. expressly refers
to the 12th chapter as containing promises co-extensive
with those of this chapter. But read on. Gen. xvii.
4, says, “Thou shalt be a father of many nations.”

(v) p. 160.



( 196 )

After enumerating the many nations naturally descended
from Abraham, Gill says, ‘‘and, in a spiritual sense,
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temporal only ? My Opponent says that they are the
latter 3 for which he gives five reasons.(w)

1. ¢ That they should be a numerous and powerful
¢ people.” But the same promise is contained in Gen.
xii. 2, which is confessedly spiritual ;-and the same is
repeatedly made to the church militant, and even to the
church triumphant, after all temporal things have
ceased. '

- 2. ¢ That they should inherit the land of Canaan for
¢ a perpetual possession.” It is true that thisis a tempo-
ral blessing; but let it be remembered, that, as Dr.
Gill observes, it is one ¢ which was a figure of the
¢ heavenly inheritance, which is an eternal one, and
¢ will be enjoyed by all his spiritual seed, to all eternity.”
It is on this principle that my Opponent has follow-
ed Dr. George Campbell in translating our Saviour’s
words, ‘ Happy the meek, for they shall inherit the
¢ land ;”’(z) meaning the land of Canaan, here used
as a figure, referring not only to temporal, but “to
¢ eternal benefits,”” as Dr. Campbell expressly declares
in his note on the place. Thus did Paul view this pro-
mise to Abraham when he says, ¢¢ By faith he sojourned
“ in the land of promise, as in a strange country, dwel-
¢ ling in tabernacles, with Isaac and Jacob, the heirs
“ with him of the same promise ; for he looked fora
¢ city which hath foundations, whose builder and maker
“is God.”(y)

3. You will, no doubt, be astonished to hear that the
ground of my Opponent’s third reason is, that in the 7th

é-w) Spur. Deb. with Mr, W. p. 160. (x) Matt, v. 5,
y) Hebr. xi. 9. 10. Cot

\
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verse God promises ¢ to be a God unto thee, and to thy
¢ seed after thee ;”” and in the eighth verse he says, ¢ I
¢ will be their God.” In the 7th verse Gill believes
that his Maker enters into covenant with Abraham’s
¢ spiritual seed, as the God of all grace, supplying them
¢ with grace here, and bestowing upon them glory here-
¢ after.”” The eighth verse he explains in a similar
manner.

4. It was conditional.” This assertion my Oppo-
nent endeavours to support, by saying ¢ See Gen. xvii.
¢ thropghout.” But fearing that this would not answer,
he quotes ¢“ and the uncircumcised man-child....he hath
¢ broken my covenant:” that. is, says Dr. Gill ¢ made
¢ it null and void, neglecting the token of it, circum-
¢ cision.”  As this does not appear sufficient, my
Opponent tacks to it, as belonging to the same chapter,
the following words of Isaiah, viz. ¢ If ye be willing
¢ and obedient, ye shall eat the good of the land.” The
next verse adds, ¢but if ye refuse and rebel, ye shall
¢ be devoured with the sword.”’(z) This may do very
well to shew the character of the Sinaitic covenant ; for
it is almost transcribed from Leviticus xxvi. which Gill
declares related to ¢ the covenant made with them at
¢ Sinai.”(a@) My Opponent may excuse his disingenu-
ousness, by recurring to a pretended amalgamation of
these two covenants. I hope soon to shew you, with .
the help of heaven, that thisalso is a fiction.

5. €It was a covenant in the flesh and not in the
¢ spirit. ¢ My covenant shall be in your flesh,” Gen.

izg Is. i. 19. 20.
a) Lev. xxvi. 3, 4. 14. 17. The mentiénof the covenant isin verse 15.
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¢ xvii. 13. The rite of circumcision was the seal of
this covenant.”!!!! What an admirable argument! !
Well may its author boast of his ¢ critical accumen,”
and his ¢ respectability as a scholar.”” 'We have been
accustomed to thinking that the expression, ¢ My cov-
¢ enant shall be in your flesh,”” meant, that circumci-
sion, the seal or token of the covenant, should be in the
flesh, while the thing signified by it might, nevertheless
be in the spirit, according to an express promise that
¢ the Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart, and the
¢ heart of thy seed.”’(d) So we have always thought
that the application of baptism to the body did not ex-
clude the answer of a good conscience : but my Oppo-
nent has discovered that an application of the sacerdo-
tal knife, or of the baptismal water to the body, proves
that the covenant with which they are connected is
wholly temporal, and has no relation to spiritual bles-
sings at all! According to Dr. Gill, however, ¢ cir-
¢¢ cumcision was a typical sign of Christ, as all the cere-
¢ monies of the law were, and of the shedding of his
¢¢ blood, to cleanse from all sin, original and actual, and
¢ also of the circumcision of the heart; and was more-
‘ over a seal of the righteousness of faith.”(c)

That you may feel a proper interest in this discussion,
itis necessary to keep in mind the reason, why there
has been such a waste of industry and ingenuity, in en-
deavouring to debase and destroy the holy ordinance of

bg Deut. xxx. 6. :
.(c) Gill on Rom. iv. 11. In relation to this subject, the Doctor’s op
sition to Pedobaptism makes him sometimes s%‘eak in such a manner as

to contradict himself, and to reject truths which he, at other times, ad-
mits,
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~circumcision. If the substance of this ordinance be
permitted to continue as the seal of a permanent cove-
nant, my Opponent knows that it can be found no where
in the Christian church, except in the form of baptism.
If baptism, therefore, be the Christian circumcision, as
it was considered by the Apostles and primitive Chris-
tians, then it must, like the Jewish circumcision, be
administered to believers and their households. Here
would be infant baptism at once ; and all this, on account
of circumcision, that obnoxious institution. To avoid
this he must destroy circumcision both in its form and
smbstance. But this cannot be done without destroying
the covenant of which itisa seal. To accomplish this
they must either deny the perpetuity of the one Abra-
hamic covenant, which they are not prepared to do, or
they must find two Abrahamic covenants, one of which
may lay exclusive claims to circumcision, and be de-
stroyed with it. Because circumcision is found in Gen.
xvii. that chapter is marked for destruction, as contain-
ing a covenant which is temporary in its duration, and
temporal in its benefits, and essentially -different from
the covenant which is recorded before and after it. But
this plurality of Abrahamic covenants is not only un-
known to the inspired writers, but is, as we have shewn,
in direct opposition to their repeated declarations, both
“in the Old and New Testaments: and so far is Gen.
xvii. from containing a temporary covenant with tempo-
ral benefits, that its evidence of spirituality and perpe-
tuity is more abundant than that of any other publication
of the Abrahamic covenant in the whole book. To an
nnprejudiced mind, it is plain, that the covenant which
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was published and repeated in the twelfth and fiteenth
chapters, was ratified or established, or, as Dr. Gill ex-
plains it, renewed and confirmed, in the seventeenth,
where circumcision was given as a seal.

Even those who make this latter a distinct and de-
structible éovenant, have to give it entirely a new name,
before they can find any Scripture that will put it to
death. There is not a word in the bible, for destroying
any Abrahamic covenant: they are obliged, therefore,
to call it the Sinaitic covenant, or the covenant of Ho-
reb. Ask my Opponent how it obtained this new name,
and he will tell you that it was by amalgamation. Yes,
it was not by inspiration, but by a process unknown to
the Scriptures, or the ancient church ; a federal amal-
gamation, elaborated in the flimsy prejudices of modern
theological alchymists. As it has been proved that there
are not two distinct Abrahamic covenants, permit me
now to shew that the Abrehamic and Sinaitic are two
distinct covenants, which never have coalesced and
rever will. According to the Scriptures, they differ in
the following features. o

1. They are said to be fwo, ¢ Which things are an
¢ allegory : for these are the fwo covenants.”(d)

2. They differ in their tendency. This is proved by
the words immediately following those just now quoted.
¢ The one from the mount Sinai, which gendereth to
¢ bondage, which is Agar.(d) 4

3. They are distinguished as my and thy covenmts 3
the Lord claiming the one which tends to promote liber-

(d) Gal iv. 24.
. Ce
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ty. ¢Nevertheless, I will remember my covenant with
¢ thee in the days of thy youth, and I will establish [or
¢ confirm it] unto thee [as] an everlasting covenant.
¢¢ Then thou shalt remember thy ways, and be ashamed,
¢ when thou shalt receive thy sister, [the Gentiles]
¢ thine elder and thy younger: and I will give them
¢ unto thee for daughters, but not by Ay covenant. And
¢ will establish [or confirm] my covenant, [made in
¢ the days of thy youth] with thee.”’(¢) My Opponent
justly remarks that Ezekiel here ¢ promises the union of
¢ Jews and Gentiles under a covenant positively .de-
¢ clared to be not the Sinaitic,”” for he says, ¢ not by
¢ thy covenant.” The next question is, what is that
everlasting covenant, which, in this short passage, the
Lord twice promises that he will establish or confirm on
the union of the Jews and Gentiles? Dr. Gill says it is
¢¢ the covenant of grace, made with the Messiah and his
¢ spiritual seed ; which is confirmed of God in Christ.”
But both he and my Opponent believe the ¢ covenant
confirmed of God in Christ” to be the Abrahamic cove-
nant. And where is this everlasting covenant first said
to be established or confirmed ? It is in Gen. xvii. Yes,
in the seventh verse of that offensive chapter, God says,
¢ I will establish my covenant between me and thee,
¢ and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an
¢ everlasting covenant.” It is here also that Gill’s ad-
mirable commentary says that this establishing of the
-eovenant, means that God will ¢ not only renew it, but
“.confirm it by the following token of circumcision.”
() Ez. xvi. 60—62. . -~

’
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This, therefore, is ¢ my covenant with thee in the days
¢ of thy youth.” Gill's Baptist prejudices make him
anxious to confine the days of their youth to the Sinaitic
covenant. He nevertheless approves of the declaration
of Kimchi, who says that ¢‘all the while they were in
¢ Egypt, and until they came into the land of Canaan,
¢‘ were called the days of their youth.” This account
of their youth embraces many centuries before the Si-
naitic covenant, during all of which time they were un-
der the Abrahamic covenant, in which God had pre-
dicted their- bondage in Egypt, and deliverance from
it.(f) 'This was done in a covenant which was made be-
fore the institution of circumcision, and only *‘ renewed”
and “ confirmed” in the appointment of that seal. This
covenant which God confirmed with them in their
youth, by circumcision, he promises to confirm with
them on the union of Jews and Gentiles, that it may in-
deed be an everlasting covenant, after that of Sinai is
abolished. .

- 4. They differ in their dates. Moses says, ¢‘The
4Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb.
4 The Lord made not this covenant with our fathers,
¢ but with us, even us, who are all of us here alive this
“ day.””(g) Gill supposes that the fathers here men-
tioned, may ¢ be understood of their more remote an-
¢ cestors, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, with whom the
¢ covenant of grace was made, or afresh made manifest,
¢ especially with the former; when the law, the cove-
# nant here spoken of, was not delivered until 430 years

f) Gen. xv, 13—16, (g) Deut. v. 3, 3,
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¢ gfter. Gal. iii. 16. 17.” These references read as
follows: “ Now to Abraham and his seed were the pro-
¢¢ mises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many;
¢ but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ. And
¢ this I say, that the covenant that was confirmed before
¢ of God in Christ, the law, which was four hundred
¢¢ and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that it should
¢¢ make the promise of none effect.”

5. They differ in their qualities. ¢ But now hath he
é¢ obtained a more excellent ministry, by how much also
¢ he is the Mediator of a better covenant which was es-
¢¢ tablished upon better promises. For if the first cove-
¢ nant had been faultless, then should no place have
¢ been sought for the second. For finding fault with
¢¢ them, he saith, Behold the days come, saith the Lord,
¢ when I will make a new covenant with the house of
¢ Israel, and with the house of Judah : not according to
¢ the covenant that I made with their fathers, in the
¢¢ day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of
¢ the land of Egypt; because they continued not in my
¢ covenant, and I regarded them not, saith the Lord.”’(%)
Notwithstanding the obscurity of what my Opponent
says on this passage,(¥) you may perceive that he admits
the Sinaitic covenant to be the old and faulty one which
gives way to the new and better covenant. Thus also
Dr. Gillg ¢ That the Sinai covenant is intended, is clear
¢ by the following circumstance: ‘In the day that I

- % ¢took them by the hand to bring them out of the land
f¢ <of Egypt;’ that is, immediately after their being

(4) Heb.viii.6—9. - (j) Spur. Deb. with me, p. 246.
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¢ Under the gospel, when Christ the substance, was ex-
¢ hibited, the ordinances in which this covenant is dis-
¢¢ pensed are the preaching of the word, and the admin-
¢ istration of the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s
¢ supper ; which, though fewer in number, and admin-
¢¢ jstered with more simplicity and less outward glory,
%¢ yet in them it is held forth, in more fulness, evidence,
¢¢ and spiritual efficacy, to all nations, both Jews and
¢¢ Gentiles; and is called the New Testament. There
¢ are not, therefore, two covenants of grace differing in
¢¢ substance, but one and the same under various dis-
¢ pensations.”(!) In support of these sentiments, the
Confession refers to those passages in which Jeremiah
and Paul speak of the old and faulty covenant giving
way to the new and better one. It also refers to several
texts which relate to the Abrahamic covenant and its
seal. The extract, with its proofs, goes to shew that
the authors of the Confession believed with me, that the
new covenant of Jeremiah and Paul, was no new consti-
tution or new revelation, but a new admmlstratlon ofa
eovenant revealed to Abraham.

. The coincidence of Dr. Gill’s opinion will appear in |

the following extraet, viz. ¢ ¢ That I will make a new
¢ ¢covenant with the house of Israel, and with the house
¢¢ ¢Judah;’ by this covenant is meant the covenant of
¢¢ grace ; called new, not because newly made, for it
4 was made with the elect in Christ from everlasting ;
4¢ 80 early was Christ set up as the Mediator of it; and
é¢ 30 early were promises made, and blessings given to

(/) Confession, Ch. 7. Sect. 5. 6.
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¢ them in him : nor because newly revealed ; for it was
‘¢ made known to all the saints more or less, under the
¢¢ former dispensation, particularly to David, to Abra-
¢¢ ham, yea, to our first parents immediately after the
¢ fall, though more clearly manifested under the gospel
¢ dispensation ; but because of its new mode of exhi-
¢ bition 3 not by types, and shadows, and sacrifices, as
¢ formerly ; but by the ministry of the word, and the
¢¢ administration of gospel ordinances; and in distinc-
¢ tion from the former covenant, which is done away,
¢ as to the mode of it ; and because it is a famous cov-
¢ enant, an excellent one, a better covenant, best of all
¢ better than the covenant of works, and even better
¢ than the covenant of grace, under the former admin-
¢ jstration.”(m) There is no difficulty in seeing from
this extract, that Dr. Gill believes that the new and bet-
ter covenant which supplants the Sinaitic, is no new
constitution or revelation, but only a new administration
of the covenant of grace, revealed to Abraham, and
even to Adam ; and exhibited to God’s people both in
the Old and in the New dispensations, in ecclesiastical
ordinances ; so that it is an ecclesiastical exhibition of
the covenant of grace, Dr. Gill himself being judge.
But thisis not all. The same sentiments, as far as is
necessary for the point now in hand, have been officially
declared by the Regular Baptist churches of England
and America, in ¢ /A Confession of Faith put forth
by the Elders and Brethren, of many Congregations
¢ of Christians, (baptised upon profession of . their

(m) Gill on Jer. xxxi. 31.
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¢ faith,) in London and the country. Jdopted by the
¢ Baptist Association met at Philadelphia, Scptember-
€25, 1742.” In relation to the subject now before
us, this Baptist Formulary says, ¢ This covenant is re-
¢ vealed in the gospel first of all to Adam in the pro-
¢¢ mise of salvation by the seed of the woman, and after-
¢ wards by farther steps, until the full discovery there-
¢ of was completed in the New Testament ; and it is
¢ founded in that eternal covenant transaction, that was
¢¢ between the Father and the Son about the redemption
¢ of the elect; and it is alone by the grace of this cov-
¢¢ enant, that all of the posterity of fallen Adam, that
¢ ever were saved, did obtain life and blessed im-
¢ mortality ; man being now utterly incapable of accep-
¢ tance with God upon those terms on which Adam
¢ stood in his state of innocency.”(n) I would call your
attention to a particular doctrine stated in this extract,
in connexion with the texts referred to in the bottom of
the page to support it. The doctrine is, that ¢ it is
¢ alone by the grace of this covenant, that all of the
¢ posterity of fallen Adam, that ever were saved, did
¢ obtain life and blessed immortality.”” In suppert: of
this doctrine, this Baptist Confession refers to John viii.
56. “¢Your Father Abraham rejoiced to see my day ;
¢ and he saw it, and was glad.” Butlest this should
leave usin doubt, whether they meant the Abrahamic
covenant, with or without the seal of circumcision, this
same Baptist Confession refers us to Rom. iv. through-
out 5 which dwells almost wholly upon the Abrahamic

(n) Chap. 7. Sect. 3.
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Covenant as recorded in Gen. xvii. where Abraham
¢¢ received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the right-
¢¢ eousness of the faith which he had yet being uncir-
¢¢ cumcised.”  This shews from the highest Baptist
authority in the world, that the new and better covenant
of the New Testament church, which supplants the
Sinaitic covenant, is no new constitution or revelation,
but only a new administration of the eternal covenant of
grace, which was revealed to Adam in Gen. iii. and
which was visibly and ecclesiastically exhibited to Abra-
ham, in Gen. xvii. where it was sealed with circumeci-
sion. -
Notwithstanding the great inferiority of the covenant
of Sinai, its institutions were an obscure publication of
the gospel. It was therefore subservient to the covenant
of grace. But, that it made, comparatively, a very
slender provision for the consolation and salvation of the
church, is evident from the fact that Moses, by whom
it was given, goes past his own ceremonial and legal cov-
enant, and resorts to that of Abraham, when interceding
for rebellious Israel. In the same chapter of his law,
the legal character of the one covenant, and the gracious
character of the other are plainly marked. Speaking
the language of the Sinaitic covenant, he says, ¢ But
¢ if ye will not hearken unto me, and will not do all
¢ these commandments, and if ye shall despise my
¢¢ statutes, or if your soul abhor my judgments, so that
¢¢ ye will not do all my commandments, but that ye break
¢ my covenant, I also will do this unto you.””  Then
he denounces multiplied and aggravated curses upon

them. Dr. Gill says that this was ‘¢ the covenant made
Dd
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¢ with them at Sinai, when they promised on their part,
¢¢ that they would hearken and be obedient.”’(0) Im-
mediatdly after this Moses adds, ¢¢ If they shall confess
¢ their iniquity,” - ¢ then will I remember my covenant
¢¢ with Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also
¢ my covenant with Abraham will I remember; and X
¢ will remember the land.” Gill says that this cove-
nant ‘¢ chiefly respects the multiplication of their seed,
¢ the continuance of them, and the Messiah springing
¢ from them ; which is the mercy promised to these fa-
¢ thers, and the principal part of the covenant made
¢¢ with them, and which was remembered and performed
¢ when God visited and redeemed his people by him,
¢ Luke i. 68—73.”(p) Immediately after the Sinaitic
covenant was given, and Aaron and the people had pro-
voked the Lord with the golden calf, Moses says, ¢ Turn
¢ from'thy fierce wrath, and repent of this evil against
¢ thy people. Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel
¢¢ thy servants, to whom thou swearest by thine own
¢ self.”’(¢) 'To this was God’s mercy ascribed in after
days. . ¢ And the Lord was gracious unto them, and
¢¢ had compassion on them, and had respect unto them,
¢ because of his covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Ja~
¢ caob, and would not destroy them, neither cast he them
¢¢ from his presence as yet.”’(r) In the Jewish syna-
gogue of Antioch in Pisidia, Paul shewed that the Abra-
hamic covenant may well serve as a text for a gospel
sermon. ¢ And we declare unto you glad tidings, how
¢ that the promise which was made unto the fathers,

(o; Gill on Lev. xxvi. 15. s £ ) Gill on Lev. xxvi, 42.
(¢) Ex, xxxii, 12. 13, r) 2 Kings xiii. 23.
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¢ God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in
¢¢ that he hath raised up Jesus again.”” Dr. Gill says
that this promise is ¢“not barely and solely that which
¢¢ respects the resurrection of Christ, but the mission
¢¢ of him, the exhibition of him in human nature, his
¢ incarnation, his work and business he was to do,
¢ namely, to obtain salvation for his people; it chiefly
¢ regards the promise of his coming into the world to
¢¢ do the will of God, which promise was made to Abra-
¢¢ ham, Isaac, Jacob, and Judah."(s) :
6. There is such a difference in the duration of the
Abrahamic and Sinaitic covenants, as totally to forbid
the amalgamation system. We have already found that
Paul meant the covenant of Sinai, when he said, ¢¢ Now
¢¢ that which decayeth and waxeth old, is ready to van-
¢ ish away#’(¢) This covenant vanished soon after the
coming of Christ: but where is the evidence that the
Abrahamic covenant vanished at that period? Instead
of that, Paul represents Abraham as the father of be- -
lieving Gentiles as well as Jews.(u) It was concerning
this period that God said, ¢‘Then will I remember my
¢ covenant with Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac,
% and also my covenant with Abraham will I remember.”
Dr. Gill expressly says that this covenant ‘¢ was remem-
‘ bered and performed when God visited and redeemed
¢ his people by him [Christ] Luke i. 68—73.”” The
Psalmist says ¢¢ He hath remembered his covenant for
¢¢ ever, the word which he commanded to a thousand

(s) Gill on Acts xiii. 32. (#) Hebr. viii. 13,
(u‘) Rom. iv. 11. 12. Compare Is, lv. 3—3, Ivi. 4—8, where the ex-
tension of the covenant to Gentiles is foretold. .
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¢ generations: which covenant he made with Abraham,
¢¢ and his oath unto Isaac, and confirmed the same unto
¢ Jacob for a law, and to Israel for an everlasting cove-
¢“nant.”” Dr. Gill says that this covenant ¢ shall
¢ stand good, and be punctually performed, ¢ toa thou-
¢ ¢ sand generations,” that is, forever.”(v) For this
also, as well as the last text, he refers to the latter part of
the first Chapter of Luke. ¢ Blessed be the Lord God
¢ of Israel, for he hath visited and redeemed his peo-
¢ ple,” ¢ to perform the mercy promised to our fathers,
4¢ and to remember his holy covenant,” ¢ which,” says
Dr. Gill, ¢ was made between him and his Son from
¢ all eternity ; and was, at various times, dispensed and
¢¢ manifested to the patriarchs, and eminent saints, as
" ¢ Adam, Noah, Abraham, &c.””(w) Thisis confirmed
by the very next verse, which says, ¢ the eath which
¢ he sware to our father Abraham.” Besides referring
us to this passage from the Psalm just now quoted, the
Doctor sends us to three different places in Genesis,
among which we find the seventeenth chapter, where
this covenant is confirmed of God in Christ, by the seal
of circumcision. It is not, therefore, some other Abra-
hamic covenant, but the covenant of circumcision, which
God has ¢ ¢ commanded to a thousand generations,” that
¢ is, forever,” as the Doctor says. If, therefore, the
Abrahamic covenant of circumcision is eternal in its
duration, and the Sinaitic covenant has already perished,
their amalgamation must be a work of imagination only,

(v) Gillon Ps, cv. 8. (w) Gill on Luke i. Ixxii.
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It appears, therefore, from the bible and the highest
Baptist authority, that the one Abrahamic covenant,
sealed with circumcision, is perpetual; that notwith-
standing the change of administration, the covenant is
the same ; and that this ecclesiastical exhibition of the
covenant of grace is the common constitution of the Jew-
ish society before Christ, and of the Christian society af-
ter Christ ; wherefore these societies having one consti-
tution, are one church; which was the point to be
proved.

[ ————— ]

We have now finished the evidence promised in sup-
port of the second proposition, that ¢ the Christian
¢ church is a branch of the Abrahamic church; or in
¢ other words, the Jewish society before Christ, and the
¢¢ Christian society after Christ are one and the same
¢ church in different administrations.” We have proved
this by the substantial sameness of their religion: they
have the same theology, morality, worship, government,
and discipline. This has, moreover, been shewn from
the manner in which the same names are given to them :
they are both God’s peculiar treasure, a royal priesthood,
and an holy nation. They are both God’s ecclesiastical
tree and vineyard ; foundation, floor, and house ; king-
dom and commonwealth; man and body; brethren,
bride and children. And it has just now been shewn
that the same ecclesiastical exhibition of the eternal co--
venant of grace is the one common constitution of the
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two societies: wherefore they must be one church,
though in different dispensations. Both the premises
and the conclusion have been supported by the Scrip-
_ tures, and it has been shewn that they are both ratified
by Doctor Gill, the greatest Baptist writer who ever
lived. If, through prejudice or forgetfulness, any one
doubt the correctness of this statement, let him candidly
attend to what the Doctor says, on that declaration of
Solomon, that ¢ Wisdom hath builded her house; she
hath hewn out her seven pillars.”’(4) This, Gill says, is
¢ the church of Christ on earth, the house of the living
4¢ God, the pillar and ground of the truth.” ¢ Sucha
4¢ house there was under the Old Testament, and such an
¢ one there is under the New ; and which is continually
¢ building up by Christ, by means of the word and ordi-
¢ nances, and will continue to the end of the world.”
When Solomon says, ¢ There is no new thing under
the sun,”’(z) Dr. Gill says, that even ¢ spiritual things,”
¢ though in some sense new, are also old; or there have
¢ been THE SAME THINGS FOR SUBSTANCE in former ages,
¢ and from the beginning, as now ; such as the new cove-
‘nant of grace; the new and living way to God ; new
¢ creatures in Christ; a new name; the New Testament,
¢ and the doctrines of it ; new ordinances, and the new
¢ commandment of love; and yet these, in some sense, are
“all old things, and indeed are THE SAME IN sdB-
¢¢sTANCE.” These are the words of Dr. Gill. In them
you find express and repeated acknowledgments of the
scriptural truths, that the church and covenant, doc-

(&) Prov. ix, 1. (i) Eccles. i. 9.
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ring.”’(y) That instrument of authority which these
persons obtained for the worst purposes, the Egyptian
monarch conferred upon his favourite Joseph, for the
public good ; ¢ And Pharaoh took off his ring from his
hand, and put it upon Joseph’s hand.”(z) So Antiochus
is represented as giving his signef (his 7ing in the Greek
and Latin,) to Philip his regent ;(a) and the dying Alex-
ander is said to have given his ring to Perdicas for the
same reason. When Paul says to the Corinthians, ¢ The
seal of mine Apostleship are ye in the Lord,”(3) he does
not mean that they are the instrument or the impression,
but the atfestation or confirmation of his Apostleship.
Dr. Gill considers it as ¢“ alluding to the sealing of deeds
¢¢ and writings, which renders them authentic; or to the
¢ sealing of letters, confirming the truth of what is
¢ therein expressed.” Christ says, ¢‘He that hath re-
¢ ceived his testimony, hath set to his seal that God is
¢ true.”(c) Dr. Gill tells us that ¢¢ he seals, ratifies,
¢ and confirms” this doctrine. Sealing, in this passage,
is certainly used in the sense of aftestation. It moreover
has this meaning and that of confirmation where Paul
says that ¢ He [ Abraham] received the sign of circum-
¢ cision a seal of the righteousness of the faith which he
¢ had yet being uncircumcised.(d) Here Dr. Gill justly
remarks that ¢¢ circumecision was a seal, not for secresy,
¢ but for certainty ; it being a confirmation,” &c. This

y) Esth, iii. 12. (2) Gen. xli. 42. See Gill.

a) 1 Maccab. vi. 14. 15. So Cyrus is said to have ¢ shut the door and
sealed it with the kings signet,” (or ring, as it isin the Greek of Bel and
the Dragon, verses 11. 14.)

Eb; 1 Cor. ix. 2. See Gill. (c) John iii. 33. See Gill.

d) Rom. iv. 11. See Gill, whom we have formerly quoted more fully

on this passage.
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con firmation or attestation is what we mean by the sub-
stance of the seal; while the particular impression or
significant ceremony is called the form of the seal. As
the form is arbitrary, it may be changed indefinitely,
while the subsfance remains the same. The text just
now quoted shews that circumcision, as to its substance,
is an attestation of the righteousness of faith; that is, it
is a confirmation of the doctrine of justification by faith :
but this is the substance of baptism also, however it may
differ from circumcision in respect of form ; and for this
reason those who have received Christian baptism are
said, in the Apocalypse, to have ¢ the seal of God in
their foreheads.” That these two rites are one and the
same seal in substance, though in different forms, can be
proved from Scripture.

In opposition to this, my Opponent believes that bap-
tism never was a seal at all; that even ecircumeision
never was a seal to any but Abraham; and that the
Jorm of a seal is essential to its existence, so that the form
cannot be changed without destroying the subsfance.
His reasoning is as follows, viz. ‘¢ Was net circumcision
¢ significant of something? could it not be seen and ex-
¢ amined by every body ? and what did it say ? It said
¢ Tam a Jew of the seed of Abraham, entitled to every
“ ¢ thing promised my father, when God told him
¢ ¢ to make this mark upon me.” Deface this mark in
¢ the flesh, and sprinkle a few drops of water upon the
¢ face, and then say, it is the same seal significant of the
¢ same thing——that is, this watery seal can be seen on’
¢ the flesh, examined by every body, and says, What?—

¢¢ Just what circumcision said,—¢ I am a Jew, of the seed
Ee
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¢¢ ¢ of Abraham, entitled to every thing promised my
¢ ¢ father, when God told him to make this mark upon
¢ ¢me!!)” It surely lies, if it tell such a tale.

¢ A seal, Mr. M¢Calla says, is a confirmative mark.
¢ Now who ever thought that water left a confirmative
¢ mark on the forehead of a child? But remember, my
¢ friends, I called upon my Opponent to tell us where
¢¢ baptism is called a seal. No where I say in the bible.
¢ to presume that baptism is a seal, and to presume that
¢ it is substituted in the place of circumcision, and that
¢ the seal is changed, is taking too much liberty in an
¢ argument. One presumption might, in some instances,
¢¢ be tolerated, but it is too presumptuous to demand
¢ three, nay to adopt them without any ceremony, and
¢ place them as the basis of an argument.

¢¢ I deny that circumeision was ever changed into.any
¢ thing—that baptism is a seal of any covenant in the
¢ legitimate use of language :—and -consequently that
¢ baptism came in the room of circumcision. And, I po-
¢ sitively say that Mr. M‘Calla cannot preduce one text
“ in the Bible in proof of the contrary.—I say again, it
‘¢ is quite too presumptuous, to presume so far as to take
“ three suppositions as facts acknowledged, and place
¢ them as the foundation of an important part of the
¢ system.”

¢¢ And after all that has been said of circumcision as

¢ a seal, it is only called a seal once, and in relation to
 one circumstance, in the life of one individual. It
‘“ never was a seal to one of Adam’s race in the same
¢ sense, and . for the same purpose, as it was to Abra-
 ham. Mark the Apostle’s style—He received the
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¢ s1GX of circumcision, this was its common import to
¢ all the Jews—he received the sign, its common name;
¢¢ to him in particular a seal; of what? of his interest
¢¢ in the covenant ?—No, this he had guaranteed by the
¢¢ veracity of God.—A seal of what >—Of the righteous-
‘¢ ness of that faith—what faith ? of the faith which he
4¢ should afterwards have >—No, no: but of the faith he
¢ had.—When? Sixteen years before this time ; when
¢ his faith was counted unto him for righteousness: and
4¢ twenty-four years before this time he believed the
¢¢ promise of God, and left his own country and his fa-
. ¢ ther’s house in the obedience of faith. The whole
- ¢ mystery dissolves at the touch of common sense, when
¢ it is simply known, that Abraham received the usual
¢ sign of circumcision, which to him was a pledge or
¢ mark of the divine acceptance of his faith.”
- My Baptist Opponent is unhappy in his distinction
between signs and seals. He pretends that circumcision
was a sign both to Abraham and his descendants, but
that it was a seal to Abraham only, and not to one of his
" descendants. It may be safely affirmed that this is one
of my Opponent’s original discoveries. It was entirely
~ unknown even to Hezechius, the ancient Greek Glosso-
grapher. Of two significations which he gives to the
word sign, seal is one :(@) and in explaining the word
seals, he says that they are ¢ those signs which are upon
rings and clothes.”’(z) Harpocration also, in"his Lexi-
con, explains the one word by the other, as follows, viz,
- #¢ Signs, so they call seals.”’(g) Dr. Gill, who quotes
(@) Zrpecov, vegas, % opeayis.

(2) Socoyides, du ent vor Saxzvdiey Xow 70 TGV (RATIOY OREEL.
(g) snpeca ovrw Aeyovor 7as opgayidas.
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this with approbation, says that the text in question
might be rendered ¢ which sign was a seal.” And
Castallio’s New Testament actually gives it this render-
ing.(h) After my Opponent’s loud call to you, to ¢ mark
¢ the Apostle’s style,” in this passage, you will be sur-
prised to find, that, in his New Testament, he has fol-
lowed Macknight, in a translation which agrees with
our views. His version is as follows, viz. ‘“ And he
received the mark of circumcision as a seal,” &ec.
Here is nothing about circumcision being a sign to the
Jews in general, but a seal to Abraham only. =This
translation informs you that a sign is a mark ; and he
has repeatedly told you in this debate, that a sealisa
confirmative mark. Now if, according to my Opponent’s
own shewing, a sign is amark, and a seal is a mark, and
if Abraham received the sign or mark of circumcision
A8 a seal or mark of the righteousness of faith, then
where is my Opponent’s distinction between signs and
seals? It is surely not in Dr. Macknight, whose trans-
lation he has copied with approbation; for the Doctor
confirms my interpretation, in his version, commentary,
and critical note.
But some Baptists who acknowledge that the view of
my Opponent makes a distinction without a difference,
-are still unwilling to admit that circumcision was a seal
of the righteousness of faith to any but Abraham. Yet
the reason which they give for this opinion, is not only
a gratuitous assumption, but is in manifest opposition te
inspired authority. It is a mere assertion that outward

(A) ac circumcisionis notam accepit, quae sigillum esset, &c.
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ordinances cannot be a seal of the righteousness of faith,

Some, however, admit that Abraham received this
ordinance as a seal, but deny that it was a seal in the
case of any other person-except Abraham. Thisis a
sentiment, and a mode of interpretation, which, I sus-
pect, neither Jew nor Gentile ever thought of, until it
was found necessary to the enemies of infant-baptism. The
opinion of the Jews may be ascertained from their Tar-
gum, as quoted by Dr. Gill, who says that ¢ The Apos-
£¢ tle uses the word seal concerning circumcision, it being

() Gill on Rom. iv. 11.
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¢ a word his countrymen made use of when they spoke
¢ of it; thus, paraphrasing on Cant. iii. 8. [comp. iv.
¢¢ 12.] they say, ¢ every one of them was sealed with the
¢ ¢seal of circumcision upon their flesh, as Abraham
¢ ¢ was sealed in his flesh.’” Moreover, in one of their
-Apocryphal books, the Jewish author represents God as
saying to him, ¢Behold the number of those that be
sealed in the feast of the Lord.””(j) This feast was evi-
dently the Passover, to which the sealing of circumci-
sion was a prerequisite; and the number of those who
were thus sealed, is, in the context, said to be ¢“a
¢ great people whom I could not number.” This pas-
sage is referred to by Dr. Gill, in illustration of John’s
declaration that ¢“there were sealed an hundred and
¢ forty and four thousand of all the tribes of the child-
¢ ren of Israel.”’(%) The context of this passage shews
that they were sealed by the application of the outward
sign, as well as by the inward grace. In perfect conform-
ity with this Jewish usage, inspired and uninspired, the
Shepherd of Hermas, in a passage quoted by my Oppo-
nent against Mr. Walker, repeatedly calls the initiatory
ordinance of the church a seal in relation to all who
receive it. Among the Christian Fathers who follawed
him in this usage, we find Epiphanius saying, ¢ The
¢ law had the circumcision in the flesh, serving for a
¢ time, till the great circumcision came, that is, Baptism;
¢ which circumcises us from our sins, and seals us unto
¢ the name of God.” In the same strain, we find Au-
gustine drawing a parallel between Abraham and Cor-

(/) 2 Esdrasii, 38, Comp. 42. (%) Rev. vii. 4 Comp. &.
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nelius, on the one hand, who were sealed with the initia-
tory ordinance, after they had believed; and on the
other hand, Isaac and Christian infants, who, in maturity,
enjoy that righteousness of faith, ¢ the sea/ whereof had
¢¢ gone before.”

But to confine the seal to Abraham exclusively, my
Opponent says, ¢“It is only called a seal once, and in re-
lation to one circumstance, in the life of one individual.”’
Does he mean by this, that we are not to believe the
Scriptures, if they say a thing only once? But let us
try such reasoning in refutation of his argument for fe-
male communion ; and see whether he will admit its
correctness. In his debate with Mr. Walker, he pro-
fessed to have express authority for female communion.
It was in. the following words, viz. ¢ Far there was a
certain disciple there named Zabitha.”’(l) What would
he do with an antagonist who would seriously deny the
force of this evidence, and pretend to refute it, by say-
ing that ¢‘female discipleship is mentioned only once, and
in relation to one circumstance, in the life of one indi-
vidual 2’ I will tell you what he would do; he would
almost dance with ecstacy at obtaining, at last, one solid,
though solitary evidence of his Antagonist’s insincerity,
or the weakness of his cause ; and it would serve him for
matter of declamation in almost every speech throughout
the remainder of the debate. I am not disposed to fur-
nish him with such provender, although he has gone on
many a foraging excursion in pursuit of it. Although
the case of Tabitha is not an express command for female

(0) Actsix. 36. See his Spurious Debate with Mr. Walker, p. 69.
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communion, nor any better evidence for it, than we have
for infant-baptism, yet it is certainly good evidence,
notwithstanding the fact that female discipleship is men-
tioned only once, and concerning only one person. So,
if it were true that circumcision is called a seal only
once, and that in the history of one person, this is so far
from proving that it is a seal in no other case, that it
proves the very contrary. In the history of Adam, it is
said only once, and concerning one individual, that he
‘“begat a son in his own likeness, after his image.”?
Does this prove that Seth was the only descendant of
- Adam who was born in his likeness, and after his image,
or does it not rather prove the contrary ? Circumcision
did not become a seal by the mere fact of Abraham’s re-
ceiving it, but ¢ he received the mark of circumcision
as a seal” already appointed in that covenant which re-
quired him to be circumcised : neither did his reception
of it make it cease to be a seal, for Isaac and Jacob were
as much interested in the covenant of circumcision as
Abraham himself; and in their case, and in the cases of
all others to whom it was lawfully administered, whether
infants or adults, saints or sinners, it was a sea/ of the
righteousness of faith ; that is, it was a visible atfestation
or confirmation of the doctrine of justification by faith,
and not by works ; the doctrine of salvation by the grace
of God, through the bload and Spirit of Christ. It is
not true, as some suppose, that this ordinance was a seal,
only when administered to an heir of heaven, whether in
infancy or maturity : the word of God is as true when
it becomes a savour of death unto death, as when it is
received in faith : so the doctrine of justification by faith
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is as truly sealed, confirmed, or attested in the circum-
cision of Ishmael as of Isaac, of Esau as of Jacob. Itis
true that some subjects of this ordinance have the inesti-
mable advantage of having the inward grace accompany-
ing the outward sign ; but it is not this fact which makes
ita seAL: for if its significancy depended upon the cer-
tainty of grace in the receiver, it would be an empty form
to all but the searcher of hearts, and those of his children
who have attained the full assurance of faith : but it con-
firms the same truth to the weak believer as to the strong ;
and it attests the same doctrine of justification by faith, ‘
to the unbeliever as to the believer ; for the unbelief of
man can never make the faith of God of none effect, or
make him alter his plan of saving sinners. This ordi-
pance was not intended to seal a fact but a doctrine: it
was not intended to declare that the individual receiver
should be saved, but to teach that if he be saved, it must
be through the blood and righteousness of his law-satis-
fying Surety ; and that every one who has an interest in
this Divine Redeemer, whether he be an infant or adult,
shall be saved.

. Although circumcision sealed this truthy my Oppo-
nent insists upon it that baptism cannot be a seal at all,
because water leaves no mark behind it. He trium-
phantly asks, ¢ Now who ever thought that water left
¢ g confirmative mark on the forehead of a child ?’(m)
My Opponent forgets that the rainbow is the token of
the Noachic covenant, and that the word seal is used
‘not only for a visible permanent impression, but to de-

(m) Spur. Deb. with me, p. 204, quoted above.
f ;
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note “‘any act of confirmation,” as the Baptist Lexi-
_cographer, Dr. Allison, says, But if a seal must mean a
visible wound and & permanent mark or scar made in
the flesh by a knife, will my Opponent be so good as to
inform us what mark was made by the angels, when they
“ sealed the servants of our God in their foreheads?””
Dr. Gill thinks that these ¢‘servants of our God” are the
Waldenses and Albigenses. Now although it was mali-
ciously said against them, that their children were born
with wattles hanging to their throats, it was never even
suspected that they took a knife, and tattooed their child-
ren in the face, after the manner of the heathen. I hope
however, in due time, to shew that they sealed the
foreheads of their children by that ¢ act of confirma-
¢ tion” which we call Christian baptism. This inter-
pretation is rather confirmed than confuted by the same
Apostle’s declaration that ¢ A Lamb stood on the mount
¢¢ Sion, and with him an hundred forty and four thou-
¢¢ sand, having his Father’s name written in their fore-
¢ heads.”(n) When I say that this inscription is a seal,
I am in no danger of contradiction from my Opponent,
who has substituted the word inscription for the word
seal, in his Translation of the New Testament. Where
our bible says The foundation of God standeth sure,
¢ having this seal,”” my Opponent’s Version says,
¢ The foundation of God standeth firm, having this in-
¢ scription.”” Now as this seal or inscription was put
upon this foundation without any literal visible mark,
so was the name of the Lamb’s Father sealed or inscrib-

(n) Rev, vii. 3, xiv. 1L
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ed upon his people’s forcheads without a permanent
mark. But my Opponent may object, that in baptism,
not the name of the Father only, but the name of the
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit is written on
his people. This suggests the fact that some very an-
cient Manuscripts had the names of these three persons,
if we may believe the authors of the Ethiopic Version,
as reported by Dr. Gill. The same Baptist commenta-
tor tells us that ¢ The Alexandrian copy, the Complu-
¢ tensian edition, the Vulgate Latin, Syriac, and Ara-
¢ bic versions, read, ¢ Having his name [the Lamb’s]
¢¢and his Fathers name written in their foreheads.’ ”’
This reading Griesbach has adopted. It is, however,
unnecessary to our purpose, because, in relation to bap-
tism, the bible elsewhere mentions the name of only one
person, when all are evidently implied by the writer,
and were expressed in the administration of the ordi-
nance.(0)

These various readings handed down by transcribers
and translators shew the understanding of the ancient
church, in relation to the question whether baptism is a
seal. My Opponent himself has suggested an additional
evidence of this sort, which is very striking indeed. In
his debate with Mr. Walker, he made very pompous
. use of the Primate’s Translation of THE APOSTOLICAL
Faruers. He professed to quote largely from the
writings of the Shepherd of Hermas, who, (as he inform-
ed the audience,) ¢is commonly supposed to be the
¢ Hermas, of whom Paul speaks,” in his Epistle to

|
(o) Acts xix. 5.
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the Romans.(p) If this be so, he must have caught the
sentiments and language of the Apostles in relation to
seals. Certain it is, that he mentions the word, with as
much familiarity and rapidity of repetition, as I have
done in this conference. In the 17th Section of his 9th
Similitude, he speaks much like the Apostle John when
foretelling that the name of the [Lamb and of his] Fa-
ther should be inscribed or sealed upon his people. Her-
- mas says, ‘¢ All the nations which are under heaven,
¢¢ have heard and believed in the same one name of the
¢ Son of God by whom they are called; wherefore,
¢ having received his seAL, they have all been made
¢ partakers of the same understanding and knowledge,
¢ and their faith and charity have been the same.”
When Hermas speaks of receiving the seal/ of the Son
of God, in being called by his name, does he, or does he
not, mean that baptism, which initiates into the church,
and gives us the name of Christian? This question is
fully answered, in the preceding Section, in which,
ambng seven repetitions of this word, Hermas says ex-
pressly, ¢ Now that SEAL is the water of BAPTISM.”
Here we have my Opponent’s own Author, whom he
has introduced to you, as a personal friend and ac-
quaintance of the Apostle Paul, confirming our view of
‘that seal of God, that seal of the righteousness of faith,
or as Hermas would have it, that seal of ‘¢ understanding
¢ and knowledge,” of ¢ faith and charity,” which
takes the place of circumcision: ¢ Now that seal is the
¢ water of baptism.”

(#) Rom. xvi. 14, Sec Spur. Deb. with Mr, Walker. p, 101,
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Although circumcision is called a seal, and baptism is
called a sea/, yet the proposition now under discussion,
contends that they are not radically two different seals,
but different forms of the same seal. It is substantially
the same now, that it was in the Old Testament church.
‘Among the Jews, ¢ The rite of circumcision was no
more than the form in which the seal was applied ;”
as Dr. Mason has correctly remarked. Much of the
force of my Opponent’s reasoning against this doctrine,
may be found in his polite, dignified, argumentative, and
eloquent explosion against this remark of Dr. Mason’s.
On it he speaks as follows, viz. ¢ What sophistry!
¢¢ What disregard to common sense! What an insult to
¢¢ the human understanding! The rife of circumcision !
¢ What was that ? the making of a mark in the flesh..
¢ The rite was the form of the seal! The making of
¢¢ the mark was the mark of the ¢ confirmative mark 17
¢ When the varnish is washed off this sophistry, such
¢ is its meaning—such is its naked deformity. The
£ pite of circumcision was circumcision itself, accord-
‘¢ ing to every body’s views of rites. The form of cir-
. % cumcision, was the form of the rife. Take away
¢ the form of a mark or of a seal, and then shew it to
“us. It is invisible. Hence the whole distinction is
¢ absurd.”(q) : v

This desperate fluttering of my Opponent is intro-
duced, not to follow him in every dash or splash which
he may make, but to call your attention to his general
course. In this rhapsody, as well as others which were

(7) Spur. Deb, with me. p. 217.
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noticed a while ago, his object is, evidently, to deny
that the form and the substance of a seal may differ from
each other, and that a seal may change its form and re-
tain its substance. It is in relation to this that he says,
¢ The whole distinction is absurd.” According to him
they are inseparable: where the one is found, there is -
the other ; and where the one is not, there the other is
wanting. 'This would very readily decide the contro-
versy between king Charles the First and his Parliament.
According to this doctrine, while the Parliament held
the seal of state, they were invested with the sovereign-
ty ; and Lord Clarendon restored the sovereignty to the
king, by stealing the seal and taking it to him. This
view of the subject, however, did not suit the rcligion or
the politics of either party in that momentous struggle.
While the Parliament had the seal, the royalists es-
teemed them as having the form, but the king as having
the substance : so when the king obtained the seal, the
enemies of Zoryism and of the Royal Prerogative, con-
sidered the king as having the form, but the Parliament
the substance. My Opponent very pertly says ¢ the
rite [or form] of circumcision was circumcision itself.” .
Very well 5 the Arabs and apostate Jews of the present
day have this form. Again he tells us what is its sub-
stance or signification. According to him ¢¢it said, ‘1
am a Jew of the seed of Abraham, entitled to every
thing promised my Father, when God told him to make
this mark upon me.’”” Does my Opponent consider
this the language of the circumcision of the Arabs and
of the excommunicated Jews of the present day? If not,
then we have the rite distinct from the signification ;
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that is, we have the form without the substance. In
sacred and profane antiquity we find seals affixed to sol-
diers and servants. The form of their devices would
often doubtless differ, far more than the bald eagle differs
from the American turkey, which Dr. Franklin proposed
as a substitute for the bird of prey, on the seal of the
United States; and would differ more than a cross mark,
formerly appointed by our government, as a seal for
bonds and notes, differs from a circular mark, which, as
Mr. Walker informed my Opponent, they have lately
ordained as a substitute.(r) Besides this difference in
the figure of the seal/ affixed to soldiers and .servants,
there was a difference in the place upon which it was
impressed. The command of God by Ezekiel, to ¢ set
a mark upon the foreheads” of his afflicted followers,
Dr. Gill thinks to allude probably ¢ to the marking of
¢ servants in their foreheads, by which they were known
¢ who they belonged to.” For the word mark in this
text, the Septuagint and Tremellius read sign, which,
either in Greek or Latin; is equivalent to seal. In allu-
sion to the same custom substantially, Calasio translates
Job xxxvii. 7, ¢ He shall seal all men in the hand.”
With this translation the Septuagint and Vulgate Latin
agree. With the same allusion, Blanco White says that
the Council of Trent ¢ has converted the sacrament of
¢ Baptism into an indelible drand of slavery.””(s) Now
‘I would propound a few questions. Was the substance
of an ancient military sea! affected, by changing its de-
vice from a beast to a bird? Was the substance of a

gr) See Mr. Walker’s Reply, p. 156,
(8) In his 5th Letter against Popery.
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Prince’s seal affected by writing his name on the hands
of one generation of subjects or servants, and on the fore-
keads of their children? Was the substance.of the seal
affected by changing the letters from square to round, or
the words from Hebrew to Samaritan, or the ink from
red to green ? Has the change of our seal from a cross
mark to a circular mark affected those bonds and notes
to which it is affixed? Would the substance 3( o;lr Fe-
deral seal be affected by undergoing the change which
Dr. Franklin recommended ? Would Popish baptism be
either more or less a brand of slavery, by being adminis-
tered to the head, the hands, or the feet, in the mode of
aspersion, affusion, ablution or immersion? And is it not
a fact that the descendants of Ishmael and Isaac have, at
this day, the form of circumcision’ without the sub-
stance 2 What is there, then, so extravagant in the po-
sition that the form and the substance of a seal are dis-
tinct things ? and what is there so incredible in the doc-
trine, that a God of sovereignty and mercy, may, in re-
spect of form, change the initiatory seal of the church
from blood to water, and from the foot to the forehead,
while the substance remains the same ?

A little unbiassed reflection will shew an intelligent

hearer that it is much more to our purpose to provea

substantial identity of the Jewish and Christian sealsy
than to prove their formal identity.. The substance.

incaleulably more important than the form. The cir-
cumcision of the Samaritans and Ishmaelites had the
Jorm of the Jewish seal; but because it lacked the sub-
stance, it was no seal at all. Unitarian baptism has some-
times the form of Christian baptism ; but because they
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was circumcised? and is there one who doubts, that
from the moment of his circumcision he was esteemed a
member ? And if there be any one who is stumbled by
Gen. xvii. 14, under the apprehension that a native Jew
may be a member of the church without circumecision, I
would observe that that passage itself is evidently in-
tended to contradict it; and that the word there ren-
dered cuf off, cannot, from the very nature of the case,
mean exclusion from privileges already enjoyed, but
preclusion from privileges which might hereafter be en-
joyed; as the same word in the Hebrew and in the Mar-
ginal translation of Joshua ix. 23, is used to denote pre-
clusion from that bondage on which the subjects had not
yet entered. If any one, after this, should still ask,
¢ How can a child be cut off from the church before he
is a member?”” I would ask, ¢ How can a child be deZi-
vered from sheol before he is dead ?”” and yet the Pro-
verb says ¢ Thou shalt beat him with the rod, and shalt
deliver his soul from hell.”’(¢) Parental duty is here re-
presented as a means of delivering, that is, of preventing
the child from going to hell: so in the other case, pa-
rental neglect is represented as a means of cutting off,
that is, of preventing the child from being a church
member.

2. Baptism is the seal of initiation to the Christian
church. With due deference to those who think other-
wise, I would humbly maintain the same doctrine, on
this item, as on the last. I do not object to saying that
children are born in the church ; it is a language which

(¢) Prov, xxiii, 14, Comp, Ps, xxx. 3. Ixxxvi, 13,
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I use myself: bat then it is used in a general and familiar,
and not in a technical sense ; or it contemplates the un-
sealed interest which they may have in the promises of
God, and not their formal church-membership. As the
holiness of the one unbelieving parent, amounts to no-
thing more than a removal of an Old Testament obstacle
to the initiation of the childy so the holiness of the child
is understood as entitling him tq initiation. In relation
~ both to the visible and invisible church, I much like
the ancient maxim, ‘¢ CHRISTIANI NON NASCIMUR SED
¢ riMus 3 We are not born but made Christians.” As
the inward graces of religion distinguish the invisible
church from the world ; so do the outward sacraments
¢ put a visible difference between those that belong unto
€ the chureh, and the rest of the world.”’(u) All that
Booth has quoted from ancient fathers and worthies, to
shew the necessity of Baptism as ‘a prerequisite for the
Eucharist, presupposes that baptism is the seal of initia-
tion. Accordingly, he tells us, in support of his own
views, that ¢ Theological writers have often called bap-
¢¢ tism, the sacrament of regeneration, or of initiation 3
¢ and the Lord’s supper, the sacrament of nu#rition.”(v)
My Opponent himself preaches this ddctrine, when
it seems likely to answer his purpose. His ¢ Fourth
¢ reason for asserting” ¢ a radical difference between
¢¢ the two religions and the two churches [of the Old and
¢ New Testaments, ] is found in the ferms of admission
¢ into this new kingdom.”  Under this head, he says,
#¢ Nicodemus, ye must be born again ; though sprung

Eu) Westminister Confession, Chap, 27. Sect. 1.
v) Booth. Apology. pp. 11. 48.
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¢ from Abraham, ye must be born again ; yes and of wa-
¢ ter too, or into Messiah’s realm you’ll never enter.” (w)
According to this, 2 man must be born again of water,
as a ferm of admission into, as the way by which he
shall enter, Christ’s ecclesiastical kingdom ; that is, Bap-
tism is the way of initiation into the Christian chureh.
After this I need not waste your time with a formal refu-
tation of his quibbles against this doctrine, nor with an
exposure of the impious solecism of his Master Robin-
son, who ¢ took baptism not for a church ordinance,
¢ but for a profession of Christianity at large ! !”*

Although this Infidel writer has been long circulated
among you by the deluded Baptist preachers of our
country, he has perhaps never yet persuaded you that
baptism is not a church ordinance. In your faith and
practice, you still treat baptism as the initiating church
ordinance ; and this faith- and practice can be traced
through the line of your fore-fathers, even up to their
primitive days in Germany. According.to STAPFER,
¢¢ Baptism is, in their view, a sign of initiation to the
¢¢ true church, and of confession.” ¢ They ¢nitiated
¢ by ana-baptism, those whom they received as citi-
¢ zens of thefr kingdom.”(4)

II. THEY ARE BOTH SIGNS OF PARDON AND JUS-
TIFICATION. These benefits always presuppose or infer
each other. Like the foreknowledge and foreordination
of God, they are distinct, but not separate. Wherever,

iw) Spur. Deb. with mc, p. 197. 198.

k) Stapfer’s Institutions. Chap. .18. Sect. 35. 10. ¢ baptismus,

ex mente illorum, sit signum initiationis ad veram ecclesiam, et con-

fessionis. . ‘¢ €08 quos tanquam regni sui ¢ives assumebant, anabap-
tismo initiabant,” quam ' 4 anabap
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therefore, I find' the one I shall take the other for
granted. '

1. CircuMcIsION 18 a sign of pardon and justifica-
tion. ‘This is plainly proved by Rom. iv. 11, so often
quoted already ; which Dr. Gill considers as compre-
hending pardon along with justification: for he says
that ¢ circumcision was a sign of Christ, as all the
¢¢ ceremonies of the law were, and of the shedding of
¢ his blood, to cleanse from ali sin, original and actual,
¢¢and also of the circumcision of the heart; and was,
¢ moreover, a seat of the righteousness of faith.” He
says that ¢ The Apostle explains it to be a seal, or
¢ what gave assurance to Abraham, or was a sure foken
¢¢ to him, that righteousness would be wrought out by
¢ Christ, by his obedience, and the shedding of his
¢ blood, which is received by faith s and that this was
¢ tmputed to him,” &c.(y) '

2. BarTisu is a sign of pardon and justification.
¢ Then Peter said unto them, Repent and be baptized,
¢ every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ, for the
¢¢ remission of sins.”” But Paul tells us that God hath set
forth Christ to be a propitiation ¢ to declare his right-
¢¢ eousness, for the remission of sins,” ¢¢ through faith in
¢¢his blood ;” and the end of this was ¢¢ that he might
"¢ be just, and the justifier of him that believeth.”(z)

IIl. THEY ARE BOTH SIGNS AND MEANS OF SANC-
TIFICATION. The ordinances as well as the oracles of
God, are intended as means of grace. It does not mili-
tate against this position in respect of either, that they

(y) Gillon Gen, xvii.)}l.v (=) Actsii 38. Rom, iii. 25. 26,
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are both sometimes a savour of death unto death. It is
sovereign grace which makes the gospel the power of
God unto salvation ; and this same grace often connects -
the outward with the inward circumeision; the out-
ward washing of regeneration with the inward renewing
of the Holy Ghost ; so that the infant is, atthe same
moment, circumcised in flesh and heart, and born of
water and of the Spirit.

1. CIRCUMCISION 8 a sign and means of sanctifica-
tion. ¢¢ And the Lord thy Ged will circumcise thine
¢ heart, and the heart of thy seed, to love the Lord thy
¢¢ God with all thine heart, and with alt thy soul, that
¢¢ thou mayest live.”’(a¢) On this subject my Opponent
speaks as follows, viz. ¢ Was circumcision a sign of the
¢ circumcision of the heart to the whole Jewish nation
¢ that fell in the wilderness? Was it the sign of the
¢ circumcision of the heart of one of Abraham’s de-
¢ scendants? No, not one. Do, Mr. M‘Calla, stop and
¢¢ prave this assertion if you can—that circumcision was
¢ a sign of the circumcision of the heart. Don’t as-
¢ sume every thing, don’t beg every question. Have
f¢ some respect to your hearers, and to the reputation of
¢ your own intellect.”’(¢) This declamation of my
Baptist Opponent shews that pride of intellect some-
times makes a man wise above what is written. In re-
lation to many of Abraham’s descendants, it is written,

. ¢ He is a Jew who is one inwardly; and circumcision
¢ is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the let-
f¢ ter.,” In relation not only ta Abraham, byt to his de-

2ag Deut. xxx. 6. Comp. x. 16.
¢) Spurious Debate wiS\ me. pp. 204. 205, 226.
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scendants, Dr. Gill says, ¢ The only true circumcision is
* ¢¢ internal, spiritual, and in the heart.” And he expressly
says that the ¢ circumcision of the flesh was typical of
¢ this,” and agaip, that it was “‘ an emblem of spiritual
¢¢ circumcision, or circumcision of the heart.”’( f) Now
it will not do to answer this, by begging our worthy and
eminent Baptist writer to have some respect to his read-
ers, and to the reputation of his own intellect.

2. Barrisu is a sign and means of sanctification.
Here the primitive Anabaptists of Germany do not agree
with me as they did in a former case: but they were
consistent enough to reject the scriptures also from being
a means of grace: Their doctrine, according to STAP-
BER, was as follows viz. ¢‘ And if perseverance depend
“upon man, nor is there need of divine assistance,
¢ hence neither is there need of signs and seals of seal-
‘ ing grace 3(b) whence they hold that the sacraments
¢ are only signs of our confession. And since they who
¢ have attained the highest degree of perfection and
¢ sanctity, no longer stand in need of the means of
¢¢ grace, hence they do not highly esteem the use of the
¢ sacred scripture.” In opposition to this erroneous
doctrine my Opponent quotes Peter, who says, ¢ Bap-
¢¢ tism does also now save us, by the resurrection of
¢¢Jesus Christ from the dead.”(c) To this he adds
several appropriate authorities, to some of which I have
already alluded. By this I do not mean to agree with

f) See Gill on Gen. xvii. 11, Rom. iv. 11. iii. 1. ii. 29,
b) Hinc nec gratizc obsignantis signis et sigillis oprus est. Stapfer’s In-
stitutions. Chap. 18, Sect. 30. 31,
(c) 1 Pet. iii. 21,
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the. same seal, they have not the same form of the seal.
As the use of the abstract for the concrete is a common
Hebraism, we are here to understand ¢¢ the father of the
circumcision’ to mean ¢¢ the father of the circumecised.”
This will preserve the antithetical relation of the two
aspects in which Abraham’s character is here presented..
One is, that he was the father of the uncircumcised
believers; another is, that he was the father of the cir-
cumcised. . The sense of one will illustrate the other.
Dr. Gill says that the first means that he was the father
““of them As they were believers,”” whether they were
Jews or Gentiles. The meaning of the second, then,
must be that he is the father of the circumeision s they
were circumcised, whether Jews or Gentiles. This is
the plain meaning of the passage. The Gentile church
is evidently represented as circumcised in one sense,
and as uncircumcised in another sense. The two cannot
be reconciled on any other principle, than that the sub-
stance of circumcision remains under the form of bap-
tism after the ancient form of the seal is abolished.

2. Paul says, ‘‘Beware of dogs, beware of evil work-
¢ ers, beware of the concision : for we are the circum-
¢ ¢ision, which worship God in the Spirit, and rejoice
¢ in Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the flesh.(e)
In this passage, as in the former, the noun is used for a
participle ; it means ¢‘ we are the circumcised.” Why
are Christians said to be circumcised ? It must be, be-
cause they have received outward, or inward circum-
cision, or both. But my Opponent denies that it ever

' (¢) Phill. iii. 2. 3.
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relates to inward circumcision. He says, “Was it the
¢ sign of the circumcision of the heart of one of Abra-
¢¢ braham’s descendants ? No, not ome.” Then, of
course, the word here must mean external circumcision.
But it cannot mean that form of it which the Jews prac~
tised ; for that is here called, by way of contempt, con-

cision, in allusion to the savage and cruel manner in

which the heathen cut their flesh : it must, therefore,

mean some Christian ordinance which, while it does not

wound the flesh, is substantially the same with Jewish

circumcision, in being a seal of initiation, and a sign of
justification and sanctification. This ordinance we have
shewn to be Christian Baptism. To this the text evi-

dently alludes ; while it certainly does not exclude, but

primarily intends that spiritual circumcision, the exist-

ence of which my Oppenent is unwilling to ¢ dmit.

8. % Also ye are circumeised with the circumcision
¢ made without hands, in putting off the body of the
¢ sins of the flesh, by the cireumcision of Christ, buried
¢ with- him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with
¢¢ him, through the faith of the operation of God, who
¢ hath raised him from the dead.”(f) Here also we find
. eireumcision in the Christian church. - Yet it was not
Jewish circumeision, nor that Judaizing circumcision
which the Ebionites practised ; but it is said to be ¢¢ the
circumcision of Christ,”’ or Christian circwmcision.
Now if my Opporent be correct in denying that there
is any inward circumeision, and if he be cerrect in say-
ing that water-baptism is here intended, then we. are

(f) Col. ii. 11. 12.
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taught by this passage, that there is an external circum-
cision, which is.not after the Jewish, but the Christian
Sform ; and that this Christian form of circumcision is,
¢¢ being buried with him in baptism,” as it is correctly
translated. The Greek of Griesbach, and the Latin of
Castallio have only a comma at the close of the eleventh
verse. This punctuation only makes a plain truth a lit-
tle more obvious, that is, that baptism is the Christian
circumcision. It is worthy of remark, -that this very
text was so explained, in a work ascribed to Justin Mar-
tyr, who lived very near the time in which Paul wrote
it. ¢“The question there, is, Why, if circumcision
¢ were a good thing, we do not use it as the Jews did ?
¢¢ The answer is, We are circumcised by Baptism with
¢ CRrist’s circumcision, &c. And he brings this text
¢ for his proof.”(g) In allusion to the same text, both
Basil and Chrysostom say that Baptism is the ¢ circum-
cision made without hands.” And Austin declares it
one of the errors of the Pelagians, to ‘“say that in
¢¢ the baptism of infants, there is no putting off the flesh,
¢ that is, no circumcision made without hands.”’(%)

But if, in opposition to my Opponent, you should
understand this passage to relate to spiritual circum-
cision and baptism, as I do, it makes no difference
in the conclusion ; for the identity of the thing signi-
fied is an evident deduction from the substantial
identity of the outward signs. When the Apostle
tells us that the spiritual ¢ putting off the hody of

(&) Wall’s History of Baptism. Chap. 2, Sect. 2. Fg‘ofn him quoted
the Editor of Calmet’s Dictionary,in his First series of Facts and

vidences on the subject of Baptism.
(#) WalP’s History., Chap, 14, Sect, 1. 2. Chap, 12, Sect. §,
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the sins of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ,”
is the same as ‘‘being buried with him in baptism,’’
does he not evidently teach that they point out the
same inward benefits because they are substantially
the same ecclesiastical seal? If you can believe that
Christian baptism is the Christian circumcision spiritu-
&l]y, then you will not long reject the doctrine that bap-
tism is the sigillistical successor and substitute of cir-
cumcision.

In reply to this language, my Opponent insists that
one thing cannot be a substitute for another, unless it
completely quadrates, that is, agrees in all points. He
then urged what he considered nine points of difference
between circumcision and baptism. I then shewed nine
points of difference which might easily be found between
a drafted militia-man and his hired substitute, who
might, nevertheless, be received as a legal substitute,
and be esteemed greatly preferable to his principal; as
baptism certainly is to circumcision. He then enlarged

his list to eleven points, and I mine to twelve. He has

now brought them up to fourteen; to which I will add,
from other quarters, enough to make them amount to
twenty, and concisely notice them in detail. They are
as follows, viz,

1. ¢¢ Circumcision was administered to males only : its
substitute then should be confined to males only.”

This is an objection urged by all the Baptists ; even
by Mr. Emlin, who admits that in the text which we
last discussed, Paul does speak of baptism as being to
Christians, instead of circumcision. Yet he says, ¢ It
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does not follow that the subjects of each must be the
same ;” and instances in the females. Dr. Wall’s an-
swer to Mr. Emlin will do for my answer to my Op-
ponent. He says, ¢ It does follow that they should be
é¢ the same, except where the gospel-rules do direct an
¢ alteration ; but St. Paul, discoursing of baptism, (Gal.
¢ iii, 27. 28.) says, that in respect of it, ¢there is neither
¢¢¢ Jew nor Greek, there isneither bond nor free, there is
¢ ¢ neither malenor female,’ &c. that is, there is no differ-
¢ ence between them.”(?) Now if he can shew as plain
authority for excluding infants, as this is for receiving
females, it will be to the purpose.

2. ¢ Circumcision required not faith in its subject.—
Baptism therefore ought not to require faith in its sub-
ject.”

To this I answer, that although neither circumcision
nor baptism requires faith in an infant subject, yet as
they are only different forms of the seal of the right-
eousness of faith, they surely demand faith in the adult
subject, and in the parent or guardian who presents
an infant subject. In relation to circumcision, this is
proved by the very first administration of it; and by
very many other scriptures, which, as they have already
occupied much of your time, need not here be repeated.

* 3. ¢ Circumcision was administered according to law
on the eighth day. - Its substitute then should be ad-
ministered on the eighth day.”

My Opponent well recollects that this dlﬂiculty was
agitated in the time of Fidus and Cyprian: but with
them it was a difficulty in relation to duty, not doctrine.

(i) Wall’s Defence against Gale, p. 31. 32,
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Those who believed baptism on the eighth day obligato-
ry, and those who did not believe it obligatory, both
believed it to be the Christian circumcision. As
there were no Anabaptists in those days, the doctrine
that circumcision and baptism were substantially the
same seal, was clear enough to the whole church.
The only difficulty with Fidus was, to discover
the lawfulness of baptizing an infant before he was
eight days old. He expressed no doubt of the lawful-
ness of baptizing a child when he had arrived to that
age, or at any subsequent period ; for this was the law
‘of circumcision : but in a Council of sixty Bishops, he
could not find one to agree with him, in thinking it un-
lawful to baptize under the age of eight days. I agree
with them, because this limitation of time formed a part
of the complicated machinery of Old Testament puri-
fications, as laid down in the twelfth Chapter of Exodus;
in the prospect of which it was probably at first com-
manded. But if you think differently, I would advise
to do as Fidus did; Baptize on the eighth day and on-
ward, the sooner the better.

4. ¢ Circumcision was administered by parents, not
by priests ex officio. Baptism, its substitute, ought
likewise to be administered by parents, not by pmests,
or clergy, ex officio.”’

My Opponent, doubtless, knows that his Master, Rob-
inson, asserts ¢ the right of every Christian to enlarge
¢ the kingdom of Christ, by teaching and baptizing
¢ others.” You know that my Opponent has followed
this Infidel in making baptism every thing, and yet in
wag.ing' a war of extermination against the whole order
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of the subject, but of the parent; it is the parent’s act,
the subject is passive.”

It isa pleasant proof of the strength of our cause, when
a man of such a fruitful invention, cannot muster four-
teen objections to it, without making this pitiful evasion
one of them. The whole force of it depends upon the
ambiguity of the word subject, as it may mean either an
infant or an adult. He knows that if he had left out this
word, or if he had used it uniformly and exclusively, he
would have appeared'like a man talking in his sleep. Let
us try it first without this ambiguous word. It would
read as follows, viz. ¢ Circumcision was not a duty
binding upon the child, but upon the parents ; it was an
act of the parent, the child was passive. Baptism,
therefore, is not a duty of the child but of the parent :
it i the parent’s act, the child is passive.” Would not
this be a powerful objection to the identity of circumci-
- sion and baptism? It is at least as passive as any child
that I ever saw baptized. Now let us read it with the
ambiguous word subject, uniformly substituted for child.
¢ Circumcision was not a duty binding upon the sudject,
but upon the parents; it was an act of the parent, the
subject was passive. Baptism, therefore, is not a duty
of the subject, but of the parent: it is the parent’s act,
the subject is passive.” Does my Opponent believe such
doctrine as this? Does he believe that circumcision was
not a duty binding upon Abraham its first subject, but
upon his parents ? Does he believe that it was not bind-
ing upon thousands of adult subjects who followed him ?
If, therefore, it is admitted that, under the Old Testa-
ment, unsealed adults were bound to receive circumci-
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sion for themselves and their children ; and if, under the
New Testament, unsealed adults are bound to receive
baptism for themselves and their children, where is the
force of his objection against the identity of these ordi-
nances? All the force that it has goes to prove their
identity.

7. ¢ Circumcision was administered to all a man’s
slaves, all born in his house and bought with his money.
Baptism, therefore, ought to be administered to all the
slaves of a householder, as well as to his own seed.”

In answer to this, I would observe, that the true doc-
trine of circumcision was, that this ordinance should be
administered to every believer and his infant household;
which embraced his own infants, those which he had
adopted, and those which were bound to him ; all of
which he had an opportunity of #raining up in the way
they should go. When Abraham’s adult servants were
circumcised, there is reason to believe that it was with
their own consent, and upon their own profession, (as
was the case with the Israelites at Gilgal,) because these
servants of Abraham had previously received this train-
ing. ‘They are expressly called his #rained servanis,
before the institution of circumcision :(j) and the word
there used does not appear to relate to military disci-
pline, but to spiritual instruction and ecelesiastical ini-
tiation ; as in the Proverb which says ¢ Train up a
child in the way he should go, and when he is old, he
will not depart from it.”” - All that I have said here con-
cerning household circumeision, is true concerning,

_ (7)) Gén. xiv. 14.
i
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household baptism ; as I hope to shew in my argument
for infant baptism, from Apostolical practice.

8. ¢¢ Circumcision required no piety in the parent to
entitle his child to this ordinance ; neither faith nor
piety were ever required of a parent to entitle his child
to circumcision. Piety or faith ought not then to be
demanded as necessary in parents to the baptism of their
children.”

I am sorry to say that thousands of Pedobaptists agree
with every word of this unscriptural stuff: yet they are
5o far from thinking it an objection to the doctrine that
baptism is thé Christian circumcision, that they seriously
believe it an argument in its favour. Others, on the con-
trary, think more correctly, that granting church privi-
leges to those who do not even profess the circamcision
of the heart, is a crying sin of both dispensations. These
also think that the agreement of the two dispensations, in
this feature, is an evidence that circumcision and bap-
tism are the same seal.

9. ¢ Circumcision imported that its subject was enti-
tled to all the promises made to Abraham concerning hie
natural seed. Baptism, its substitute, therefore, imports
that its subject is entitled to a share in all the temporal
blessings promised to the seed of Abraham.”

In reply, I would remark, that if either of these pro-
positions be true, then Providence has deprived very
many of their rights. Instead of this, I would say that
circumcision is a seal of the righteousness of faith, and
baptism is the same. We shall then have the Scriptures
on our side, as has been already proved.

10. ¢ Circumcision was a token or sign in the flesh, of
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the covenant made in the seventeenth chapter of Gene-
sis ; Baptism, is therefore, a token or sign in the flesh,
of the covenant made with Abraham in the seventeenth
chapter of Genesis.”

- I answer, as it has been proved that the best Baptist
authorities answer, that the seventeenth chapter of Gen-
esis contains a revelation of the covenant of grace. I
moreover answer, that circumcision and baptism are
only different forms of the same sign or foken of the
one covenant of grace in different administrations. It
is possible that the objector here means to reneéw his in-
sinuation that baptism cannot be a token of the covenant,
because it is a watery one. If so, I would again remind
him, that the token of the Noachic covenant was a wa-
tery one. ¢ Ido set my bow in the cloud, and it shall
¢‘be for a foken of a covenant between me and the
¢ earth.”’ (k) ,

11. ¢ Circumcision was not to be performed in the
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Bap-
tism, its substitute, is, therefore, not to be performed
in these names.” :

* My answer is, that if I believed, with a certain
objector, that the second of these adorable persons is
not the supreme and eternal God, and that the third
had no existence until the day of Pentecost, then I would
not baptize in this name. It is for this reason, that some
moresincere and consistent Unitarians have actually ceas-
ed to'baptize in the name of the Trinity. But as this
Tnune God has instituted circumcision and baptism, and

. ' (k) Gen. ix. 13,
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made them one and the same seal, we administer the
Christian form as he has directed, without knowing or -
inquiring what words were originally used in the Jewish
Jorm.

12, ¢ Circumcision was identified with the law of
Moses, (John vii. 23.) and shared the same fate. Bap-
tism is, therefore, identified with the law of Moses,
and must share the same fate.”

I answer, that according to Gill’s understanding of the
passage referred to, it affords no better argument against
the doctrine that baptism is the Christian circumcision,
than against the doctrine that the first day of the week
is the Christian sabbath. But the whole objection rests
upon ground which is perfectly preposterous; that be-
cause one form of a seal is abolished, therefore its sub-
stitute must be abolished. He might as well say that
because a drafted militia-man stays at home, therefore
his hired substitute must stay at home.

13, ¢ Circumcision has cems to such a crisis that who-
soever is circumcised, Christ shall profit him nothing ;
therefore, baptism, its substitute, will also come, or has
now come, to such a crisis, that whosoever is baptized,
Christ shall profit him nothing.”

I answer, that this is true enough with respect to that
baptism which lays a man’s conscience perfectly asleep,
from the mement of his coming up out of the water.
The reason is, that he puts his baptism in the place of
Christ, as the Jews put their circumcision in the place
of Christ. Therefore, as they reject Christ, he will
profit them nothing. But there is one sort of circumci-
sion which has not yet come to that crisis. It is that
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[the infant] was about to die, one hour before it was
eight days old, the Jews would not circumcise it. If
baptism came in the room of circumcision, why then do
many seem so anxious to have their infants sprinkled be-
fore they die!! This is a fifteenth contradiction of the
doctrine of substitution, in which the practice of the
Paido-baptists differs from their principles.”’(m)

I could answer this objection by observing that his fif-
teenth is the same as his third, which I have answered
already. My Opponent’s endeavour to multiply objec-
tions, by making one serve for two numbers, reminds me
of a defence which I once heard before a Session, by a
delinquent who was charged with abandoning church
ordinances. He very formally said, ¢“I will divide my
¢ defence into three parts. The First; The Presbyte-
¢ rians signed a petition to stop the mail on the Sabbath,
¢ 50 that my son in Indiana might be killed by the In-
¢ dians, and I not hear of it, till it would be a day too
¢late. The Second; The Presbyterians want to join’
¢ church and state. The Third the same as the first.”’
Although the Moderator of the Session asked him if it
was not through mistake, that he had made ¢¢ the third
the same as the first,”” he insisted upon it, and it was so
recorded. As I do not expect my Opponent easily to

-~ relinquish his fifteenth reason, I have allowed it to him,
although it is the same as the third, and although it
really does not deserve to be uttered and repeated, any
more than the old gentleman’s objectlon to stopping the
mail on the Sabbath .

(m) Spur. Dcb. p. 226.
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16. I am reminded by a friend,(n) that my Opponent
has urged as one objection, that ¢ Pedobaptists are bound
to sprinkle all infants of sprinkled parents.”

As this is the same as the eighth, my answer to it has
been given under that number. He might as well object,
in the next place, that the Pedobaptists want to join
church and state.

17. My Opponent has, moreover, Sﬂ.ld, ¢ that among
the Jews, good and bad alike eat the Passover on the
- ground of circumcision.”(o)

In answer to this, I would remind you of the sorrowful

confession of pious and candid Baptists, like Mr. Great-
rake, who mourn, that good and bad too often eat the
Eucharist, on the ground of adult immersion. This fact,
therefore, will argue more for than against the sameness
of circumcision and baptism.
- 18. In reply to some of Dr. Mason’s remarks concern-
ing hereditary descent, my Opponent concludes that,
according to our system ¢ The children of the flesh are
counted for the seed,”(p) contrary to the Apostle’s de-
claration that ¢ They which are the children of the
¢ flesh, these are not the children of God ; but the chil-
¢ dren of the promise are counted for the seed.”(q)

To this I answer, that ¢‘the children of God” and
¢ the seed”” here mentioned, are the members of the in-
visible church ; and the Apostle’s remark was made ta
shew that membership in the church invisible was not al-
always according to hereditary descent, among Jews or

(n) Mr, Lowry, in his written abstract, now before me.
2 Iﬁowry s Abstract. (r) Spur Deb. with me, p. 400.
om, ix. 8.
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Christians ; although a right to visible church member-
ship descended from parent to child, among both Jews
and Christians.

19. In order to help out my Opponent with a round
number of objections, permit me to notice one of Mr.
Gale’s, as reported by Dr. Wall.(r) It is that Pedobap-
tists cannot account baptism to be instead of circumci-
sion, because purification of heart and life is instead of
it. This, however, is in opposition to my Opponent’s
doctrine, that it never was ¢‘ a sign of the circumcision
of the heart.” Here then, we have two errorists tak-
ing directly opposite ways to arrive at the same point.
The object of both is, to prove that baptism cannot be
the Christian circumcision. With this view, one of them
rejects the circumcision of the heart, in order to de-
prive us of those texts, which shew that spiritual cir-
cumcision and spiritual baptism are the same ; but the
~ other boldly asserts the circumcision of the heart, in
order that he may makeit the sole successor and substi-
tute of the outward form, to the exclusion of baptism,
which the scriptures represent as a visible substitute 3
while ‘they always teach inward circumcision, both be-
. fore and after the change of the outward form.

20. But the most powerful objection of all, I have
reserved for the last. It is a supposed necessity that a
substitute should perfectly ¢¢ quADRATE” with its prin-
cipal. He in:sists upon it that this quadration must be
‘universal and perfect ; so that if one feature of differ-
ence, howsoever minute, can be ascertained between

(r) Defence, p. 233. -
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Mr. Gale’s position that purification of heart and life is

K k
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effusion of blood.~ 2. In its being administered usually
to the head, forehead, or face. 3. In its being lawful to



( 260 )




Digitized by GOOS[@



(262 )

coriciled? Is not a change from the shedding of blood
to the application of water as important as changing the
part of the body to which the seal is-applied? Is not'a
change from blood to water as important as ‘subtracting
¢ one hour” from elght days? and is it not as essential as
any feature of difference which can be discovered be-
tween circumcision and baptism? If so, then all the
. twenty objections, according to my Opponent’s new
principle, have no more weight against the identity of
the two rites, than my thirty objections have against the
vicarious standing of the military substitute.

“But in taking his new ground, my Opponent would
persuade you that he has reserved a secure refuge. He
says, ¢ If a military substitute performs all the duties
¢ incumbent on the principal, he is completely a substi-
¢ tute, although his person might differ in one. hundred
¢ respects from him.” ‘This, however, is so far from
being a formidable principle to the Pedobaptists, that it
is the very ground upon which their doctrine rests. We
admit that the Christian rite differs from the Jewish, in
five non-essentjal particulars, just as one man may differ
from another in a hundred non-essential particulars; yet
we say that baptism and circumcision have the same es-
sential quahtles, as seals; just as these two men may be
able to perform the same essential dutles, as soldiers. In
despite of all my Opponent’s sophistry on this subject,
it has been shewn that circumcision is an initiatory seal;
so is baptism : circumcision is a sign of pardon and jus-
tification § so is baptism: circumcision is a sign and
means of sanctification ; so is baptism. And while they
agree in these essentials, (as it has been proved at large
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called for the name; but my Opponent had, by that
time, become so modest, that I could not distinguish
what name he announced. However, here we have it in
the Doctor, whose pamphlet I have taken the trouble to
bring along with me. His words are as follows, viz. €I
¢ had been accustomed to hear it said, that baptism
¢ was established in the Christian church, in the place
¢ of circumcision under the Jewish economy. In
¢ my investigation of the subject, I found that that
¢ opinion was comparatively of a recent date. I'could
¢ not find in church-history or any where else, that it
¢ had been introduced earlier than the sixteenth cen-
¢ tury, and for the first time by Calvin and Beza.”(w)
While I was proving to you that the early church agreed
with the scriptures in calling baptism a seal, it became
necessary to read some testimonies from the Fathers,
which shew, at the same time, that they considered it as
coming in the place of circumcision. Notwithstanding
this, my Opponent renews his gross assertion, immedi-
ately after he had retreated from his quadrations, no-
ticed a few minutes ago. He says, ¢ The quotations
¢ read from Dr. Wall’s History does not disprove our
¢ assertion, that Calvin and Beza were the first who in-
¢ troduced baptism in the room of circumcision, in the
¢ sense contended for by Mr. M¢Calla.”(x) v

Asjthe testimony of the church on this subject, be-
longs to the fourth general topic, it was my intention to
reserve it for that place. Its anticipation, we hope, will
be excused, especially as it will occupy very little time.

(w) Fishback’s Letters, p. 69. (z) Spur. Deb. p. 237.
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The evidence is plain, and, strange to tell, it may be
found in that very paragraph of Dr. Fishback’s book,
from which I have just now read an extract. He there
informs us that ATHANASIUS, who lived twelve hundred
years before Calvin and Beza, says that ¢ Circumcision
¢¢ was appointed on the eighth day, to be a figure of that
¢ regeneration made by baptism.”

His cotemporary, EpiPHANIUS, says, ¢ The law had
¢ the patterns of things in it; but the truth of them is
¢¢ in the gospel. The law had the circumcision in the
¢ flesh, serving for a time, till the great circumcision
¢ came, that is baptism ; which circumcises us from our .
¢¢ sins, and seals us unto the name of God.”(y)

His contemporary, AUGUSTINE, speaks as follows, viz,
¢ Yet we may besides take a true estimate, how much
¢¢ the sacrament of daptism does avail infants, by the
¢ circumeision which God’s former people received.
¢¢ For Abraham was justified before he received that, as
¢¢ Cornelius was endued with the Holy Spirit before he
¢¢ was baptized: and yet the Apostle says of Abraham,
¢¢ that ‘ he received the sign of circumcision, a seal of
¢ the righteousness of the faith,” by which he had in
¢¢ heart believed, and it had been counted to him for
5 righteousness. Why then was he commanded thence-
¢¢ forward to circumcise all his male infants on the eighth
¢¢ day, when they could not yet believe with the heart,
¢¢ that it might be counted to_them for righteousness,
¢¢ but for this reason, because the sacrament itself is of
itself of greatimport? Therefore, as in Abraham

(y) Wall’s Hist. Chap. 21, Sect. 5.
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¢ the righteousness' of faith went before, and circum-
¢¢ cision the seal of the righteousness of faith came after;
¢¢ 50 in Cornelius the spirit of sanctification by the gift
¢ of the Holy Spirit went before, and the sacrament of
¢¢ pegeneration by the laver of baptism came after. And
¢ as in Isaac who was circumcised the eighth day, the
¢ seal of the righteous ness of faith went before, and (as
¢ he was a follower of his Father’s faith) the righteous-
¢ ness itself, the seal whereof had gone before in his in-
¢ fancy, came after ; so in infants baptized the sacra-
¢ ment of regeneration goes before, and (if they put in
¢ practice the Christian religion) conversion of the
¢ heart, the mystery whereof went before in their body,
¢ comes after.”’(2)

AUSTIN, moreover, tells us concerning Chrysostom,
¢ Even he, as well as the martyr Cyprian, teaches, that
¢ the circumcision of the flesh was commanded in the
¢ way of a type of baptism.” He then quotes the words
of Chrysostom, which are the same as those of Basil;
after which he adds, * You see how this man, establish-
¢¢ ed in ecclesiastical dactrine, compares circumeision to
¢ circumcision, and threat to threat: that which it is,
¢ not to be circumcised on the eighth day; that it is,
¢ not to be baptized in Christ: and what it is, to be cut
¢ off from his people; that it is not to enter into the
¢ kingdom of heaven.” And yet you [Pelagians] say
¢ that in the baptism of infants there is no putting off the
¢ flesh, that is, no circumcision made without hands;
¢ when you affirm that they have nothing which needs
¢ to be put off: for you da not confess them to be dead

(2) Wall’s Hist. Chap, 15, Sect, 3.
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¢ from sin, that they may be saved. Both the home-born
¢ and the foreigner, the just and the sinful, must be cir-
¢ cumcised by the forgiveness of sins, so as not to prac-
¢ tice sin any more: for no person comes to the king-
¢¢ dom of heaven but by the sacrament of baptism.”
¢ You see, he excepts no person, not an infant, not one
¢ that is hindered by any unavoidable accident.”(c)

BasiL, in reference to that text which occasioned the
last sentence quoted from Ambrose, speaks as follows,
viz. ¢ A Jew .does not delay circumcision, because
¢ of the threatening that every soul that is not circum-
¢ cised the eighth day shall be cut off from his people :
¢ and dost thou put off the eircumcision made without
¢ hands in putting off the flesh, which is performed in
¢ baptism, when, thou hearest our Lord himself say,
¢ ¢ Verily, verily, I say unto you, except one be born of
¢¢ ¢ water and of the Spirit, he shall not enter into the -
¢ ¢kingdom of God ?’ ”’(e)

CyPRIiAN, and the rest of the Bishops who were pre-
sent at the Council; sixty-six in number, in their letter
to Fidus, in favour of baptizing a child before he is eight
days old, notwithstanding the law of circumcision on that
point, argue ‘as follows, viz. ¢ That the eighth day was
¢¢ observed in the Jewish circumcision, was a type going
¢ before in a shadow and resemblance, but on Christ’s
¢¢ coming was fulfilled in the substance. For because
¢ the eighth day, that is, the next to the sabbath day,
‘¢ was to be the day on which the Lord was to rise from
¢ the dead, and quicken us, and give us the spiritual

(c) Wall’s Hist, Chap. 13, Sect. 2. () Tbid. Chap. 12, Sect. 5.
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¢¢ cireumcision, this eighth day, that is, the next day to
¢¢ the sabbath, or Lord’s day, was signified in the
¢ type before; which type ceased when the substance
¢¢ came, and the spiritual circumcision was given to us.
¢ So that we judge that no person is to be hindered from
¢¢ obtaining the grace, [or, as it is elsewhere expressed,
¢ ¢ it is not for us to hinder any person from daptism,’]
¢ by the law that is now appointed : and that the spirit-
¢¢ val circumeision: [that is, baptism,] ought not to be
¢ restrained by the éircumcision that was according to
¢¢ the flesh : but that all are to be admitted to the grace
¢ of Christ ; since Peter, speaking in the Acts of the
¢ Apostles, says, ¢ The L@rd hath shewn me that no per-
¢¢ ¢ son is to be called common or unclean.’ *(f)

JusTIN MARTYR says, ¢ We also who by him have
¢ had access to God, have not received this carnal cir-
¢ cumcision, but the spiritual circumeision, which
¢ Enoch, and those like him observed. And we have
¢ received it by daptism, by the mercy of God, because
¢ we were sinners : and it is enjoined to all persons to re-
% ceive it by the same way.” A work entitled ¢ Ques-
¢ tions to the Orthodox,” is ascribed to Justin Martyr.
My Opponent, in his spurious publication against Mr.
Walker,(g) recognizes its authenticity. In answer to
the question, why, if circumcision were a good thing,
we do not use it as well as the Jews did ; the answer by
Justin is, ¢ We are circumcised by Baptism with Chrisf’s
etreumcision.”’ (k)

Thus s this doctrine clearly traced from Augustine

2 ) Wall’s Hist. Chap. 6. Sect. 1. (&) p. 103,
) Wall’s Hist. Chap. 2. Scct. 1. 2.
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zing them : as I hope to shew under the fourth Topic of
this discussion.

After your hearing my sentiments and the sentiments
‘of the Christian Fathers so distinctly, it is perhaps diffi-
cult for you to imagine what my Opponent means, when
he pretends that their view of this doctrine is different
from ¢¢ the sense contended for by Mr. M¢Calla.” If these
be not words spoken at random, I would conjecture that
he may refer to their imitation of the Apostle Paul, in
speaking of the Christian church as a spiritual and
even celestial dispensation, of which the Jewish church
was, in a certain sense, only a figure. Circumcision is
called ¢¢a figure” of baptism, by Athanasius. Epi-
phanius callsit a pattern. Chrysostom, as reported by
Austin, calls it a Zype. Cyprian calls it “a' type
going before in a shadow and resemblance.”” This,
however, is owing to the superior spirituality of
the Christian dispensation; for which reason, Paul
calls the New Testament church, ¢Jerusalem which
is above.”(#) For this reason, Augustine, Chrysos-
tom, and Basil, call baptism, the circumcision made
without hands; and Cyprian and Justin Martyr call
it the spiritual circumeision: or rather the latter of
these, who lived before them all, says, ¢ We have re-
¢ ceived it by baptism.”  Epiphanius calls baptism
¢ the truth of”’ circumcision. Cyprian calls it ¢ the
¢¢ substance” of circumcision. They all used this lan-
guage, however, not to deny that the one has come in the
place of the other, but to express that doctrine ; because
every one knows that now, the substance has come in

(i) Gal. iv. 26,
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place of the shadow, and the anti-type in the place of
the type. And that they do this in the sense in which
I understand Paul’s words, where he calls baptism the
circumcision of Christ, is evident from the fact that seve-
ral of them give my explanation to that text; besides
~ which Chrysostom calls our circumcision, the grace of

baptism ; and Justin expressly says, ¢ We are circum-
cised by baptism with Christ’s circumcision.” While
- . they thus considered them the same in substance, it has

" been already shewn that they considered circumcision a
seal, and baptism a seal. They evidently therefore held
the doctrine of the proposition now under discussion,
from ten to fifteen hundred years before Calvin and Beza
came on the stage.

~ After ‘what has been said, we shall consider it certain,
because it has been proved to be true, that there isa real

- distinction between the substance of a seal, and the form
of a seal; that circumcision and baptism are denominated
a seal by the scriptures and the early church ; that they

" are both the initiatory seal of the church in their respec-
tive dispensations;-that they are both signs of pardon
and justification ; and both signs and means of sanctifi-
cation ; that Christians are called the circumcision j and
that baptism is called the circumeision of Christ; that
the real points of difference are comparatively few, and
these relating to the form, and not to the substance, and
therefore not forbidding the substitution of baptism for
circumcision, any more than a superiority in health, sta-
ture, activity, and bravery, would forbid the acknow-
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ministering this seal to infants is contained in the follow-
ing words, viz. ¢ This is my covenant which ye shall
“ keep between me and you, and thy seed after thee;
¢ every man-child among you shall be circumcised.
¢¢ And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and
¢¢ it shall be a token of the covenant betwixt me and
¢ you,” ¢ And the uncircumcised man-child, whose
¢¢ flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall
¢ be cut off from his people ; he hath broken my cove-
¢ nant.(j) Now, as the particular form here enjoined,
has been abrogated, while the substance of the seal con-
tinues under the form of baptism ; and as we have no
more right to decline obeying a divine command, than
we have to invent a religious ordinance, this command
must remain obligatory until it is repealed ; and if it has
not yet been repealed, it is now binding; so that my first
argument for infant-baptism, drawn from a divine com-
mand, will stand good. That it is not repealed, then,
will be the subject of fifth and last proposition.

PROPOSITION Ve

THE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS SEAL TO INPANTS HAS NEVER
SINCE BEEN PROHIBITED BY DIVINE AUTHORITY ; THAT IS,
THIS COMMAND oF Gop, ORIGINALLY GIVEN IN THE OLD
TESTAMENT, 18 NoT REPEALED IN THE NEW TESTAMENT,
BUT RATHER CONFIRMED.

As T have already exposed every thing of my Oppo-
nent’s, which could be considered an effort to prove a

(/) Gen. xvii, 10, 11. 14, -

PR
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¢¢ blood of Christ, and have the passive work of the Spi-
¢ rit on their souls, and so enter into heaven ; but this
¢ is not the sense of
that ¢ It is as if our ]
¢ these children fron
¢ lively emblems of
¢¢ church state, and o
¢¢ dom of heaven: by
¢ to you, what conve
¢ a place in my chur
¢ my kingdom and g
If I understand th
mits that by ¢ the kin
of heaven,’ our Savi
gospel church-state ;
ness above. Even w
dom is not of this \
stands him to mean *
¢ includes the whole
¢ ble church-state v
¢¢ grace.”(m) That
mean the visible chu. vy 1o wuunis su wy wppuave. o
eighth argument against the ecclesiastical identity of the
Jewish and Christian societies.(n) The same general
statement may be made concerning John’s preaching,
‘“ Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.”
¢ By which is meant not the kingdom of glory to be ex-
¢ pected in another world,” says Dr. Gill; It is the

él) Gill on Matt. xix, 14, (m) Gill on John xviii. 36,
n) Spurious Debate, p. 229,
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Again, I say unto you, that many shall come from
4¢ the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham
¢ and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven ; but
¢ the children of the kingdom shall be cast out into ut-
¢ ter darkness.”(r) On this passage, Dr. Gill correctly
remarks that ¢ the kingdom of heaven’ means ¢ The
¢ church of God, whieh is his kingdom on earth.” When
Jews sat in this kingdom, their infants sat with them,
by express permission from the king himself. His
language then was, ¢ Suffer little children to come
% ynto me, and forbid them not, for of such is the
¢ kingdom of heaven.” When this great Head of
the church appeared in the flesh, to commence a new
administration of this same kingdom, did he tell them
that a rejection of infants was one of its features? His
language still was, ¢ Suffer little children to come unto
¢ me, and forbid them not: for of such is the kingdom*
¢ of God,” ¢ my church below.” :

This conclusion which is inevitable, Dr, Gill endeav-
ours to avoid, by resorting to the Persic, Arabic, and
Syriac translations; the last of which is far the most
ancient, and the one on which he most relies ; as he con-
siders ' the first of them ¢ rather paraphrasing than
translating.”’(s) - From this he endeavours to shew that
the persons of whom our Saviour speaks as composing.
his church below, were net real infants, but such adults’
as Yesembled infants. The importance of our resembling'
infants, is a sentiment which is certainly contained in’
both the Old and New Testaments :(¢) yet this is so fap

r) Mat. viii. 11. 12, (s) Gill on Mat. xix. 14,
¢) Ps. cxxxi, 2. Matt, xviii. 1—6. Mk. x, 15,
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ples : two or three must suffice. The little Lexicon of
Gutbirius explains pDAIK by the Latin word TALIS,
such as, and refers to Matt. ix. 8. to prove it. Here .
the Syriac Version is as follows : ¢ But when this multi-
¢ tude saw, they feared and glorified God, that he had
¢ given power, DAIK ENA, such as this, to the sons
¢ of men.” This was occasioned by our Saviour’s heal-
ing ¢ the sick of the palsy ;” an outward miracle intend-
ed to set forth his omnipotent energy in healing our in-
ward diseases; just as our Saviour held up infants to the
view of his disciples, to set forth the necessity of the
new-birth. But the question is, what power the multi-
tude meant, in the view of the Syriac Translators,
when they spoke of a ¢ poswer such as this” act of heal-
ing? Did they mean the outward miracle, or the in-
ward grace ? 'That they meant the latter, no man from
Syria, Persia, or Arabia, is simple enough to believe :.
if they meant the former, Dr. Gil’s whole fabric of

. Syrian resemblances tumbles to pieces. On this subject
every man of common sense is compelled to adopt one
opinion, and Dr. Gill among the rest, as may he seenin
kis Commentary. If, then, when the multitude spoke of
é power, DAIK ENA, such as this,” they meant literal-
ly, the power of working miracles, and not figuratively,
the power of saving souls, which resembled it ; let us
_ then be consistent, and interpret such expressions literal-
ly of infants, and not confine them by figures, to pro-
fessing adults, because they resemble infants. This there-
fore settles the meaning of Dr. Gill’s parallel passage,
just now quoted 3 ¢ Whosoever shall receive as this lit-
¢ tle child in my name, receiveth me.”” There is also
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tism in the case of unmarried and bereaved believers,
(a whim of his own,) he says, ‘ PRECIPUE TAMEN CIRCA
< pARVULOS § but especially concerning little ones 5 the
very name which Jerome gives to the children which
our Saviour blessed. Then Tertullian, knowing that
this passage lay in his way, observes, ‘AT QUIDEM
¢¢ DoMINUS, NOLITE 1LLOS PROHIBERE AD ME VENIRE.
¢ The Lord indeed saith, Forbid them not to come unto
€ me 2’ a prohibition, the application of which to infant-
baptism he never once denies, but only urges pruden-
tial reasons for delaying obedience, ¢s1 NON TaAM
¢¢ NECESSE, except when absolutely necessary.”’

- As Robinson, in his History of Baptism, saw that this
testimony was fatal to his cause, he directed his artillery
against our understanding of the word, PARVULOS, little
ones, pretending that it meant adults. After all Dr.
Gill’s ingenuity on the subject of resemblances, he found
that the Syriac could not help him out, if those were
real infants whom our Saviour blessed. He thinks that
there is evidence in the little Greek pronoun, avra, them,
in Luke xviii. 16. ¢ which shews that these infants were
““not new born babes, or children at the breast, but
¢¢ such as were more grown up, since they were capable
¢ of being called to, and of coming to Christ.”” In op-

- posing this flimsy conceit, I need not lay much stress
upon the Ethiopic Version which he confesses is point-
edly against him ; I shall be satisfied with proving that
the infallible original, to which he has appealed, is
against him. If it can be shewn that these children
were not adults, then our Saviour’s calling, avea, them,
unto him, will shew that he expected the call to be an-.
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As to the word Brephos, Symmachus renders Ps. viii.
2, ¢ Out of the mouth of babes, ppepory and sucklings,
¢ thou hast perfected praise.”” He, of course, meant
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however, both the connexion and the nature of things
are in our favour. With regard to the doctrine of re-
semblances, would it not be as well to hold up lambs or
doves to the audience, and say, ¢ of such is the church

below,”” meaning, ¢ of such adults as resemble these
lambs or doves in innocence ?”> But suppose that they

were Dr. Gil’s adults instead of infants, who were set

forth to the audience. - Then it would mean, ¢ of such

adult$ as resemble these adults, is my church below.”

But let us see how the connexion supports this interpre-

tation. Is it said that these persons came to Christ them-

selves? No, their parents brought them; ‘“and his

disciples rebuked those that brought them,” from the

apparent impropriety of obtruding children, such as Ig-
natius was at that time, (for he is said to have been one
of these infants,) upon the attention of one who was so

much occupied with adults. But the context says,

moreover, that ““he took them up in his arms,” or, as
the Syriac says, ‘upon his arms,” or, ¢“into his bosom,”

according to the Ethiopic and Persic translations, as re-

ported by Dr. Gill: so that the context and exigency of
the case conspire with the best usage and the most au-

thentic definitions, to prove that our Saviour held lite-

ral infants in his arms, and that, of such literal infants,

he declared his ¢ church below’” to be composed. If
then, they be members of the Christian church, they

became so, by receiving baptism, the initiatory seal ;

wherefore, instead of a repeal of the Old Testament law -
on this subject, we here have an evident confirmation of
it.
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POINT 1L

JAn inayiréd Apostle so 'recognizéa the sEMINAL HOLINESS of in-
Jants, as to confirm the command for administering to them
the initiatory seal of the church.

¢ For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the
¢¢ wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the
¢¢ husband : else were your children unclean ; but now
¢¢ are they holy.”’(f)

In common with Pedobaptists in general, I am consci-
entiously convinced, that the holiness here attributed to
the infants of believers, is that seminal holiness which
entitles them to the initiatory seal of the church. But
as this is warmly and pertinaciously disputed by the ad-
vocates of other sorts of holiness, I am willing, with the
leave of my hearers, to give a candid and patient atten-
tion to every interfering claim. If, then, ecclesiastical

. holiness be not here intended, what sort was intended ?
Was it spiritual holiness, or domestic holiness, or civil
holiness ? Let us examine their respective claims.

" 1. Spiritual holiffess. Might I not say that this inter-
pretation is quashed by matter of fact? as also, by what
the scriptures say of the small proportion of those who
are sanctified from their birth, whether one or both
parents professed religion. On this subject, I agree with
a remark of my Opponent, in his spurious publication
against Mr. Walker,(g) where he says, ¢ If, then, their
¢ sin or sins, previous to sprinkling, had been forgiven
¢ them, they would have had all their sins forgiven

(f) 1 Cor. vii. 14 (8)p 75,
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¢ them, and would have led lives quite different. They
¢¢ would have been sanctified as well as pardoned : for
¢¢ pardon, justification, sanctification, and salvation, are
¢¢ inseparably connected.”
2. Domestic holiness. Dr. Macknight, who misses
very few opportunities of declining from the good old
way, thinks that each of the parties is sanctified or made
fit, by his own affections, to live with the other: else
were their children unholy ; that is, their parents would
not love, nor (on that account,) feed and educate them.
One of the most imposing of his remarks in support of
this theory, is, a very plausible insinuation that the ho-
liness of the children depends ¢‘on their parents living
together.” This, like a thousand other things of his, is a
mere figment of his own fancy. So also is his pretend-
ing that a separation of the parents would deprive the
- children of food and education. Is this the conduct of
a believing father, when deserted by an idolatrous wife?
or would the scriptures have sanctioned a separatien at-
tended with such consequences? As there was a want
of evidence in his Commentary.ang note, he refers for
additional light to his Essay 4th, Section 38th, where
he shews that the word common means unclean ; a thing -
‘which no one denies. He refers also to the 53d Section
of the same Essay, where he endeavours to prove that
the word sanctify has the desired meaning, by referring
to 1 Cor. vii. 14, the very textin question ; thus reason-
ing in a circle, by making the Essay prove the note, and
the note the Essay.
3. Civil holiness. As the former mterpretatxon relat-
ed to the domestic comforts of the married state, this
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relates to the lawfulness of marriage, as a civil transac-
tion. Itisas old as the seventeenth century ; for it was
then urged by the Anabaptists, in their public Debate
with Doctor Featley.(2) The amount of it is this ; that
the sanctification of the parents to each other, is sim-
ply their marriage to each other ; and the holiness of
the children is simply their legitimacy. Dr. Gill es-
pouses this scheme very decidedly ; and rests his whole
defence of it, upon ¢ the Misnic, Talmudic, and Rab-
¢ binic writings!! !’ From these he gives a long quo-
tation, in which he correctly asserts that “‘the word
4 which is used to sanctify, or be sanctified, in the He-
_ ¢ brew language, is used to espouse, or be espoused, no
¢ less than ten times.” He professes to give this extract
¢¢ instead of a thousand that might be produced.” Does
not this armament loom as formidably as the Spanish
Armada? But there is something else belonging to
Spain which can match it exactly. The writings of
Popes and Cardinals, Bishops and Monks, are to the
Roman Catholics, as the Misnical, Talmudical, and Rab-
binical writings are to the Jews, and, (in the present
pinch,) to Dr. Gill: and, mark it well, that the Jewish
writers are not more clear in converting sanctification
into marriage, than the Popish writings are, in convert-
ing marriage into sanctification, or, into a sacrament.
Now it would have been very easy for Dr. Gill to pro-
duce from a Popish writer, one passage, in which mar-
riage was called a sacrament ten times ; and to give this
instead of a thousand that mightT have been produced,

(A) See the 8th page of the Doctor’s account of that combat, -
0o
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Why, then, does not Dr. Gill believe marriage tobe a
sacrament, as well as that sanctification is marriage 2
The evidence for both is much the same, as to weight
and respectability. The one is supported by the tra-
ditionary legends of Jewish Rabbi’s, written several
hundred years after Christ ; the other is supported by
the traditionary legends of Popish Doctors, written
several hundred years after the Apostles. The one is
supported, as Dr. Gill says, by the writings of Jerome,
a Christian Father; the other is supported, as the Pa-
pists say, by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, in Eph. v. 32,
where he expressly says, concerning marriage, ¢ sA-
¢¢ CRAMENTUM HOC MAGNUM EST, fhis is a great sa-
¢ crament.” Here we have Jerome and the Rabbi’s
for the Baptist error, and Jerome and the Doctors for
the Popish error ; all of them living and writing se-
veral hundred years after the Apostles, and having
no more right to an arbitrary dictation ia sacred criti-
cism, than Dr. Gill or the Pope. For this I have
the authority of Dr. Gill himself; for although
he pleads Jewish inventions, to relieve him from a
New Testament authority, which they have never
expounded, yet he refuses to follow them in the very
same view of an Old Testament text which they have
explained. While he is endeavouring to prove that
Paul’s sanctification means marriage, he strengthens
his cause by saying, ¢ So the Jews interpret the
word sanctified, in Job. i. 5. he ESPOUSED fo them
¢ wives.” Yet when you turn over to the Doctor’s
commentary upon Job. i. 5. you find that he pays no
attention to these Jewish espousals, but espouses him-
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self the Christian interpretation of the passage, in such a
manner as to favour our cause in more respects than one.

On this subject, I have a question to propose to the
learned world. I wish information. If marriage is in-
tended in 1 Cor. vii. 14. then I ask, Is there another
instance to be found, in the Greek Scriptures, from
Genesis to Revelation, where the object is governed
by the preposition en 7 In the present text, the suppo-
sed marrying verb is in the Passive voice, and the object
in the dative case, governed, not by the verb, but by
the aforesaid preposition. We have marrying verbs in
the passive, in Mk. x. 12. Rom. vii. 4. Gen. xx. 3.
Deut. xxi. 13. xxii. 22. but these verbs govern the ob-
ject in the dative, without an intervening prepositio
‘We have such verbs in the active, in Is. Ixii. 5. Deu?
- xxv. 5. with which you might collate Ecclus. xxv. 8.
16. 2 Macc. i. 14. but these verbs also govern the dative
of the object, without an intervening preposition. We -
have, moreover, such verbs in 1 Chr. ii. 21. Neh. xiii.
23. Matt. v. 32. xix. 9, 2ice. Mk. vi. 17. x. 11.
Luke xiv. 20. but they all govern the accusative with-
out an intervening preposition. If, therefore, we may
judge by the style of the Apostles, and Evangelists, and
Alexandrian Jews, who formed the style of the whole
nation, it is extremely improbable that Paul meant mar-
riage, when, in the text under review, he spoke of sanc-
tification ; especially, when sanctification does not sig-
nify marriage nor legitimacy in any other place in the’
whole scriptures.

But Dr. Gill well knew, that after the Apostles were
dead, and his Jewish Rabbi’s of a later date came on the
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stage, they cultivated an .invincible hostility, not only to
the New Testament, but to their own most venerable
Septuagint, because it was so eminently useful in illus-
trating and supporting the New Testament. It was
after this invidious apostacy from the ancient style of
their nation, that they began to call marriage, sanctifi-
cation : but as this usage is a mere innovation, perfectly
unknown in the Old or New Testament, it is of no more
authority in controlling sacred criticism, than is a news-
paper published last yearin Modern Greek.

Let us, therefore, turn "to an unadulterated Hellenist
of the first Century, and ask how he would understand
~ the text. ¢ For the unbelieving husband is sanctified
¢¢ by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by

the husband : else were your children unclean ; but
¢ now are they holy.”” That he would never conjecture
that marriage and legitimacy were here intended, is evi-
dent from this important consideration ; that he had
never before heard such language with such a meaning.
Notwithstanding this, the languagé would be per-
fectly familiar, and the meaning perfectly obvious.
Every part of the Old Testament, and every part
of Jerusalem and Judea brings consecrated things to
his view. There he sees a Aoly land and ground ;(7)
holy mountains and hills; (7) Aoly cities and houses,
chambers, instruments, and vessels (%) koly tithes and
first-fruits, gifts, offerings, oblations, and portions 3(J)

(?) Zech. ii. 12. Ex. iii. 5. (7) Is. xxvii. 13, Ps. xcix. 9.
(k) Is. lxiv. 10, 1 Chr. xxix 3. Ez. )Jn 13. Num. xxxi. 6. 1 Sam.

XXi. 5.
() Lev. xxvii. 30, Ez. xlviii, 14. Ex. xxviii. 38, 2 Chr xxxv, 13, Ez.

xlviii. 10. xlv. 14,
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holy garments and crowns ;(m) holy nation, congrega-
tion, and flock,(n) holy persons, and holy seed. (o)

The holy flock here mentioned, Dr. Gill justly con-
siders as meaning ¢‘ Flocks of sheep which were conse-
¢¢ crated and set apart for holy uses, for sacrifices.”
These flocks of sheep Ezekiel expressly compares to
¢¢ flocks of men.” The Doctor reminds us, that in one
of these holy flocks of sheep, there were as many as
thirty thousand Jembs given by king Josiah alone.(p)
The sheep and lambs of these holy flocks, corresponded
with the adults and infants of those ¢¢ flocks, of men.”
which they typified ; for the first-born of the one and
the other were sanctified, or made holy, to the Lord.
The Editor of Calmet’s Dictionary, therefore, justly in-
sists, that when our Saviour said to Peter, ¢ feed my
¢¢ sheep,” ¢feed my lambs,” he had regard to the
Apostle’s duty toward the adults and infants of the
church :(¢) and these were assuredly embraced in the
holy seed mentioned by Ezra. Our Hellenistic Jew,
then, would find himself perfectly at home, when ex-
amining the New Testament regulations concerning holy
children ; for they are the holy seed, to which he con--
siders himself as belonging, from his infancy. He
would therefore say, as we have done, that the Apostle
here speaks of | :

4. Seminal holiness. Dr. Macknight and Dr. Gill

m) Lev. xvi. 4. Ex. xxix. 6.

n) Ex. xix, 6. Num. xvi. 3. Ez xxxvi. 38,

0) Ps. Ixxxvi. 2. Ex. xiii. 2. (Comp. Luke ii. 23.) Ezr, ix. 2.

£) On Ez, xxxvi. 38. Comp, 2 Chr. xxxv. 7—9,

¢) John xxi. 15, 16. Taylor’s Fourth LettertoaDeacon of a Bap-

tmtchurch, p. 28.
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think that our scheme refutes itself, by understanding
sanctificatibn in different senses. They should remem-
ber, however, that this is correct with regard to many
words, and with none more than the one in question.
Dr. Pocock, in his notes on the Porta Mosis of Maimo-
nides, says, ¢ NOTISSIMUM EST ET QUOD SANCTUM,
¢ ET QUOD A SANCTITATE LONGISSIME REMOTUM EST @
¢ It is very remarkable that [it signifies] both what is
¢ holy, and what is farthest removed from holiness.”
No Hebrew scholar will probably deny, that it signifies
one who is separated or consecrated to purity, and one
who is consecrated or separated to prostitution ; which
latter sort of comsecration the sacred writers knew to
exist among the Heathen. Yet even in this diametrical
opposition of meanings, you find the general idea of
separation consistently maintained. So it is in the Pedo-
baptist explanation of the text. The Old Testament
law passed an indiscriminate sentence of desecration
upon all foreign and mingled seed. It made no distine-
tion between a child born of a Jew and Heathen, and a
child born of two Heathens. They were both alike un-
holy, and, on that account, not to be circumcised. But
what says the New Testament law ? It informs us that
there is now a distinction between mingled seed, and
that which is entirely foreign ; so that the former is Aoly,
although the latter isnot. The connexion of the believ-
ing with the unbelieving parent, so far separates the
unbeliever from the mass of the Heathen world, that the
child is not, as formerly, polluted by his Heathenism;
but is holy, and, on that account, has a right to the Chris-
tian circumeision, as if both parents were believers.
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which are not married, and many illegitimate adults who
are married. ’

In this procedure there is a grossness of inconsistency
which deserves your particular attention. What Paul
means by the holiness of infants, is the very point in dis-
pute. We say, that it means seminal holiness, or a he-
reditary qualification for initiation into the church, a
meaning which is abundantly established by scriptural
usage. Dr. Gill says, that it means the civil legitimacy
of infants, in which sense it is not used in the Scrip-
tures ; but he evidently wishes his reader to believe that
his Jewish writers support this interpretation by innu-
merable examples. Would you suppose, that after his
dazzling display of ¢ Misnic, Talmudic, and Rabbinic”
authorities, he has not quoted one single proof that even
an infidel Jew ever understood holiness to mean legiti-
macy of birth? The ten cases which he has cited, and
the ten thousand to which he refers, prove, without one
alledged exception, that his Jewish writers considered it
to mean marriage, a signification which is sometimes in-
compatible with the other: for if holiness mean mar-
riage, then Jeptha, the deliverer of Israel, was holy; but
if it mean legitimacy, then Jeptha was unholy. Accord-
ing to the Doctor’s own account, therefore, his interpre-
tation is perfectly destitute of support, from the Bible,
the Talmud, or any thing else.

A few minutes ago, I mentioned that the Doctor dif-
fered from the Jewish writers in their interpretation of
Jobi. 5, and that, on that passage, he favoured our cause
in more respects than one. He agrees with our Trans-
Jators, ¢ Job sent and sanctified them.” The Jews read
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yet when it will serve a turn against Pedobaptism, they
can prove, as Dr. Gill has formally undertaken to do,
that en sometimes means Zo. Notwithstanding this, I
hope to prove from the writings of these men them-
selves, that in such places as our text, it signifies by.
Some time ago, I suggested a very serious doubt,
whether one instance could be found in the whole Greek
Scriptures, from Genesis to Revelation, in which, after
a marrying verb, the object was governed by the pre-
position en. To prove the improbability that- such an
instance can be found, I shewed that the current of
Scripture is against such a construction. But can
it be said that the current of Scripture is against such
a construction, where verbs of sanctifying and not mar-
rying are concerned ? Insuch cases there is nothing
more common than for the object(r) to be governed
by the preposition en ; and there is nothing more com-
mon than that Dr. Gill, and my Opponent, and all
the Baptists, agree with us in translating it by instead
of fo. In order that you may perceive the exact re-
semblance in the censtruction of the text and other
passages, I wish you to mark the way in which it
reads; ‘““For the unbelieving husband is sanctified; N
TE GUNAIKI, by the wife, and the unbelieving wife
is sanctified, EN TO ANDRI, by the husband.” To save
your time we shall quote parallels, in as few words as
possible. They are as follows, viz. ‘I will be sancti-
fied, EN MESO, in the midst, Gill, by the children of Is-
rael.” ¢ I will be sanctified, EN poxE mou, Gill, by my
glory.” - Besides which, half a dozen other examples

(r) Or, I might rather say, the mcans, agent, or author.
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verting, or probability of converting him.”(w) This is
certainly very wide of that marrying or legitimating
interpretation which is, without evidence, attributed to
him by Dr. Gill. His pretext for this may be, that in a
certain instance, Jerome refers Paulinus to Tertullian’s.
explanation of this text. Now, although Tertullian is
very vehemently claimed by my Opponent, it will ap-
pear, on examination, that Tertullian saw nothing of
marriage or legitimacy in this text, but that sort of holi-
ness which is enjoyed in being born of water and of the
Spirit, or, (as he understood it,) in baptism and sancti-
Jication. ¢ Paulinus writes to Jerome this question,
¢How are they holy, when as without the gift of the
¢ grace [viz. haptism] given them afterward. [after their
¢ birth] and preserved, they cannot be saved?”’> Among
other solutions of this question, Jerome refers Paulinus
to the explanation which Tertullian had given of this
text, as follows, viz. ‘‘The Apostle says that when born
¢ of a sanctified parent of either sex, children are holy;
¢ as from seminal prerogative, so from the instituted dis-
- ¢ cipline: [or, the discipline of institution :] else, says
¢ he, were they born unclean : but yet meaning to be
¢ understood thus : that the children of the faithful are
¢ designed for holiness, and so for salvation ; that by a
¢ pledge of such hope he might plead for those mar-
¢ riages which he would have to be continued. Other-
¢ wise, [or, as for any other meaning] he knew well
¢ enough what our Lord had determined, Except one
““be born of water and the Spirit, he shall not enter

(z) Wall’s History, Part. 1. Chap. 19, Sect. 19,
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¢into the kingdom of God.”(v) From such evidence as
*this, Dr. Wall very honestly concludes ¢¢ that Tertullian
¢ differs from them [that is, from Augustine and Pela-

¢ lievers, FIDELES, [according to him, infants can be
¢ made Christians and believers] CHRISTIANA ET EcC-
¢¢ CLESIASTICA INSTITUTIONE ET SACRAMENTIS, by the
¢ Christian and ecclesiastical institution and sacra-
¢ ments.” 'That he here means the sacrament of bap-
tism, which is the initiatory institution of the Christian
church, is evident from the words immediately following

(v) “Hinc enim et Apostolus ex sanctificato alterutro sexu sanctos
procreari ait ; tam ex seminis prerogativa quam ex institutionis discipli-
gz::” &c. See Wall’s History, Part 1., Chap. 4, Sect. 6. Chap. 19,

t. 19. .
(w) Wall’s Hist. Part, 1. Chap. 11. Sect. 11.
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those which have just been quoted, viz. ¢ For neither
¢ are unbelieving husbands or wives, how koly and just-
¢¢ partners soever they have, cleansed from the iniquity
¢ which keeps them from the kingdom of God, and
¢ brings them to damnation ; nor are infants, of how Zoly
¢¢ and just parents soever they come, pardoned the guilt
‘¢ of original sin, unless they [that is, the one and the

¢ other, | be baptized in Christ.(z) The same Father,

in explaining this text in relation to the Apostolic

churches, says, ¢ For there were then ParvuLi

¢¢ CHRISTIANI, Christian infants, that were sanctified,

¢ some by the authority of one of their parents, some by

¢ the consent of both.”’(y) Here he speaks of baptized

infants as those which were sanctified by parental autho-

rity. .In proof that he undoubtedly meant baptismal

sanctification, I would read another passage reported by

Dr. Wall;. according to whom, ¢ St, Austin, in his

¢ questions on Leviticus, has this inquiry ; How it is

¢ meant that Moses should sancfify the high priest,

¢ Lev. xxi. 8. when God says, verse 15, ‘I the Lord

¢ do sanctify him 2’ In answer to which he distinguish-

¢¢ es between the visible sanctification and the invisible:

¢¢ and after some discourse that the invisible is the chief;,

¢ but yet that the other is not to be neglected, says,

¢ ¢ Hence Cornelius and they that were with him, when

¢ ¢ they appeared to be already sanctified invisibly by

¢¢ ¢the Holy Ghost coming on them, were, for all that,

¢ ¢ baptized : nor was the visible sanctification counted

¢ ¢ needless because the invisible was before.” ”(z)

(x) Wall’s History, Part 1. Chap. 19, Sect, 19.
y) Wall’s History, Part 1. Chap. 15. Sect. 2.
(z) Wall’s History, Part 1. Chap. 11. Sect. 19,
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a) Wall’s Hist. Part. 1. Chap. 11. Sect. 19.

‘gb) Bingham’s Antiquities, Book 1. Chap. 1. p. 3, quoted in Wall’s De-

fen:

ce ?_fa'mst Gale, p. 384.
ebr. ix. 10. Wall’s Hist. Part 1, Chap, 11. Sect. 19. '

c
ga)) Baxter’s Report of the Debate, p. 208.
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¢ tify, and holy, is taken in my sense near six hundred
¢ times in scripture, and no where else once in your

(¢) Baxter’s Report of the Debate, p. 208. () p. 64
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shewn from the testimony of Paulinus and Jerome, Chry-
sostom and Augustine, and even my Opponent’s Baptist
brother Tertullian, and his heretical brother Pelagius?

solid exegesis.

We have now given that candid hearing which was
promised, to the respective claims of spiritual, domestic,
civil, and seminal holiness, in the interpretation of 1 Cor.
vii.14. after which it appears plain, that the seminal, or,
if you choose, the ecclesiastical holiness of infants, is in-
tended by the Apostle, when he says, ‘‘For the unbeliev-
¢¢ ing husband is sanctified by the wife, and the ynbe-
# lieving wife is sanctified by the husband : else were
€ your children unclean, but now are they holy:” or
¢¢ designed for holiness ;*’ as the Baptist Father Tertul-
lian paraphrases it ; meaning that by ¢‘seminal prero-
¢ gative,” as well as ¢‘ the discipline of institution,” the
infants of pious parents are designed for baptism ; an
ordinance which Augustine, in conformity with Jewish
and Christian usage, inspired and uninspired, expressly
calls ¢¢ the visible sanctification.” Instead, therefore, of
. a repeal, we here have a New Testament confirmation

i
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of the command for admlmstenng to infants the initiato-
ry seal of the church.

POINT IIIL.

da the Seriptures recognize the discipleship of infants, in-
Jants must be contemplated in our Lord’s command to
his Apostles, to disciple all nations by baptism.

" ¢ Go ye therefore, and feach (disciple) all nations,
¢ baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
“Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to ob-
“serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you:
% and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of
¢ the world. Amen.”(g)

~ The Baptists have two different and contradictory
schemes, for resisting the force of this text. One is, to
make the verb MATHETEUEIN signify Zo Zeach those who
are capable of believing, and thus to exclude infants who
donot believe. The other plan is, to admit and even to
urge that MATHETEUEIN signifies to disciple or make
disciples, but that this discipleing is equivalent to con-
version, which conversion, according to them, the text
makes a prerequisite to baptism ; and thus they exclude
infants who give no evidence of conversion.
- The first of these courses is pursued by Mr. Gale. In
advocating it, Dr. Wall convicts him of as gross stupid-
ity, or dishonesty, or both, as can perhaps be found any
where else.  But admitting, as Dr. Wall certainly
proves, that Mr. Gale was incapable of discussing the
Original, still our Translation has the appearance of

(g) Matt. xxviii. 19, 20.

\
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favouring his cause; for it gives the verb his renderin,
¢ teach all nations.” To this I would reply that the
same Translators have left us the other rendering also.
Their margin reads, ¢ or make disciples or Christians
¢ of all nations.” Dr. Wall, moreover, argues that the
reason of their putting the word feach into the text
. ¢ was, that in the time of making the old translations,
¢ there were no Antipedobaptists (and when the En-
¢¢ gligh Translation was made, none in England,) who
¢ should thence take occasion for theirferho‘r,' viz. to
¢ conclude that infants, though a part of the nation,
¢ must not be baptized, as not being yet taught. All
¢¢ people then understood it thus: That the Apostles,
¢ going into the Heathen nations, must first teach and
¢¢ convert the-adult personsand baptize them; and then
% at their request, baptize their children, into the same
¢ covenant ; and while all took it so, there wis no hurt
¢ in letting the word feach stand.”(h) It is very cor-
rectly granted by Dr. Wall, ¢ that where the circum-
¢ stances of the passage and of the persons spoken of
¢ do shew it to be meant of adult persons now in the
“ state of learning, there o make disciples does import
¢ teaching of them ; and in such places it does often
¢ best fit the construction of the sentence to express it
¢ teach ; because, as I said before, in most places where
¢ the word occurs, the discipleing is by present teach-
¢¢ ing :”’(¢) But, on the other hand, the Dr. observes that
¢ This very thing of choosing a new word on pur-
¢ pose for this sacrament, (viz. discipleing in general)

é{t) Wall’s Defence against Gale, p. 172.
i) Wall’s Defence, p. 176.
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¢ dering of the term MATHETEUSATE. The verb ma-
¢ THETEUO, when governing an accusative, Parkhurst,
¢¢ the Paido-baptist - lexicographer says, signifies ¢ o
¢ ¢ make a disciple.’ p. 412. It is not the nations in-
¢ discriminately, that were commanded to be baptized ;
¢¢ for TA ETHNE, the nations, being neuter, is not the
¢ antecedent to AuTous, [fhem,] which is masculine,
¢¢ and which is the accusative governed by MATRETEU-
¢ saTE. Its antecedent is MATHETAS in the verb Ma-
¢ THETEUSATE. Again the phrase, ¢ teaching them to
¢ ¢ observe all things which I have commanded you,’
¢ respects the disciples exclusively. For Christ did
¢¢ never command natious indiscriminately to observe his
¢ ordinances, but only his disciples. He commanded
¢¢ all nations to repent and believe the gospel, and then,
¢¢ as his disciples, he commanded them to keep his com-
¢ mandments. Hence the word rendered feach in the
¢ 20th verse of Matt. xxviii. is not the same as the
¢ word rendered feach in the 19th verse. It is DIDAS-
¢ KONTES, a word importing the office of a preceptor to
¢ those who had been put under his tuition. ' It is ex-
¢ pressive of that tuition which teachers ewe to their
¢ disciples or pupils. Two things or two classes of
¢ duties were enjoined on the Apostles in this commis-
¢sion. The first was the work of diseipleing or ma-
¢¢ king disciples. The second was the education of those
¢¢ disciples collected into churches or schools. Now
¢ inasmuch as the Apostles were authorized by the law
¢ of Christ to baptize disciples, thislaw, in fact, amounts
“ to a prohibition of the baptism of those who are not
¢ disciples. This I cannot now illustrate better than
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¢ by a reference to the Appendix of Debate with Mr.

the Apostles were commanded to ¢ disciple all nations,
baptizing them.” Yet he tries to criticise us out of the
opinion, that the apostles discipled them in baptizing
them. That adults gave evidence of knowledge and con-
version before baptism, I would not only admit, but in-
sist upon. That they and their infants were formally
discipled in baptism,-I hope to shew. The only obstruc-
tion presented by my Opponent’s argument, is his en-
deavour to shew, that if the apostles baptized disciples,
they must have been disciples before they were baptized,
and, of course, could not be made disciples in baptism.
When I hear such a plea from a man of such pretensions,
I feel considerably inclined to hand him over to that old
lady, by whose common sense, he tells us, he was once
qverpowered, notwithstanding all his philosophy and

(k) Spurious Debate with me, pp. 58, 113, 114,
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divinity.() Not long ago I observed a hausewife send-
ing a messenger with thread to a seamstress. Her com-
mission ran thus; ¢ Remember and tell her that this
black thread is to sew the seams.” My Opponent, on
hearing this commission, would have said, ¢ Madam, if
she is to sew the seams, they must be seams before her
sewing them, and therefore her sewing cannot make
them seams.” If, on receiving this answer, she were to
report the thing to a recruiting officer in the neighbour-
hood, he would probably give a commission to his ser-
geant in the following words; ¢ Go and enlis? that Phi-
losopher, giving him the bounty.” On this commission
my Opponent could meet the officer sword in hand, and
prove that giving the bounty does not make a soldier ;
although he would probably be very reluctant to try the
experiment of receiving the bounty. The following
argument on this subject will quadrate with the ome
which he has given, to prove that baptizing does not
make disciples. It is as follows, viz. ¢ The verb enlist,
when governing an accusative, it is conceded by all mili-
tary men, signifies fo make a soldier. It is not philoso-
phers indiscriminately that are commanded, in this com-
mission, to be enlisted. Philosopher is not the ante-
cedent to Aim; its antecedent is soldier, in the verb
enlist. For our Constitution did never command philo-
sophers indiscriminately to observe the rules and articles
of war, but only United States’ soldiers. It commands
all cititens to obey the laws, and then as soldiers, it com-
mands them to submit to military regulations. As, there-
fore, the bounty was to be given to none but soldiers, they

(¢) Spurious Debate with me, Preface, p. x.
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must have been soldiers before the bounty was given.
Wherefore, giving the bounty, does not make a soldier;
and ¢ ALL MY PHILOSOPHY AND DIVINITY,” my verbs
and accusatives, my antecedents and relatives, would be
perfectly safe in receiving the bounty ; although at the
same time I should not like to try it.”

My Baptist Opponent thinks it of great importance to
prove that our Saviour’s commission does not authorize
the baptizing of the nations but the disciples. But when
this point is gained, how does it help his cause? If bap-
tizing disciples proves that they must have been disci-
ples before they were baptized ; then ¢ Perverting the
_deceitful balances,” proves, that they were decestful be-
fore they were perverted—¢¢ Grind meal,”” means that
it was meal before it was ground—and ¢¢ Stripped the
naked of their clothing,” means that they were naked
before Job stripped them ;(m) which things are absurd.
If, therefore, stripping the naked makes him naked;
if giving the bounty to a soldier makes him a soldier; if
SJalsifying deceitful balances makes them deceitful ba-
lancess if sewing a seam makes it @ seam; and if grind-
ing meal makes it meal, then why may not baptizing dis-
ciples make them disciples 2

Itis certainly my Opponent’s aim to prove that dis-
cipleing does not, in any case, mean mere inifiation, of
which an infant may be the subject; but that it means
that conversion, of which none but an educated or en-
lightened adult can be the subject. It is for this reason
that, instead of ¢¢ disciple all nations,” his New Testa-

(m) Isa. xlvu. 2. Job, xxii. 6. Am viii. 5., on whlch last see Hebr.
and Engl. Margin and Pool’s Annotations on Job, xxii, 6.

T
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ment reads ¢ Convert all the nations.” But let us see
how this will tally with his argument. There he informs
us that, DIDASKONTES, feaching, as well as MATHETEU-

dence of their conversion, they are baptized. It was, as
Dr. Wall intimates, with a view to this process, in the
case of adults, that our English Translators put into the
text the word feach instead of disciple. But their mar-
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all nations, baptizing them.” We then shew that in-
fants were recognized as disciples ; and conclude, that
the apostles must have made them so by baptizing them,
as they were made disciples among the Jews by circum-
cision.

In reference to this severe discipline, which was im-
posed upon Jewish professors and their infants, Peter
says, ‘“ Now, therefore, why tempt ye God, to puta
¢ yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither
¢ our fathers nor we were able to bear?”” Dr. Gill says,
that these disciples are ¢ Gentile believers;’’ thus pro-
bably meaning to frown upon infant discipleship, because
infants cannot believe. He admits, however, that this
yoke embraces circumcision, though he says, that ¢¢ by
it here is meant not circumcision only and barely.” Now
I would ask, What sort of disciples they were, on whose
neck this yoke was first imposed? They were chiefly Jew-
ish infants. I would again ask, What sort of disciples were
they, on whose necks these Judaizing teachers wished to
impose this grievous yoke when Peter spoke? Were
they ¢ Gentile believers” only? No, it was Gentile and
Jewish believers and their infants; which would have
still thrown the burthen of circumcision chiefly upon the
infants, because a great proportion of the adults had been
elready circumcised. This then, shews, that the apos-
tles understood their commission as we do; and, thatin
discipleing all nations, they discipled believers and their
seed, ¢ baptizing them.”

That Jews and Christians thus understood the Old
and New Testaments, cannot be reasonably disputed.
Out of Dr. WalP’s many instances of Jewish usage, I will
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report only one, from Maimonides, as follows, viz. ¢¢ An '
¢¢ Israelite that takes a little Heathen child, or that finds
¢¢ an Heathen infant, and baptizes him for a Proselyte :
¢¢ behold, he is a Proselyte.”’(p) Even Dr. Gill tells us,
that ¢ Jarchi interprets these children [mentioned in
¢¢ Prov. xxxi. 28.] of disciples.” The ancient Christian
usage may be gathered from Tertallian, the great boast
of the Baptists. His views of infant discipleship may
be seen in a passage quoted already under the last point.
He there tells us, that ¢ The Apostle says, [in 1 Cor.
¢¢ vii. 14.] that children born of a koly parent of either
¢¢ sex, are themselves Aoly, [that is fit for baptism,] as
¢¢ well from seminal prerogative, as from the diseipline
¢ of institution [that is, Christ’s institution for making
¢¢ disciples.]’(r) That Tertullian really used this ex-
Ppression to signify the ordinance of baptism, by which
Christ requires us to initiate adult and infant disciples
into the visible church, will appear by another passage,
from the same author, which my Opponent introduces
against Mr. Walker, in the following pompous manner,
viz. ¢ But I have another testimony of Tertullian to
¢ read, which I hope will be heard with all the impar-
¢ tiality you can command. It accounts for more than
¢ the origin of infant baptism. It is douBtless one of
¢¢ the best authenticated testimonies of antiquity.”” He
then proceeds to give Tertullian’s account of certain
unscriptural customs, by which he professed to initiate
and build up disciples, and which, for that reason, this

) Wall’s Hist. Introduction, Sect. 4.
) Wall’s Hist. Part 1. Chap. 4. Sect. 6. The Doctor. has mis-
talken the meaning of the word discipline here, as the Baptists do in other
- places,
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Father calls disciplines, but which my Opponent’s trans-
lation calls practices, as follows, viz. ¢ If you demand
¢ a law for these practices, taken from the scriptures,
¢ we cannot find one there.” He should have trans-
lated it in something like the following manner, v\1z “If,
¢ for these disciplines, and others of the same sort, you
¢ require scriptural authority, you can find none.”’(s)
Among these unauthorized disciplines, we find the signof
the cross, and the use of milk and honey, and trine im-
mersion in baptism. Doubtless, Mr. Walker, against
whom this passage was so vauntingly produced, will
agree with Tertullian, that the sign of the cfoss and the
baptismal use of milk and honey, are unauthorized in
scripture, and that trine immersion or any other im-
mersion, is unauthorized there: but he will also
agree with the same Father in believing that Chris-
tian baptism is Christ’s instituted discipline, by which
discipleship is conferred upon those who have a seminal
prerogative derived from a holy parent of either sex.
These infant disciples are thus initiated into the visible
church and have been considered as visible Christians,
ever since the day that ¢The disciples were called
¢ Christians first in Antioch.” Some infants must have
been thus discipled, immediately after this change of
 denomination, because, in old age they were the person-
al aquaintances of Justin Martyr, who speaks of them
in the following language, viz. ¢Several persons among
¢ us, of sixty and seventy years old, of both sexes, who

(s) *“ Harum et aliarum ejusmodi discifilinarum si legem expostulas
scripturarum, nullam invenies.” This is quoted in a note in Dr. 1. P,
Campbell’s Review of Robinson, p. 133,
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“ were discipled to Christ in their childhood, do continue
¢ uncorrupted.” They were discipled to Christ; an

You cannot now wonder, if I consider it proved, ac-
cording to the tenor of my fifth proposition, that after
the authoritative command recorded in the Old Testa-
ment, “The administration of this seal to infants has
never since been prohibited by divine authority ; that
is, this command of God, originally given in the Old Tes-

(2) 6¢ ex maudwy spabdnzevbacar 7o Zgisw.
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tament, is not repealed in the New Testament, but ra-
ther confirmed.” According to promise, this has been
shewn from what is said in the new Testament, concern-
ing ¢ the membership of infants, the holiness of infants,
and the discipleship of infants.”’

My evidence in favour of a divine command for in-
fant baptism has occupied mere time than is usually spent
on this subject. Respect to the good cause of truth,

~ and to the understandings of my audience, required thatI

should pay a becoming attention to my Opponent’s nu-
merous contradictions and objections. None of these
were advanced against my fourth proposition ; and there-
fore, that proposition, though occupying one-fifth of the
ground of my argumexit, was passed over in a few words.
But when the other propositions were contradicted, it
became necessary not only to refute those objections, but
to develope an unusual portion of the ample stores of
authority, which the scriptures contain in support of
those propositions. These copious proofs are an evi-
dence, not of the difficulty, but of the facility with
which infant baptism is established. They shew, not
the doubtfulness, but the certainty of the divine will.
Neither is this certainty in the least affected, by the fact
that we arrive at the conclusion by a circuitous route 3
since the very same complication has been shewn to at-
tend the argument for female communion and many other
things equally plain. Let any one take the propositions,
and duly consider them, distinctly, and in their mutual
relation, and ponder well the evidence by which they
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are supported, and the conclusion to which they tend,
and he will not wonder that the great body of Christ’s
people, from the beginning, have been Pedobaptists.
"To them the scriptures shew plainly, that, 1.’Abraham
and his seed were divinely constituted a visible church
of God. 2. The Christian Church is a branch of the
Abrahamic Church : or, in other words, the Jewish
Society before Christ, and the Christian Society after
Christ, are one and the same Church, in different dis-
pensations. 3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and
Christian Baptism after Christ, are one and the same seal,
in substance, though in different forms. 4. The admin-
istration of this seal to infants was ence enjoined by di-
vine authority; that is, God once commanded it.

5. The administration of this seal to infants has never .~

singe been prohibited by divine authority ; that is, this
command of God, originally given in the Old Testament,
is not repealed in the New Testament, but rather con-
firmed. Therefore, there is now in force, an unre-
pealed divine command, for administering to believers
and. their infants, the initiatory seal of the Church,
which, under the Christian dispensation, is baptism. If
the premises be true, the conclusion is inevitable: but

_the premises have been proved to be true ; therefore
the conclusion stands ; and my first argument for infant
baptism, drawn from a divine command, is valid, accord-
ing to the infallible word of God.
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ARGUMENT IIL.

APOSTOLICAL PRACTICE. HOUSEHOLD BAPTISM.

According to custom, my Opponent represents the
argument drawn from household baptism as destitute of
Brobabi]ity; and, if I remember rightly, there are some

edobaptists who speak of it, as if it amounted to little
or nothing more than probable evidence. 1 would ask
such persons, upon what sort of authority do they re-
ceive females to communion? Is it probable or certain 2
They will say, with my Opponent, that the evidence is
indubitable, because females are disciples, and for disci-
ples it was instituted. Yet our Saviour gave no express
command to administer it to a female ; there was no fe-
male among the disciples to whom he administered it ;
and there is no express record of Apostolical practice,
in favour of female communion. If, without these, the
evidence is certain, how much more so, if; like infant
baptism, it could be supported by divine command and
apostolical practice. This practice of the apostles wagild
have been taken as positive evidence, fully made out, if
the Acts of the Apostles had recorded several instances
in which Aeads of families communed; because heads
of families would embrace females. Now we have evi-
dence, in the Acts of the Apostles, that they baptized
households, and we hope to shew that households embrace
infants ; and the fact that' some households are without
infants, is of no more avail in the one case, than the fact
that some families have no female head, will avail in the
other. In proving that infants are included in the bap-
tized households of the New Testament, I shall, of
course, make liberal use of Taylor’s ¢ Facts and Evi-
dences,” much of which Dr. Rice, of Virginia, has co-
pied, with valuable additional matter of his own. -

But the strength of our argument cannot be duly ap-
preciated, without giving some attention to that of my
Opponent. He speaks as follows, viz.*

* The reader will notice, that from p. 223 to note () on p. 331, is Mr.
Campbell’s argument.
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know,’ says he, ¢ the household (TEN 0IKIAN) of Stepha-
nas that it is the first fruits of Achaia, and that they have
addicted themselves to the ministry of the saints.” Here
the same family, by the same writer, is called, in the
same letter, both otkos and oikia. Any person that
knows the Greek alphabet can see that this is as I have
said. Where now is the truth of Mr. Rallston’s decla-
ration, p. 19. ¢Hence,” says he, when we read of
Cornelius and his house, of Lydia and her Aouse, of the
Jailer and his house, and of Stephanas and his house, in
all of which, otkos and not otkia is used. He says, not
otkia is used, but here I have shewn thatit is! This
proves the assertion false. And that you may see that it
1s erroneous, we have only to observe that Mr. Rallston
and Mr. Rice and Mr. M¢Calla say, that oikia denotes
servants, as the servants of Cesar’s household, (o1k1A8) as
Mr. Rallston quotes it; and then so to translate it when-
ever it occurs. Thus said Paul, Chap. i. I baptized the
infants, (o1k08) of Stephanas, and Chap. xvi. Ye know
the servants, (01k1A) of Stephanas that they were the

first fruits, &c. and thus make the apostle give a repre-

sentation of Stephanas as a father, in one place, as a

slaveholder or master in another; having servants that

were not servants, but freemen, addicting themselves to
the service of the saints, when they were their master’s
property, and having no time at their own disposal. What

contradictions and inconsistencies appear in a bold ad-

vocate of this human tradition! But that oikos and-otkia

are applied in the bible to the self-same family, and to

the self-same house, will appear from a few references.

I would only premise one remark, viz. that the differ-
ence betwixt the families called oitkos and those called
oikia, is plead upon the allegation that oikos literally
denotes the dwelling place of the master or father of the
house, and that ot4:a denotes the house, cabin, or hut,
in which the servants or slaves lived. It issaid that in
their figurative application the same difference exists,

As oikos signifies the master’s dwelling house, it figura-

tively denotes his children: and as otkiz denotes the
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servant’s house, it figuratively denotes the servants that
Jived in it. The jailer’s house is called, verse 31, oikos ;
in v. 32, it is called oikia ; and in v. 34, it is again call-
ed oikos. Once here it appears evidently to refer to the
family, ¢ Thou shalt be saved, and thy house.” ¢ They
spake the word of the Lord to all that were in his house, .
(o1x1a).” 'This evidently refers to the house, hterally
considered. - And 34, ‘He led them into his house,”
(o1k08) the place of abode. But whatever meaning we
may fix to the word, it affects not the point for which
we contend ; for the fact still remains, and it is undenia-
able, that the jailer’s house is called both an oikos and
an oikia. Mr. M*Calla, or rather Mr. R. from whom
the criticism is taken, aware that otkia is apphed to the
jailer’s house, as well as oikos, will have it, contrary to
- appearance of probability, used -metaphorically, and says
that it means the jailer’s servants, to whom he spake the
word of the Lord. This is an evident assertion to suit
the hypothesis. But suppose we should admit it for
the sake of argument, then how does it stand ? It stands
thus, he preached to the servants, and baptized only the
otkos, the infants!!! The oikia was not baptized, but
the otkos was. Paul and Silas, then, were more success-
ful in discipleing the oikos than the oikia. Mr. R’sin-
fants, they were more easily converted than the ser-
vants. They spake the word of the Lord to all the jail-
er’s servants, but not to his wife nor children, if he had
any! Partial preachers these. Assuredly they were
Paido-baptists!!” ¢ We shall, for the sake of giving
- sufficient data to explode this absurd criticism, here re-
gister more circumstantially and methodically, a number
. of plain evidences or proofs of its falsehood. We shall
first shew that oikos and oikia are used by the inspired
penmen of the New Testament as completely synoni-
mous. The Centurion’s house, whose faith was so famed,
and whose servant the Messiah cured, is, by Luke, in
the VI. Chapter, called, verse 6th, oikia, and in verse
10th it is called oikos. The same house is by Matghew
called oikia, Chap. viii. 6. Jairus, the ruler of the sy-
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nagogue, whose daughter the Messiah brought to life,
had a house, which Luke calls oi%os, Chap. viii. 41 a
and in the same chapter, verse 51, he calls the sam
house otkia. Mark calls the same house otkos, Chap. v.
38, and Matthew calls it otkia, Chap. v. 23. In the pa-
rable. concerning the house divided against itself, which
is recorded by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, it is called
otkia, Matt. xii. 25, also otkia, Mark iii. 25, but it is
called oikos epi oikon, Luke xi. 17. In the parable
concerning the house being attacked by thieves, record-
ed by Matthew and Luke, Matthew calls it otkia, Chap.
xxiv. 43, and Luke calls the same house oikos, Chap.
xii. 39. The same house is called both oikos and oikia
in the same verse, Luke x. 5. Into whatever house,
(oikia) ye enter, say peace be to this house, (0ikos.) The
Messiah calls his Father’s house both oikos and oikia,
John ii. 16, and xiv. 2. The house of Martha and
Mary is called oikos, John xi. 20, and in the same chap-
ter it is called oikia, verse 31. These few instances,
selected from the four Gespels only, will show how much
dependence ought to be placed on such critics, the very
foundation of whose criticisms is laid in a falsehood, viz.
that oikos and oikia literally signify a house, but not the
same kind of a house. We have produced from the very
portion of the Bible where they say this distinction. is
observed with the greatest accuracy, unequivocal evi-
dences that both words are used to denote the same kind
of an house. ‘Many instances more can be produced.
We shall expose the fallacy of this new discovery a little
farther. These sagacious Doctors of divinity say, that-
oikia literally signifies the servants” house, and -meta-
phorically signifies the servants themselves. _Thus Dr.
Rallston, ¢ oikia signifies a man’s household or servants?’
Let us test the correctness of this assertion. Matt. x. 3%.
Salute the house when ye enter it, (otkia) i. e. salute-the
servants only. Matt. x. 13. If the house, (oikia) be
worthy, i. e. the servants. - Matt. xii. 25. Every house
divided, (oikia) i. c. servants, divided come to desola-
tion. The Centurion, whose son Jesus healed, John iv.
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50, believed, with all his house, (oikia ole) i. e. all his
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was composed of adults: four oikoi composed (pas o
otkos) all the house of Noah. The youngest child or jn-
fant in this house (oikos) was about 98 years old. Tﬁs
same otkos occurs 14 times in the first chapter of Num-
bers, and includes under 12 occurrences 603,550 adults
from 20 years and upwards. And so extremely far from
truth and correctness is this criticism, that we can fur-
nish instances where oikos signifies a man’s servants.
Thus Gen. xvii. 27, all the men of Abraham’s house,
oikos, of which there were 318 servants born in his oikos,
were circumcised when Abraham’s eldest’son was 13
years old. Observe, not oikia, household, -but oikos,
house! But observe, God said of Abraham, he will or-
der his children, (hoi huioi) and his household, oikos,
yes, otkos, his servants, not otkia. Joseph was placed
over the house of Pharaoh, (oikos,) 1. e. over all his ser-
vants, noble and ignoble, Gen. xli. 40. Solomon gave
Hiram 20,000 measures of wheat, and 20 measures of
pure oil every year for the use, for the annual consump-
tion of his oikos. Assuredly Hiram must have had many
infants to consume all this!! Again, the whole house of
Jacob is sometimes called oikos, and pan oikia, Gen. 1.
22. xlvi. 31, &c. &c. To round off this bold period of
learned criticism, Mr. Rallston adds, ¢It is true, indeed,
that the English Translators have sometimes rendered
both words Aouse, and sometimes household, but the dis-
tinction is generally observed with accuracy,” (mark
this,) and, adds he, ¢ certainly it would have been better
to have uniformly rendered oikos /fouse, and OIKIA
household, as they have done, (once) Phil. iv. 22.” Now,
courteous reader, [hearer, ] don’t be startled when I tell
you that it is a fact that our Translators, in the New
Testament, have only once translated oikia, housekold,
and oikos three times, and that of forty three times
household in the English Old Testament forty one times
it is otkos, in the Septuagint, and only twice oikia!!
When this is denied, we shall give chapter and verse.
So speaks the Paido-baptist, and so speaks fact. Now
Jjudge ye. Thus I have shewn that the whole of this
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nient to shew that infants belong to households, by as
many authorities as your patience can endure: and after
so much has been said on otkos and oikia by my Oppo-
nent, it is to be feared that indulgence will be almost as
difficult for you, asit is necessary for me.

There are certain principles which are acknowledg-
ed, either expressly or practically, by all men of real
learning, who undertake the explanation of words,
whether in the scriptures or elsewhere. These princi-
ples my Opponent takes for granted, and to them he
virtually appeals for a verdict in his favour. As they
are really in my favour, an express recognition of them
would be an advantage; and the time occupied in stating
them would be compensated by their shewing the bear-
ing of the evidence adduced. They shall be transcribed
from Classical and Theological scholars, and among the
latter, from Baptist as well as Pedobaptist authority.
The celebrated Duke de Montausier, who was the first
promoter of what we call the Dauphin edition of the
Classics, used often to say that in ¢ The difficulties
which occur to us in reading the works of the An-
cients,”’ arising “from our not knowing in what sense
they used such a word formerly,” ¢ the commentator
should endeavour to determine the meaning of the word
in question, by consulting how it is used by the same
author, in other places, where the meaning of it may be
more evident ; or by any other of the same country, and
(as near as may be) of the same times.”(z) On the
same subject, the celebrated Thomas Hartwell Horne,
in his Introduction to the Bible, directs us to ¢ ascertain
the notion affized to @ word by the persons in general,
by whom the language either is now or formerly was
spoken, and especially in the particular connexion in
which such notion is affixed.” ¢ The meaning of a
word used by any writer, is the méaning affixzed to it by
those for whom he immediately wrote. For there isa

(z) Quoted in the Preface of Parkhurst’s Hebrew Lexicon, from
Spence’s Polymetis, p. 286, .
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kind of natural compact between those who write and
‘those who speak a language ; by which they are mutu-
ally bound to use words in a certain sense: he, there-
Jore, who uses such words in a different signification, in
a manner violates that compact, and is in danger of
leading men into error.”” *¢ The received signification
of a word is to be retained, unless weighty and necessary
reasons require that it should be abandoned or neglect-
ed.”’(a) To the same purport, the late Dr. Ryland, an
eminent Baptist clergyman of England, says, ¢ Every
word should be taken in its primary, obvious, and ordi-
nary meaning, unless, there be something in the con-
nezxion, or in the nature of things, which requires it to
be taken otherwise.” ¢ Whenever, by the connexion of
a term, or by the nature of things, we are obliged to de-
part from the primary, obvious, and ordinary meaning
of a word, we should depart as little as possible from
that meaning ; and even with reluctance.”’(b) To these
rules I have no objection, though an experienced po-
lemic will easily perceive that in the construction of
them, Dr. Ryland had his eye on the Baptist contro-
versy. The same prejudice is so obvious in another
rule, as to make it perfectly nugatory. It is as follows,
viz, * Whatever is expressed in scripture, is conclusive
argument : whatever is not expressed, is not conclusive.”
If Dr. Ryland, or my Opponent, or any other person can
shew that female communion is expressed in scripture,
then 1 will shew that infant baptism is expressed there.
But if they consider the communion of disciples an
expression of female communion, then the baptism of
households is an expression of infant-baptism.

The application of the canons now read, to the matter
in hand, is plainly this. There is a dlspute about the
meaning of the word household, as it is used a few times
in the New Testament, in conn.exion with baptism.
The question is, Does this word household include in-

(a; Horne’s Introd. vol. 2. Part. 2. Chap. 2
(6) Taylor’s second publication of Facts and Evidences on the subject
of Baptism, p. 23.
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Jants, as the word disciples includes females? We affirm;
they deny. Both Baptists and Pedobaptists agree that
it must embrace infants, if the following statements can
be made good, viz. 1. The word household and its
cognates, embrace infants, in the ¢ primary, obvious, and
ordinary meaning” of the words. 2. In the disputed
passages, there is nothing connected with the word
household, which requires it to be taken otherwise than
in its ¢ primary, obvious, and ordinary meaning.” 3.
This was the meaning of the word household, among
those for whom the authors of the disputed passages
¢ immediately wrote.”” 4. This was the meaning of the
word household and its conjugates, in other writings of
the same authors, and of cotemporary authors, and
of former authors, Sacred and Profane, with whose
writings they were more or less familiar. These posi-
tions, therefore, I shall, with divine assistance, endeav-
our to make good, in the examination of the following
Greek words and phrases. Ou¥ta, navorxia, agoixia, naca
nagoexio: Ouxog, Aog otxog, mag ovxog, ﬁavbmeom, RAYOLXLOG, TAVOLXLy
ocxodopuca, -outoSo,uq, naga ovxodoun, orxodousw. These we shall
endeavour to consider, as they are used in relation to the
material or spiritual HOUSE, the ecclesiastical or celes-
tial, the national or sectional, the royal or pontifical,
the patriarchal or domestic HOUSE : all of which, if we
mistake not, will confirm and illustrate the doetrine, that
a household includes infants, and that the household bap-
tism of the New Testament is infant baptism.

You now see the scope of my argument, and you see
what ought to be the scope of my Opponent’s argument.
It is incumbent upon me to shew that oixos, house, or
household, and its kindred words, include infants. His
object is properly to shew that they do not inclade in-
fants. Yet is this the aim of the argument which he has
actually given us? The greater part of his time and
strength have been spent in trying to shew the identity
of oikos and oikia. A Baptist preacher of England, Mr.
Anderson, the learned antagonist of the Editor of Cal-
met’s Dictionary, has wasted his strength in the same
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numerous and fruitful their Lydia’s may be, until, for
the honor of the sex, we can obtain some account of their
husbands, as he requires in the case of our converted
Lydia. I hope you now see that instead of laying ob-
structions in our way, by his laborious criticisms on
otkos, and oikia, he has aided in proving, that a Aouse-
hold, whether called by the one Greek name or the
other, ordinarily includes infants. : .

If I understand those who make a distinction between
oikos and otkia, they consider the first as comprehend-
ing the children of the householder, and the second as
including the rest of the family, particularly the servants.
These appear to consider the servants as excluded from
household baptism, because the New Testament says no-
thing of baptizing any person’s oikia, but the oikos only.
As this position was taken by some Pedobaptists, Mr.
Anderson of England thought it, of course, his duty to
say the very contrary. He accordingly makes a great
display of learning to prove ¢‘ that o1k1A signifies family,
exclusive of attendants;” and ¢ that o1kos has the sense
of family, including domestics.”’(d). You may perhaps,
ask how this will comport with my Opponent’s very
positive assertion that ¢ there is no mwore difference
betwixt the use and application of the words oikos and
oikia, than there is between the words brothers and
brethren?’ yet, inconsistent as it may seem, Mr. Ander-
son also labours to prove that they are synonimous ; and
~ it does not lie in my way to dispute the matter with
them. Household circumcision was administered to the
infants of servants, as well as those of the master; be-
cause they were all to be frained up in the way they
should go: and, as for the difficulty suggested by the
circumcision of so many adults in Abraham’s family, this
is removed by inspired testimony ; that they were al-
ready ¢ frained up by him in religious exercises,” as
Dr. Gill expressly admits.(e) On this subject I agree

(2) Ta{!or’s mphlet, entitled, ¢ The Baptists Self-convicted, by the
Rev. William Anderson,” p. 30,
(e) Gen, xiv, 14,
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I.
OIKIA.

This word has, in one instance at least, been the oc-
casion of much stumbling to Baptists and Pedobaptists.
This one instance is 1 Cor. xvi. 15, 16. ‘I beseech
¢ you, brethren, (Ye know the nouse of Stephanas,
¢¢ that it is the first fruits of Achaia, and that they have
¢ addicted themselves to the ministry of the saints,)
¢ that ye submit yourselves unto such, and to every one
¢¢ that helpeth with us, and laboureth.” On this pas-
sage an able writer of our own country, Dr. Rice, in his
Pamphleteer,(0) speaks as follows, viz. ¢ I eonfess,
¢¢ however, that this passage, as it stands in the Original,
¢ presents difficulties in its grammatical structure,
¢ which I do not know well what to do with. I speak
¢ here not as a theologian or polemic, but simply asa
¢ grammarian. And adopt what system of doctfine I
¢ may, the difficulty presses on me : nor do I stand alone
¢ in this case. The harshness and difficulty of the Ori-
¢ ginal has embarrassed every commentator that I have
¢ seen. The best solution of the sentence that I have
¢ met with, is to be found in the pamphlet already
¢¢ quoted, under the title of Facts and Evidences on the
¢ subject of Baptism.” Dr. Rice then gives a long ex-
tract from one of the able pamphlets of Taylor, the English
Editor of Calmet’s Dictionary; a part of which reads
as follows, viz. ¢ The passage..... respecting the
¢¢ household of Stephanas is a tissue of difficulties. The
¢ first remark on it is, that, as it stands, it is neither
¢¢ Greek, grammar, nor common sense. It cannot be re-
¢¢ gularly construed. All commentators have felt this,
¢ and have attempted to force it into sense by supple-
¢ mentary words.” At last this eminent scholar con-
cludes that we should dfep from the text all that part
of the 15th verse, which our Translators have enclosed

(o) p. 58.
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(¢) 1 Tim. iii. 12, (#) 1 Pet.v. 5. (¢) Eph. v. 21
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(o) Ino. xii. 2, (#) Rom. xv, 25.
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Matt. xxiii. 14. Mark xii, 40, Luke xx. 47,
Gen, xxv. 27.



() 2 Tim. ii. 20.
(! De}lt. xxvi. 11,
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(/) 1 Cor. iii. 1.
(m) Jer. xxxviii. 17.

(k) Heb. v. 13,



(n) Gen. 1. 21,
({J) Ez. ix. 6,
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() FJ@
(9) Gen, xlv, 19. xlvi, 5.
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1I.

PANOIKIA.

Taylor quotes from Apocryphal Greek, that Haman
was ‘ hanged at the gates of Susa, SUN TE PANOIKIA,
¢ with all his household ;”’(s) among whom were ten
sons. 'This was in consequence of Esther’s obtaining a
decree, empowering ‘¢ the Jews which were in every
¢ city, to gather themselves together, and to stand for
¢¢ their life, to destroy, to slay, and to cause to perish,
¢¢ all the power of the people and province that would
¢¢ assault them, both little ones and women.”’(¢) This
decree was intended as an offset to a preceding one ¢ to
¢¢ destroy, to kill, and to cause to perish, ali Jews, both
¢ young and old, little children and women.”(u) It must
be evident to'every candid and intelligent person, that
it was Haman’s intention to destroy every Jewish sub-
ject with his whole household, ¢ young and old, lttle
children and womens’’ that it was the intention of Mor-
decai and Esther to destroy every assailant, with his
¢ LITTLE ONES and women :”’ in consequence of which
retaliation, thousands of infants actually perished, some of
whom most probably belonged to the numerous panoikia
of Haman, '

11I.

PAROIKIA.

¢¢ Now these are the names of the children of Israel,
which came into Egypt; every man and his household
came with Jacob.”(v) For household here the Septua-
agint reads Paroikia.(w) Dr. Gill considers it as em-
bracing ¢¢ their families, wives, children, and servants.”
After the armed adventurers of the tribe of Dan had se-
cured Micah’s priest, it is said ¢ They turned and de-

¢t) Esther viii. 11. (u) Esth. iii. 13. (v) Ex.i. 1.

w) I observe that the Margin of Calasio reads sanoiki. This is the
reading of Grab : but the Septuagint of Wechelius, and the Venetian edi-
tion, both weighty, read figroikia.

g) Apocryphal Esther xvi. 18. (Gr. 12.) in Bap. Self-convict. p. 45,



(348 )

Iv.
PASA PAROIKIA or PANOIKIA.

The first is the reading of the Francfort edition, and
the second of the Vatican and others, in Gen. 1. 22. ¢And
¢¢ Joseph dwelt in Egypt, he and his brethren, and a¥/
¢ his father’s numerous household.” Dr. Gill says,
¢¢ Not only he but his brethren and their families.”” The

receding verse shewsthat these families were composed,
in great part, of ¢‘little ones,”” there called oikia. These
infants, then, must, of course, be included in pasa pa-
notkia, which appears intended to magnify etkia doubly.

V.
OIKOS.

Like oikia this sometimes signifies property, BoNa,
FACULTATES, as Hedericus explains it. The Lord said

() Judg. xviil. 21. ®) 'qw
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1. The Material or Mechanical House. For a few
examples we would refer to the house of Zacharias and
Mary ;(g) the house which the owner suffered to be
broken through ;(%) the king’s house, and Aouses of the
people, which the Chaldeans burned with fire.(i) They
burnt moreover the Aouse of the Lord, which was a
figure of the church, with all its members, infant and
adult.(f) Our Translators have once rendered oixos,
temple ;(k) and where they say, ¢ Your house is left
unto you desolate,”’(/) Gill considers it as including ¢ the

z) 2 Sam. xii. 8. ) (a) Cant. viii. 7.
5) Prov. vi. 31 (c) 2 Chr. xxi. 17.
Gen, xli. 40—4. So Gen. xlv. 8. and Acts vii. 10.

¢) Gen. xxxix, 8.
) Gen. xliii. 16. 19. So Gen. xxxnx 4. 5, Ps. cv. 21,

g) Luke i. 40. 56. (4) Luke xii. 39.
7) Jer. xxxix, 8. {) Jer. lii. 13.
k) Luke xi. 51, (%) Matt. xxiii. 38
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m) Ez.xxiii. 47,
o; Isa. xxviii. 16.
(¢

Chap. 10. Sect. 3.
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n) Eazr.v. 8,
) 1 Pet. ii. 5. 6.
r) Hebr. iii. 6. (s) Luke i. 33.
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t) Isa. liv. 1. Comp. Gal. iv. 26. 27.

u) Ps. Ixviii. 6. (v) 1 Cor. iii. 1.
w) Hebr. v. 13. (xg Prov, xxxi. 15,
y) Prov. xxxi. 21,
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corruptions of this ordinance.

(z) 1Pet. {i. 5. (a) Prov. xv. 25,
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4. The Celestial House. The Septuagint makes Job
say, ¢ Hades is my oikos.”’(0) If the unseen world is
. state of departed spirits in
1.(p) There must certainly
r Job referred to this happy
ir Saviour did, in a passage
word, which my Opponent
more than brothers differs
n.my Father’s 01k1a, house,
Some of the mansions in this
fant tenants. So Paul says,
1, an o1K1A, house, not made
eavens.”(r)
As the passages to be ad-
'y can hardly be understood
1tation, it will be well to re-
ities in support -of this im-
Concerning the wicked; Job
niquity for his children.”(s)
t punish them. [the wicked ]
ir own persons, yet he will
dren, for whom he reserves
iiquity.”” ¢ And when they
re of their fathers’ sins, by
» the deserved punishment
1g to Ex. xx. 5.”” The Lord
'ou, your carcases, they shall
.nd your children shall wan-
orty years, and bear your
¢ the punishment of their
tys 3 for, says he, ¢ It was
r children wandered so long
iiah, in speaking for his peo-
re sinned, and are not, and
iities 3”’(u) that is, according
to Dr. Gill, ¢¢ the punishment of them, or chastisement

(v) Job xvii. 13. ) Job xix. 25, (¢) Ino. xiv. 2.
(r) 2Cor v. L. &) Job xxi. 19, (3 Num. xiv. 32, 33.
(u) Lam. v, 7.
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other fact just mentioned; that where house is in the
Original, the word children is often found in the Sep-
tuagint. When Ezekiel distributes his two sticks .to
the two nations into which the twelve tribes had
been long divided, he assigns one to ““ all the Aouse
of Israel,” or to the ¢¢ children” of Israel,(d) accord-
ing to the Septuagint, in such a way as to embrace
every infant in the nation. Many other instances of this
rendering also are at hand.(e) Analogous to this ancient
way of translating Hebrew into Greek, is the way in
which the Ancients rendered Greek into Syriac ; when
speaking not of the national, but of the domestic house,
whether this domestic house be designated by ozkos or

oikia, or pano the children of this house
be mere infar an age to hear the gospel
and receive in . ngenough to be discipled

upon the faith of their parents. In the New Testament
we are told that Paul and Silas spoke the word of . the
Lord to the jailer ¢ and to all that were in his o1KIA,
house.”” The Syriac Translation says, ¢ to all zke
children of his house.” Immediately after we are told
that the jailer ¢¢ rejoiced, believing in God, PANOIKI,
with all his house.” ‘The Syriac says, ‘and, or then,
rejoiced both he and all the children of his house, in the
faith of God.” In the same chapter it is related that
Lydia ¢ was baptized and her oikos, house.” The
Syriac says ¢ and the children of her house.”(f) That
this was done upon her faith, is evident from the language
of her invitation to her instructors, which my OPponent
says, ¢ is the most singular invitation on record.”(g) He
may well be amazed at the whole transaction; since it
not only proves, that through Lydia’s faith, she and her
household was baptized, but gives us reason to believe,
that the joy of the jailer’s household, was just that sort
of happiness which must have been diffused through the
household of Lydia, and is generally communicated to

d) Ez. xxxvii. 16. (e) Joshua xxi. 45. Lev. xvii, 3. xxii. 18.
2 Sam. vi. 5, Jer. ii. 26, Eaz. iii, 1. xii. 24. iv. 3, .
(f) Acts xvi, 15, 32, 34, (&) Spurious Debate with me, p. 2€5.
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the household of a pious Pedobaptist, through the faith
of the head, and the covenant blessings of the baptlzed
members.

6. The Sectional House As the whole natwn was
called a Aouse, so was each section or tribe. To decide
the dispute concerning Aaron’s priesthood, the Lord
commanded Maeses to * Speak unto the children of Israel,
¢ and take of every one of them a rod, according to the
¢ house of their fathers, of all their princes, according
¢ to the house of their fathers, twelve rods.”’(k) These
twelve rods were for the twelve tribes or twelve section-
al houses into which the national house of Israel was
distributed. That each of these ouses had a great pro-
portion-of infants, will not probably be disputed ; espe-
cially as we can give an authentic account of their twelve
fathers, which my Opponent thinks so important in the

-case of Lydia? In this sense oikos occurs in the Septu-
agint as often as fifteen times in one Chapter: In one
- of these places, God says, “Take ye the sum of all the
¢¢ congregation of the children of Israel, after their fami-
¢ lies, by the house of their fathers. ”(z) Gill says, ““.4f-
¢ ter their families ; into which their ¢ribes were divi-
¢ ded : by the HOUSE of their fathers; for if the mother
< was of one Iribe, and the father of another, the family
¢ was according to the #ribe of the father, as Jarchi
‘¢ notes, a mother’s family being never called a family,
¢ as Aben Ezra observes.” Qut of these sectional houses
Moses made a selection of such as were over twenty
years and not superannuated, nor otherwise unfit for war.
The selection shews that the million of children from
whom they were drafted, belonged to the houses as well -
as themselves. This passage my Opponent has treated
in the following artful manner, viz. ¢ This same oikos
¢ occurs 14 times in the first chapter of Numbers, and
¢ includes under 12 occurrences, 603,550 adults from
€20 years and upwards.”’(j) This sweeping. declara-
tion was made in such a way as to strike your minds with

fh) Num. xvii. 2. 3. i) Num, i, 2.
7) Spurious Debate with me, p. 282, ote.
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the impression that these twelve houses were composed
of adults only, and that the including, of which he
speaks, referred to the sum of the twelve particulars,
each of which consisted of male adults exclusively. If
so, it would be a far more brilliant case than the Aouse
of Noah, which consisted of eight adults without one in-
fant; and far more impressive than the family of Christ,
which consisted of more than eight p1scipLEs, without
one female communicant. But on examination, it turns
out far otherwise. Instead of these warriors constituting
the tribe, family, and house of their fathers, they were,
as Dr. Gill says, only ““all IN every tride, family, and
¢ house, that were above 20 years of age, healthful and
¢¢ strong, and fit for war.” In this respect, they resem-
bled the twelve princes who drafted them. Instead of
their composing the house themselves as Noah’s adults
did, it seems, according to Moses, that ¢‘ each one was
FoR the house of his fathers;” as Dr. Gill says, ¢ For
¢ the tribe he belonged to, with which it might reason-
¢ ably be supposed he was best acquainted, and. could
¢¢ more readily take the number of them.”(4) Atasub-
sequent period of the Jewish history it is said that Na-
shon was a ¢ Prince of the oikos of Judah.”(l) Now
it may be asked, were there any infants in this oikos ?
and did or did they not owe allegiance to Nashon as
members of the oikos over which he was a prince? In
this place the Hebrew reads children instead of Aouse,
as the Septuagint reads children in several other places
where the sectional ¢¢ house” is found in the Original,
embracing infants in it.(m) .
7. The Royal House. Under this particular we have
again to notice the punishment of children and grand
children for the sins of parents. The Lord told David
that the famine was ‘for Saul and his bloody Aouse ;
¢ because he slew the Gibeonites.”” On which account,
long after Saul was dead, the Gibeonites said that they
would not accept a pecuniary ransom ¢ of Saul, nor of

(k) Gill on Num. i. 44. 45. () 1 Chr. ii. 10,
(m) See Joshua xvii. 17. xviii. 5. Ez. xxv. 12. Hos, i. 7.
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¢ build up his fomily and make that numerous, [by
¢ giving him many infants, of course,] but establish the
¢ ilouse of his kingdom.” The next he says ¢“ has re-
¢ gard to a future son of his not yet born ; not Absa-
¢ lom nor Adonijah, norany of the rest born in Hebron
¢¢ were tosucceed him in the kingdom, but one as yet
¢ unborn.” It will not do. to say that this prophecy
contemplated this unborn son as grown to maturity, and
fit to reign, before he belonged to his father’s royal
house. There is incontrovertible evidence at hand
that he belonged to his father’s royal house the moment
that he was born. This evidence is contained in a pro-
phecy concerning one of “his- royal successors: viz.
¢¢ Behold, a child shall be born unto the house of Da-
¢ vid, Josiah by name.””(z) But these prophecies con-

. template ultimately that King who is the Root and off-
spring of David, whom Dr. Gill considers as introduced
into the house of David from the moment of his concep-
tion. The rapturous song of Zacharias tells us that
God ¢¢ hath raised up an horn of salvation for us, in the
¢ house of his servant David.”’(v) Gill says, ¢ In Da-
¢ vid’s family, he being now conceived by a virgin of
¢ his house, and who, in a little time, zwould be born in
¢¢ Bethlehem the city of David.”” There is no need,
therefore, to go in search of Lydia’s husband, or of the
jailer’s wife, in order to tell what sort of houses they
were, which were baptized upon the faith of the pa-
rents.

8. The Pontifical or Sacerdotal House. E, the
High Priest, of the house of Ithamar, was addressed
as follows; ¢ Wherefore the Lord God of Israel saith,
¢ I said indeed that thy Aouse and the house - of thy fa-
¢ ther should walk before me forever: but now the
¢¢ Lord saith, Be it far from me ; for them that honour
‘ me I will honour, and they that despise me, shall be

.(g% 1 Kgs. xiii, 2. Tothis add 1 Chr. xvii, 25. 2 Sam, vii. 27. 1 Kgs.
xi. 38, v b b
(v) Lukei, 69,
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Beriah, because it went evil with his house.”’(7) . Gill
observes that this infant ¢¢ in some measure made up for
the loss he had sustained,” in his house: then of course
this child must belong to his house, as soon as he comes
into the world. So, as soon as Joseph the reputed father
of Jesus was born, he ¢ was of the house and lineage of
¢¢ David.”(k) But Christ was said to be ¢ in the /ouse
of his servant David,”(!) before he was born; ¢ He
being now corceived by a virgin of his house,” as Dr.
Gill observes. ‘
10. The Domestic House. Here we find the house-
holds of Lydia and the jailer, which have been the in-
nocent occasion of so much dispute. Along with these,
Dr. Gill reckons the house of Zaccheus, concerning
which our Saviour says, ¢ This day is salvation come
to this Aouse:’’(m) [that is, ¢ to the inhabitants of
this Aouse 3’ as Dr. Gill informs us the Arabic Version
renders it.] On this passage the Dr. says, ¢ Some-
¢¢ times the Lord takes one . of a city, and two of a fami-
¢“ly ; and sometimes whole families, as Lydia’s and the
¢ jailer’s, and here Zaccheus’s, as seems probable.”” In
this controversy, it is of no great importance whether,
on the one hand, we lose Stephanas, upon the authority
of some Greek writers,(z) who believe him to be. the
jailer, removed from Philippi to Corinth; or whether,
on the other hand, we gain Fortunatus and Achaicus,
upon the authority of some Greek manuscripts and the
Vulgate, which associate these names and their Aouses
with ¢ the house of Stephanas,’” as the Apostle’s ¢ first
fruits of Achaia.”’(0) In the same church, the Apostle
baptized Crispus and Gaius,(p) without telling us whe-
ther they baptized their Aouseholds, or whether they
had any or not. With respect to Crispus the defect is
made up by another writer, who informs us that he had
a large household.(g) But even then it is not mentioned

E {) 1Chr. vii. 23. (c. 21. 22.)
t) Luke ii. 4 The same may be said of Mary. Luke i. 27.

{) Lukei. 69. (m) Luke xix. 9.
n) Asserted by Dr. Gill on 1 Cor. i. 16.

0) 1 Cor. xvi. 15, & Gill there, () 1Cor. i, 14,
¢) Acts xviii. 8. . .
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that the household was baptjzed. Of this, however,

there can be no doubt, since there is the same reason for -
baptizing his house that there is for baptizing the jailer’s;
* and the baptism of ¢ many of the Corinthians” 13 men-
tioned in the very same sentence. There is reason to
believe that these ¢ Many” were composed of whole
houses and separate individuals; and that this was not
applicable to Corinth only, but that this gospel ordinance
followed the gospel itself, which, as Clemens Alexan-
drinus says, ‘¢ Spread itself over the whole world, con-
¢¢ verting equally Greeks and Barbarians, in every nation
¢ and village, and in all cities, whole kouses and sepa-
¢¢ rate individuals.”(r) : : ‘ :

To prove that the Apostles practised Aousehold bap-
tism, it is not necessary to find a multiplicity of instances
in scripture. If many cases of household baptism be ne-
cessary to prove apostolical practice, then many cases of
female communion are as necessary to prove apostolical
practice. But if such evidence be requisite, we shall
not only have to relinquish female communion, as an
apostolical practice, but we must give up even male
communion also, since there are not as many recorded
cases of male communion as there are of household bap-
tism.

Neither is it necessary to have a minute detail of
names and ages in a household, to ascertain the presence
of infants, since this is implied in the very word itself.
On this subject my Opponent reasons as follows, viz.
¢¢ So long as the word family, which you say is the mean-
¢ ing of o1kos, frequently denotes all that live under
¢ one father, mother, master, or mistress, whether in-
¢ fants or adults, so long it remains to be determined,
¢ from the circumstances of the ‘case, who are the con-
¢¢ stituents or members of the family ; and thus after all
¢¢ your boasted discovery, you have to confess your-
¢ selves to be just where you were; unable to prove
¢ that there was an infant in any house, O1K1A, or family

() Taylor’s 2nd Edit. p. 116,
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(vg Ps. Ixviii. 6, Hebr. LXX. & Eng. Marg.
w) Ps. cxiil. 9. Hbr. LXX. & Eng. Marg.
) Josh, vii. 24, (y) Jer, xxxix. 6,  (z) Num. xvi. 32, (comp. 27.)
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Job v. 24.
Esth, iv, 14,

E

¢) Prov. xii. 7.
f) Job xx, 28,
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sx Mic. ii. 2. (y) Luke xi. 17.
z) 1 Chr. vii. 23, (@) Prov. xiv. 1.
(&) Prov. xxxi. 27. (¢) Prov. xxxi. 15,
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from eating ? But if precepts and prohibitions concern-
ing faith do not extend to infants, as far as faith is con-
cerned, why may not this hold true with regard to nar-
ratives ? e o :

Yet it is not admitted that the narrative of the jailer
is encumbered with this difficulty, except with those who
misunderstood our translation. The jailer ¢‘rejoiced,
¢ believing in God with all his-house.” This, it is con-
fessed, affords some pretext for attfibuting faith to the
jailer's house: yet I could soon point you to a passage
which no one misunderstands, and which the collocation
of our Translators has made much more liable to perver-
sion. It isthe following. ¢ For he hath made Aim to be
¢¢ sin for us, twho knew no sin.”(n) Is it Christ or our-
selves who knew no sin? To give a correct answer, the
relative, who in our Translation, must not be allowed to
refer to the last antecedent, as in common cases. My
Opponent’s favourite Thomson of our own country, has
?Iaced the relative by its proper antecedent. ¢ For he

¢ hath made h¢m who knew no sin, a sin offering for us.”
In this he follows the great body of the European trans-
lators, who themselves follow the Latin Vulgate and the
Greek Original. ¢ For Aim whogknew no sin, he hath
4¢ made sin (or a sin offering) for uX.”” This is the order
in which the Greek and Latin words stand, as far as the
pronouns in question are concerned 3 and it seems strange
that our Translators should alter this order, when it
could have no other effect than to obscure the sense.

The great difficulty in the narrative of the jailer,
arises from a similar misplacing of words. In this text,
De Sacy, the Roman Catholic Translator, has hit the
meaning more obviously, by more closely following the
order of the original : ¢ B¢ il se rejouit avec toute sa
¢ maison croyant en Diew: And he rejoiced with all
¢ his house believing in God.” In this he follows the
ancient Latin Vulgate ¢ Et letatus est cum omni domo
sua credens deo : And he rejoiced with all his house be-

(n) 2 Cor. v. 21,
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(¢) Tit. i 6.
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(f) Baptists Self-com"icted. p. 39,
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¢ by the sacrament of that faith : for as he is said to be-
é lieve, so he is called a faithful, not from his having
¢ the thing itself in his mind, but from his receiving the
¢ sacrament of it.”’(g) . According to Dr. Gill, an in-
fant may be called a faithful in the Scriptures, because
he should be brought up in the faith ; but, according to
the ancient church, an infant is called a faithful, be-
cause he receives the sacrament of faith, in baptism.
Adnmitting, then, that the jailer’s household is said to be-
lieve, (which is not the fact,) still these interpretations
would place them where they ought to be. S

In the case of Lydia,(k) there is nothing said about
any one being faithful except herself. ¢“If ye have
judged me to be faithful to the Lord, come into my
house, and abide there.” This would be a strange invi-
tation for one to give, who had not a settled abode there
herself, as some insinuate, but was only a travelling ad-
venturer.. That it was her fixed residence, appears,
from her occupation in a wealthy line of business, and
from her being able to entertain four missionaries for an
indefinite time. That there were four in company, is
plain from the context. The beginning of the chapter.
informs us, that Paul found Timothy at Lystra, and that
he took him on this expedition. -In the very text which
records the baptism, Luke, the author of the narrative,
associates himself with them, and in the 19th verse, Si-
las is placed in the same company. Of these four per-
sons, only two, Paul and Silas, were dragged to pri-
son 3(i) leaving the other two, Timothy and Luke, still
in the house of Lydia; whither the prisoners returned
to comfort, not to baptize them, as soon as they obtained
their liberty. ¢ And they went out of the prison, and
entered into the house of Lydia: and when they had
seen the brethren, they comforted them and depart-
ed ;”(7) leaving them, as is thought, still in the house of
Lydia, to organize and nourish the Philippian church.

( f) Wall’s Hist, of Bap. Book 1. Chap. 15. Sect. 4. Subsect. 4.
(5) Acts xvi, 8) Verses 19. 25. 29. (/) Verse 40.
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clude that these whole houses, subverted by false teachers,
were composed of adult converts, instead of unbelieving
and unconverted infants. And so they think of the family
of Crispus, when it is said, that ¢¢ Crispus, the chief
ruler of the synagogue, believed on the Lord, with his
whole house.””(p) But to this it is answered that this
baptism of believers, each on his own profession, would
not be called household baptism, but the baptism of sepa-
rate individuals. '
This distinction was expressly recognized among the
Greek and Latin Fathers, who' certainly had some ac-
quaintance with the Greek language. Clemens Alexan-
-drinus, who lived in the second century, says, ¢‘ The
¢¢ doctrine of the Master of Christianity did not remain
¢¢ confined to Judea only, asthe philosophy of the Greeks
¢ was confined to Greece: but it spread itself over the
¢ whole world, converting equally Greeks and Barba-
¢ rians, in every nation and village, and in all cities,
¢ whole houses, and separate individuals.”’(q) Here we
find that separate individuals, making a personal pro-
fession, are distinguished from whole houses, embracing
infants incapable of this profession : yet both are said to
be converted. How this was understood, before the refine-
‘ments of Anabaptism perplexed the .church, may be
learned from a passage of Augustine, which has, if I mis-
take not, been quoted in relation to the jailer’s honse-
hold. His words are as follows, viz. ¢ When an infant
¢¢ that has not yet the faculty of faith, is said to believe,
¢ he is said to have faith, because of [baptism] the sacra-
¢ ment of faith; and fo be converted (CONVERTERE SE)
¢ to God, because of [ baptism] the sacrament of conver-
¢ sion.” And so an infant, though he be not yet consti-
¢¢ tuted a believer, by that faith which consists in the will
¢ of believers, yet he is, by [baptism] the sacrament of
¢ that faith ; for as he is said to believe, so he iscalled a

(#) Acts xviii, 8. (g) otxovs drovs xac «dua éxasor, Taylor’s
Facts and Evidences, first edition, London 1818, p. 116, Second edition,
London, 1819, p. 106.
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S VII.
* PANOIKESIA. -

" In the use of this word, Thucidides speaks as follows,
viz. ¢“In the manner above mentioned, were the Athe-
¢ nians, for a long series of time, scattered about the
¢¢ country, in towns and communities, at their own dis-
¢ cretion. And as not only the more ancient, but even
¢¢ the latter Athenians, quite down to the present war,
¢¢ had still retained the custom of dwelling about the
¢¢ country PANOIKESIA, with their whole households.”(¢)
In this place, panozlcesza is used to include the millions
of chlldren, which are” born to a whole natmn, in many
successive generatlons

Dionysius of Hahcarnassus, uses the same word in
the same meaning, in the following passage, viz. ‘¢ And
¢ very great numbers removed, PANOIKESIA, with their
¢ whole households, some of whom' returned when the
¢ affairs of the city were composed: but others re-
¢ mained where they were.”(u) .

The same writersays, “ And by this usage they forced
“ those who were unable to bear it, to leave the country,
¢¢ with their wives and chlldren, and to take refuge in
¢ the neighbouring cities . . . . but the greatest part also
¢¢ of these had removed, PANOIKESIA, with their whole
¢¢ households, and leaving their [dwelling-] houses
¢ empty, lived in the country.”(v) .

Thucidides uses the word to embrace all the infants of
Greece in general. He says,  How horrible will it
¢¢seem for Platea to be destroyed by Lacedaemonians !

¢¢ —that your fathers inscribed the city on the tripod of
¢¢ Delphos, in justice to its merits ;—and that, to satisfy
¢¢ the Thebans, you expunged it, sx stavros zov Eaxagvixov
¢ rasorwouey JSrom all the whole household of Greece.” (w)

() Taylor’s ¢« Baptists self-convicted.” p. 49.
(x) Do. p. 48. (v) Do, p. 49. (w) Do. p. 49.
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¢¢ several brave men joined him, bringing with them con-
¢‘ siderable powers, together with PaNoikia, their
““ whole households ;’(a) evidently embracing their
wives and children. o

IX.
PAS OIKOS.

The angel told Cornelius to send for Peter; ¢ who
¢ shall tell thee words, whereby thou, and all thy house
¢¢ shall be saved.””(d) The ‘historian tells us that this
was ‘‘a devout man, and one that feared God, with al/
¢¢ his house.”’(c) By this, Dr. Gill understands that ¢¢ he
“¢ brought up his family in a religious way.” From
this the-Dr. certainly believed that Cornelius had child-
ren ; and that they were included in all his house.

Rahab’s house in which her relatives obtained safety,
Dr. Gill seems to think a figure of the church of Christ.
According to him, the spies whom she entertained,
‘¢ represent the ministers of the gospel, who are the
¢¢ messengers of Christ and the churches.” When they
directed her to bind the scarlet thread in the window,
Dr. Gill considers them as preaching, by this figure, the
same doctrine taught in Mk. xvi. 16. ¢ He that be-
lieveth and is bhaptized shall be saved, but he that be-
lieveth not shall be damned.” Now let us see whether
these typical ministers of the gospel, allowed infants to
enter their figurative church, or not. Rahab's request
was, ‘‘ Shew kindness unto my father’s house.”’(d) She
made no express stipulation about infants, because they
were included in the Aouse; and to exclude them,
would be as inconsistent with the religion of the Jews,
as it was inconsistent with her own wishes. According-
ly, the spies said, “‘Thou shalt bring thy father, and thy
¢¢ mother, and thy brethren, and ALL THY FATHERS

(a) Taylor’s “ Baptists self-convicted,” p. 47. 48. .
(5) Acts xi. 14. (c) Acts x. 2. (d) Josh. ii. 12,
3C :
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¢ gouseHoLD, home unto thee.”’(e) It probably never
entered into any one’s mind, to suppose that the children
of Rahab’s connexion were excluded s refuge ;
and it ought never to have entered th to suppose
that the children of believers were to be exciuded from
that visible church, of which her. house is thought a
figure : especially as our Saviour has required us to suf-
" fer them to come to him, declaring that of such is the
visible church.

X.
PANOIKI.

Of the jailer it is said, 7YGAALOGOTO MOVOLXLy REMISIVEQS TWD
©:uy believing in God he rejoiced WITH ALL HIS HOUSE.
On this, Taylor says, ¢ Observe, he rejoiced panoiki ;
¢¢ but he did not believe panoiki. Rejoicing was an act
¢¢ of the person; believing was an act of the mind :
¢¢ there is nd instance known of panoiki being referred
¢ to an act of the mind.”’(f) He observes that as this
word ¢¢is referred to bodily action, in which infants share
¢¢ without volition, without understanding, or expression
¢ of any kind, on their part, so it always signifies the
¢ whole, the entire of a family: every individual with-
‘¢ out exception : it includes all and excludes none : for,
¢ if a single one be excluded, the term becomes abso-
¢ lutely inapplicable. And this accounts for the infre-
¢ quent use of it as it is not constantly that a whole
¢ family resides together, or continues so combined as to
¢¢ form one band, and to be capable of one and the same
¢¢ individual action, the same fate, &c. at the same time.
¢ And this, again, agrees with a young family, since the
¢¢ separation of the members of a family usually takes
‘¢ place, after the elder are grown up; and if but one
“be detached from the family, the term is invalida-
¢ ted.”( g)

() Josh. ii. 18. (f) Baptists sclf-convicted. p. 42.
(£) Baptists self-convicted. p.j;l. 55. P

\
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clude thousands and millions of infants. To save time,
I pass over several instances, which- are now before
me.(k) Although Dr. Gill would hay the babes
and sucklings which rejoiced at out 3 coming,
were adults,(/) yet he admits, as has been snewn already,
that rejoicing is attributed to literal infants, in the law of
Moses, where he tells the priests to rejoice in the good-
ness of the Lord ¢‘ unto thee and unto thine kouse.”’(m)
He says, ¢rejoice thou and thine household,”(n) by
which Dr. Gill understands ¢¢ he and his family, hls wife
and children, or as many as are with-him.”

On the same subject of sacerdotal families bemg sup-
ported by the sacrifices and other emoluments, Josephus
uses the word panotki ; ¢ So that he, PANOIKI, with all
his house, might eat them in the holy city.”’(0o) That
infants are here included is absolutely certain. But to
them, in company with their parents, Eusebius attributes
conversion ; because, as Austin said, they received the
sacrament of conversion. His wordq are as follows, viz.
“ And by the same word of the gospel, many of all ranks
‘¢ were converted to the worship of the God of the uni-
% verse ; so that at Rome itself, many who were eminent
¢ for thelr riches, and for their descent, did, PANOIKI,
“with all their house, and their kmdred, embrace the
¢ way of salvation.”(p) Where Moses speaks of the Is-
raelites who went into Egypt, some ancient Greek trans-
lators, as Trommius informs us, reckon them to be,
¢¢ every man, PANOIKI, with all his house.”(q) which
Dr. Gill says, includes ¢ their families, wwes, children,
‘¢ and servants.”

In a rare Apocryphal book we have an account of
Ptolemy’s cruel persecutlon of the Jews, peza yvvaiiv xac
zexvous, With their wives and children.” He forbade any
one to harbour even the youngest of them, at the peril

(%) 2 Chr. xxx. 25. Ps, xcvi, 11, xcvil. 1. xiv. 7. cxlix. 2.
(& Ps. viii. 2. Matt. xxi. 16, (m) Deut. xxvi. 11
(,) Decut. xiv. 26.

(o) Baptists Self-convicted, p. 44.

2/1) Do. p. 52, Second Edition of Facts and Ewdences, p. 105,
¢) Ex.i. 1,
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man had a numeroug family. He appears to have been
a soldier ;—soldiers seldom marry very early in life : his
numerous family, then, according to nature, must have
contained young children.”(v) With these he rejoiced,
and with these he was baptized. .

XI'
OIKODOMIA, OIKODOME, AND PASA OIKODOME.

The first of these words is used to denote spiritua}
edification ;(2v) so also is the second, in a great measure:(x)
yet even here, our doctrine is suppdrted by analogy :
for the house of the mind, whether good or bad, is built
up, not only by mature thoughts, but by those which are
new-barn, or even not yet brought to light. James says,
¢¢ When lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin; and
sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death.”(y) The
Psalmist says, ¢ Behold, he /ravaileth with iniquity, and
hath conceived mischief, and brought forth falsehood.”’(2)

In the use of the third phrase, Paul says, ¢ In whom,
¢¢ PASA OIKODOME, all the building, fitly framed toge-
¢ ther, groweth up unto an holy temple in the Lord.”(a)
Dr. Gill believes that this house ¢‘ grows by an accession
¢ of new stones, or of souls called by grace ;’’ and is des-
tined at last to receive the whole ¢ number of God’s
¢ elect.” If, therefore, there are any elect infants; any
infants saved by grace ; then there must be an accession
of infants to this building. Macknight, my Opponent’s
standard, considers this building as the gospel church.
Their accession to it, then, must be by baptism.

) 2nd Ed. of Facts & Ev. Revised, p. 114,

) 1 Tim. i. 4.

x) Rom. xiv. 19, xv. 2. 2 Cor. xii. 9. 1Cor. xiv. 3. 5. 12. 26, x.. 8.
xiil. 10. Eph. iv. 29. 16. 1.Cor, iii. 9. Eph. iv. 12. Job xx. 28. 2 Cor. v. 1.,

y) James i. 15. See Gill, who here quotes Kimchi en Ps. vii. 14
z) Ps. vii, 14. Seealso Prov. xix. 27. Job xv. 35, [Is. lix. 4. 13, Jer.
xlix. 30. Rom. vii. 5,

(a) Eph. ii. 21.
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XII.

OIKODOMEO.

The use of the verb, 7o build, may throw much light
upon the present question. This word is used in rela-
tion to all the infants of ¢¢ the Jewish nation, both as to
church and state,”” as Dr. Gill thinks, in that passage,
where God says, ¢ That which I have built will I break
¢ down, and that which I have planted I will pluck up,
¢ even this whole land.””(d) :

- Paul says, ¢“ Every house is builded by some one.”
Gill says, ¢¢ This is true of houses properly taken, or
¢ improperly, as nations, tribes, families, and kindred.”
I would ask, How are nations, tribes, families and kin-"
dred built? All are willing to admit infants into such
buildings. Paul says, moreover, ¢ He that duilt all
things is God.”(c) Dr. Gill understands this ¢ of Christ,
- and of his building the church:” but there must be no
- infants there. Let us, however, examine this word far-
ther, under the following particulars ; as it relates to
. 1. The Spiritual Building. It is in relation to spi-
‘ritual things that Paul says, ¢¢ If 7 build again the things
which I destroyed, I make myself a transgressor.”(d)
¢¢ Knowledge puffeth up, but love duildeth wup.”(e)
There are many similar instances, in which our T'rans-
lators render this word by, edify, which is etymologically
synonimous. ¢ Edify one another.” ¢ All things do
not edify.”(f) They frequently render the Original by
the word build, when spiritual things are ultimately in-
tended, as Dr. Gill teaches. ¢ For which of you in-
tending to build a tower, sitteth not down first,and count-
eth the cost, whether he have sufficient to finish it?”
¢¢ This man began to build, and was not able to finish.”’(g)

8) Jer. xlv. 4. (¢) Heb. iii. 4. (d) Gal. ii. 18,
e) 1 Cor. viii, 1. (f) 1 Thess, v. 11, 1Cor. x. 28. See also
1 Cor. xiv. 17. 4, Acts ix, 31. (g) Luke xiv. 28. 30.
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A saint is likened to ¢ a-wise man, which builf his house
upon a rock.”’(A) Are no infants built on this rock?

The Apostle Peter says, ‘¢ Ye also, as lively stones,
are built up a spiritual house.”’(!) We have already
had occasion to notice Gill’s commentary on this passage;
in which he represents all men as lying nafurally in the
same quarry : but some are graciously dug out, ‘“and
made fit for the spiritual building.” If any infants are
dug out of nature’s quarry, and made subjects of grace,
then some infants ¢¢ are built up a spiritual house.” The
law of Moses ordained that the man who refused to
¢ build up his brother’s house,”(7) should have his foot
bared like a slave. No one doubts that literal infants
are here meant. Dr. Gill says, ‘¢ In the mystical sense
of it, as Ainsworth observes, it spiritually signified, that
such as would not beget children unto Christ, (or preach
his gospel for that purpose,) it should be declared of
them, that their feet are not shod with the preparation
of the gospel of Christ.” Thus, whether it be literally,
or spiritually understood, babes are included.

2. The Ecclesiastical Building. This is intimately
connected with the former, as are the chureh visible and
invisible. Even when Peter says that Christians are
built up a spiritual house, Gill says that they, ¢ in a
¢ gospel church-state, become the house of God ina
“¢ spiritual sense.” 'The church is said to be a spiritual
society, not as. opposed to a visible society, but as dis-
tinguished from a political body. Concerning church
courts, our excellent standards say, ¢ These assemblies
¢¢ ought not to possess any civi/ jurisdiction, nor to in-
¢ flict any civi/ penalties. Their power is wholly
 moral or spiritual, and that only ministerial and de-
¢ clarative.”’(k#) Omitting many passages which might
be quoted we shall refer to a very few, and those in Jere-
miah only. He says, ¢ Again I will build thee, and

i) 1Pet. ii, 4. 5. (7) Deut. xxv, 9,

/) Matt, vii. 24. 25. Luke vi. 48, 49.
k) Form of Goy. Chap. 8. Scct, 2.
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thou shall be duilt; O Virgin of Israel.” ¢ And it
‘¢ shall come to pass, that like as I have watched over
¢¢ them, to pluck up, and to break down, and to throw
¢ down, and to destroy, and to afflict ; so will I watch
¢¢ over them 7o build, and to plant, saith the Lord.”’()
¢¢ I will build you, and not pull yoa down.”(m) ¢ I will
¢¢ build them as at the first :”’(0o) that is, with believers
and their seed. As for the Gentiles, that is, the Christian
church, ¢ They shall be built in the midst of my peo-
¢ ple ”(n) that is, engrafted on the old stock, as Paul
teaches us; and, as Dr. Gill says, ¢ partaking of the
‘¢ same privileges and ordinances as the people of God.”
The administration of the seal of initiation to infants,
was once a highly valued privilege and ordinance of the
people of God. Believers scripturally demand the same
privilege and ordinance now.

3. The Domestic Building. Here we come to the
primary meaning of the law of Moses, which commands
a survivor to ¢ build up his brother’s house.”(p) Solo- .
mon says, “ Through wisdom is an house builded, and
“‘ by understanding, itis established,’(g) that is,. says
Gill, ¢ The prosperity of a man’s family is continued
‘““and secured by his prudent conduct.” Again,
¢ Every wise woman buildeth her house.”(r) Gill says
that this is done, in part, ¢ by her fruitfulness, as Leah
¢¢ and Rachel built up the house of Israel.” Rachel de-
sired thus to build up the house of Israel ; and for that
reason she ¢‘said unto Jacob, Give me children, or else
I die.”(s) Her reason for giving Bilhah to her hus-
band, was ¢¢ that I also may be built by her,” as the He-
brew and our English Margin read : or “that I also
‘¢ may have children by her ;’(¢) as the Septuagint and
the English Text read. From this passage, Dr. Gill re-
fers to a former one, in which Leah, acting the same
part, says, ¢‘ It may be that /may be builded by her ;7
according to the Margin : ¢‘ It may be that /may obtain

) Jer. xxxi. 4. 28. (m) Do. xlii. 10. (n) Do. xii. 16,
0) Do, xxxiii. 7 ( ) Deut. xxv. 9. (¢ g Prov. xxiv. 3.
r) Prov. xiv, 1, (s) Gen. xxx. 1. (¢) Do, xxx. S.

3D
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such language with such a meaning, was common to
civil courts and ordinary conversation ; and that, from
the manner in which they refer to their ancestors, they
evidently considered this the meaning attached to such
words and phrases, by the earliest patriarchs, and in the
very first book of Moses, where Dr. Gill has shewn that
a new born son is called ben, because he forms a part of
tbe domestic building, and that when women desired
children, they expressed a hope that they might be
built up.

We will now recall your attention to the rules of in-
terpretation by which we were all agreed that this dis-
cussion should be conducted. I will not now repeat
those which were copied from the Duke de Montausier
and Thomas Hartwell Horne ; but only those which
were received from the Baptist Dr. Ryland, with a view

(1) Gen. xvi. Z. (v) Prov. xxiv. 27.
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to this very controversy. They are as follows, viz.
¢ Every word should be taken in its primary, obvious,
and ordinary meaning, unless there be something in
the connexion, or in the nature of things, which re-
quires it to be taken otherwise.” . ¢ Whenever, by the
connexion of a terthy or hy the nature of things, we
are obliged to depart from the primary, obvious, and
ordinary meaning of a word, we should depart, as lit-
tle as possible, from that meaning, and even with reluc-
tance.” QOur object is to ascertain the meaning of the
word household, connected with the baptism of several
families in the New Testament. The question is, Does
this'word household include infants, as the word disci-
ples includes females ? In support of the affirmative of
this question, I have, according to Dr. Ryland’s rules,
and others which were quoted, proved the following
statements, viz. 1. The word household and its cog-
nates, embrace infants, in the ¢ primary, obvious, and
ordinary meaning” of the words.(20) 2. In the disputed
passages, there is nothing connected with the word
household, which requires it to be taken otherwise than
in its ¢ primary, obvious, and ordinary meaning.”
3. This was the meaning of the word Aousehold, among
those for whom the authors of the disputed passages
immediately wrote. .4. This was the meaning of the
word household, and its conjugates, in other writings
of the same authors, and of contemporary authors, and
of former authors, Sacred and Prefane. We, therefore,
conclude, legitimately, that houschold embraces infants,
and that household baptism is infant baptism.

(w) That is, when these words are used in relation to the animate, and
not the inanimate world. N
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As we are now closing my first Topic, The scriptural
subject of baptism, it would not be amiss to take a very
cursory review of the two arguments of which it con-
sists ; Divine command, and JApostolical practice. In
support of the first argument, we established, upon a
scriptural basis, the five following propositions, viz. 1.
Abraham and his seed were divinely constituted a visi-
ble church of God. ‘2. The Christian church is a branch
of the Abrahamic church: or, in other words, the Jew-
ish Society before Christ, and the Christian Society af-
ter Christ, are one and the same church in different dis-
pensations. 3. Jewish Circumcision before Christ, and
Christian Baptism after Christ, are one and the same seal
in substance, though in different forms. 4. The admi-
nistration of this seal to infants was once enjoined by di-
vine authority ; that is, God once commanded it. 5.
The administration of this seal to infants has never since
been prohibited by divine authority ; that is, this com-
mand of God, originally given in the Old Testament, is
not repealed in the New Testament, but rather confirm-
ed. Regardless of their own prejudices or the empty
declamation of others, let my hearers examine these pre-
mises in detail; let them calmly contemplate every arti-
cle, and weigh the consequence of admitting them all.
There is no person of candour and intelligence who can
deny, that if these propositions are true, then there is
now in force, both in the Old and New Testaments, an
unrepealed divine command, for admipistering to believ-
ers and their infants, the -initiatory seal of the church,
which, under the Christian dispensation, is baptism.
But let it be remembered, that I have not asked you to
take the premises on trust. They have been put to the
most rigid test, and the more they are tried by the word
of God, the more does their truth appear. We must,
therefore, in good- conscience, believe the inevitable
conclusion from these scriptural premises, that there is @
DIVINE COMMAND for the baptism of infants,
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On the Second Argument, Apostolical practice, we have
carefully examined the Household Baptism of the New Testa-
ment. { To ascertain the meaning ofp O1xkos, house, or house-
hold, we have patiently explored the words Oikes Oikia, Oiko-
domeo, with their numerous conjugates, whether used inrelation
to the material or spiritual ouse, the ecclesiastical or celestial,
the national or sectional, the royal,or pontifical, the patriarchal
or domestic house. In this investigation we have seen, that a
f)romise of a house or household, is a promise of infants ;<

that a house is given or built, repaired or increased, by the

birth of infants ;——that where good is said to be in a house,
it is in infants ;—that when evil is threatened or sent upon
a house, infants die ;——that the death of infants is the rolling
and flowing away and destroying of a hous ;——that the
moving of a house is the moving of infants ; and the establish-
ing of a house, the settling of infants.—infants have been shewn
to participate in the ricﬁes and poverty of a house, in the joys
and sorrows of a house, in the ‘blessings and curses of a house,
and in the mercies and judgments of a Aouse. ‘When the
solitary man is set in a house, he is placed among children ;
and when the barren woman sits in a house, the meaning is,
that she has an infant offspring. To govern a house, is to
govern children ; and to provide for a house, is to take care of
children.—To feed a house, is to feed infants; and when a
house eats, infants eat. According to uniform Scripture
usage, the circumcision of a house, would mean the circumci-
sion of infants; and under the teaching of God’s Word and
Spirit, we are compelled to believe, that the baptism of a house
or household, is infant baptism. ! Wherefore, the proposition
with which this Topic commences; is true, that “The Scrip-
tures consider infants as suitable, though not exclusive subjects
of Christian Baptism.”

If, then, Infant baptism be found in the scriptures, it is no
“human tradition,” as the Challenge asserts, and as my Oppo-
nent has undertaken to prove. You have heard and weighed
his evidence. I am not aware of having unduly neglected to
meet any thing of his, which deserved the name of argument.
I am yet disposed to plead, not guilty, to the charge of observ-
ing a factitious and pernicious ordinance. May your judg-
ments be formed by grace, according to truth and justice. As
for ourselves, we feel bound to stand by our present scriptu-
ral system, in the midst of reproach and opposition, looking to
the gpirit of Christ for strength, and hoping for the blessing of
God upon an institution which is founded upon pIviNE com-
MAND and APOSTOLICAL PRACTICE.

kY
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