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PREFACE.

iSlJVCE I/iave been so re/ieaiedly charged by Mr,

Williams^nvith indecent and injurious treatment of Mr. Stoddard^

(tvhom doubtless I ought to treat with much respect) I may ex-

pectfrom what apiiears of Mr. Williams*s disposition this way^

to be charged with ill treatment q/him too. I desire therefore

that it may bejustly considered by the reader^ what is, and what

is not-i injurious or unhandsome treatment of an author in a con-

troversy. And here I would crave leave to say, that I humbly

conceive^ a distinction ought to be made between opposing and ex-

posing a cause, or the arguments used to defend it, and re-

proaching persons. He is a weak writer indeed, who undertakes

to confute an opinion, but dares not expose the nakedness and ab*

surdity of it, 7ior the weakness nor incoiisistence of the methods

taken and arguments used by any to maintain it,forfear he should

be guilty ofspeaking evil of those things, and be charged with re-

proaching them. If an antagonist is angry at this, he thereby

gives Ids readers too much occasion of suspicio?} towards himself

as chargeable with weakness, or bitterjiess.

I therefore now give notice, that I have takenfull liberty in

this respect ; only endeavoring to avoid pointed and exaggerating

expressions. If to setforth what I suppose to be the true ab-

surdity ofMr. Williams^s scheme, or any part of it^ that it may

he viewed justly in all its nakedness ; withal observing the weak-

ness of the defence he has inade, notfearing to shew wherein it is

weak, and how the badness ofhis cause obliges him to be incon-

sistent with himself, inconsistent with his own professed princi-

ples in religion, and with things conceded and asserted by him in

the book especially under consideration; and declaring particu-

larly wherein I think his argumentsfail, whether it be in begging

the question, or being impertinent and beside the question, or

arguing in effect against himself ; also observing wherein Mr.
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Williams has itiadc misrepresentations of %vordn or things ; I
sai/y if to do these tfiings be refiroaching him, and injurioita treat-

7nent of Idviy then I have injured him. But I think I should be

foolish^ if I were afraid to do that (and to do it as thoroughly aa

I can) which must be the design of my writingj if I write at

all in ofifiosition to his tenets^ and to the defence he makes ofthem.

Indeed ifI misrefiresent what he say.fy in order to make it a/i-

fiear in the worst colors ; altering his wordc to another sense, to

make them apfiear more ridiculous ; or adding other words^ that

carry the sense beyond the profier imfiort ofhis wordsy to height-

en the sufi/iosed absurdity , and give me greater advantage to ex*

claim ; if I set myself to aggravate matters, and strain them be"

yond bowids, makirig mighty things of mere trifles ; or if I use

ejcclamations and invectives, instead of arguments ; then Mr.

Williams niight have just cause to complain and the reader would

have just reaso7ifor disgust. But whether I have done so or

7iot, must be judged by the reader ; of whom I desire nothing

more than the most imfiartial and exact consideration of the mer-

its of the cause, and examination of the force and weight of every

argument. I desire, that no bitter reproachful invectives, no ve-

hement exclamations, no supercilious assuming words and phras-

es may be taken for reasoning, on either side. If the reader

thinks he finds any such in what I have written, I am willing he

should set them aside as nothing worth ; carefully distinguishing

between them and the strength of the argument. I desire noty

that the cause should be judged of by the skill which either Mr.

JVilUams or 1 1/> manifest, infiinging one at another.

Ifin places where the argument pinches most, and there is the

greatest appearance of strong reason, in Mr, Williams*8 book, I

do (as some other disputants) instead of entering thoroughly in-

to the matter, begin toficunce andfiing, and go about to divert and

drown the reader^s attention to the argumefit, by the noise of

big words, or magisterial and disdainful expressions ; let the

reader take it (as justly he may) for a shrewd sign of a con-

sciousness of 'he weakness of my cans'" in t/iat particular, or at

least of a distrust of my own ability to defend myselfwell in the

reader^s apprehension, u\id to come off v:i:h a good grace any

other way.
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In this case, I shall not think it any injustice done me by the

reader, though he sus/iects that I feel myself firessed, and begin

to be in trouble, for fear I should not seem to come off like a

champion, if I should trust to mere reasoning. I can ufirightly

say^ I never have endeavored by such means to evade a proper

consideration ofany part ofMr . Williams's reasoning ; nor have

designedly contrived, in this or any other method, to free myself

from the trouble of a just answer to any thing material in his

book ; and I have been especially careful to speak rnost particu-

larly to the mai7i parts ofhis scheme, and such of his reasonings,

as J could suppose those ofhis readers ivho are on his side, would

be most likely to have their chiefdependence on and to think most

difficult to be answered.

With regard to my method in this reply, I judged it most

convenient to reduce my remarks on Mr. Williams's principles,

and the part ofhis scheme, and kinds ofarguing which repeated-

ly appear in various parts of his book, to their proper heads.

/ thought, this tended to give the reader a clearer and more com-

prehensive view of the whole controversy, and the nature of the

arguments made use of ; and that it also would make my work

the shorter. For otherwise, I must have had the same things,

or things ofthe same nature, to have observed often, as Ifound
them repeated in different parts of his book, and the same

remarks to make over and over again. And that the read-

er may not be without any advantages ivhich he might have had
in the other method, of keeping, i?i vnj reply, to the order in which

things lie in the book replied to, followiyig my author from one

page and paragraph to another I have therefore subjoined a ta-

ble, by which the reader may readily turn to what is said on

each particular, that is wont to be brought into this debate, on

one side or the other.

With regard to my citations./rom Mr. Williams's book^Ihave

never designedly altered his words : Jnd where I have for
brevity''s sake referred to any sentiment of his, without citing

the words ct large, I have used care not to change or heighten

the sense, or in any respect to varyfrom the just import ofwhat
he delivers, jind that the reader may himself more easily and

readily judge cf the fairness of my citations and references I
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have mentioTird Uie page, and the part oftJi£ page^ ivhere the

thing referred to w tx) be found : Su/i/iosirtg each pa^e to be di^

vidrd intofive equal partty I have noted the several parLa of the

page by the letters a. b. c. d. e. So that when I have referred

to the top of the pagey or the first fifth part of it^ I liave men-

tioned the number of the pagCy and added the letter a, to the

number : Jnd if the middle^ or thirdfifth party then I have ad-

ded the letter c. jind so ofthe rest^ as the reader nviil see. I

have ever done thusy imless the t/dng referred to is to befound

through the tohole or great part of the page. I have also done

tiie same very ofteny nvhere I have occasion to cite other authors.

Only ivlten J have before quoted the same thing I am not always

tso exact and particular in noting the place agaviyin my second

quotation or reference J*

• Tt was not thought noces«»ry to insert these refeMnces, not the taW«

BMntiooed above in this work, su it is probable few readers will possess Mr.

WiUiai&&'» Book, oi wbh to »tieiui &a elo&cly to the coatroveny.



MISREPRESENTATIONS CORRECTED,

AND

PART I.

Observing the general Misrepresentations Mr,

Williams makes concerning the Book he ^writes

against.

SECTION I.

Concerning the Di:sign of my writing andpublish-

ing my Book^ and the Question debated in it.

JVIr. WILLIAMS asserts it to be my professed aiwl

declared design, in writing the book, Avhich he has uDdertaken

an answer to,to oppose Mr. Stoddahd. He has tak«n a great

liberty in this matter. He charges me with a declared design

of writing in opposition to Mr. Stoddard, no less than nine or

ten times in his book. And he docs not content himself with

raying, there are passages in my preface, or elsewliere,

whence this may be inferred ; but he says expressly, that /
profess to b£ disp^uting against Mr. Stoddard's c/ocrrmf p. 14.

That I tell my readers, 1 am disputing against Mr. Stoddard's

question, p. 37. That I tell them so in -my preface^ p. 167.

That I often declare that I am opposing Mr. Stoddard's opinion^

p. 133. And on this foundation he charges me with "blol-
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ting a great deal of paper, disserving the cause of truth by

changhig the question, and putting it in such terms as Mr.

Stoddard expressly dischiims, and then confuting it as Mr.

Stoddard's principle ; unfair treatment of Mr. Stoddard." p. 2.

" Surprizingly going off from Mr. Stoddard's argument

to cast an odium upon it, treating Mr. Stoddard and his doc-

trine ill such a manner as to reproach liim and his princi-

ples, tending to render them odious to the unthinkingmulti-

tude, and telling a manifest untruth." p. 14. £cc. 15.

Whereas, I never once signified it to be the thing I aimed at,

to oppose Mr. Stoddard, or appear as /lia antagonist. But the

very reverse was true ; and meddling with him, or what he

had said, I studied to avoid, as much as the circumstances of

the debate with my people would allow, who had been taught

by him, and who so greatly and continually alleged

against me the things which he had said. Nor is there

any appearance in those passages Mr. Williams cites from

my preface, as though this was the thing I sought or aimed

at. Nay, one of those passages which he produces to prove

it, shev/s the contrary : As it shews, that its being so (as I

supposed) that what I wrote was not consistent with, but oppo-

site to what Mr. Stoddard had maintained, was an unsought

for and unplcasing circumstance of that publication. My
'Nvords are,"'Ti5 far from a pleasing circumstance of this pub-

lication, that it is against what my honored grandfather stren-

uously maintained, both from the pulpit and the press." Cer-

tainly my regretting and ex:usi7ig such an unavoidable cir-

cumstance was a thing exceeding diverse from giving notice

to the world, that the thing 1 aimed at was to set myself up

as Mr. Stoddard's antagonist, and to write an answer to, and

confute what he h^d written. It will, at first sight, be mani-

fest to every impartial reader, that the design of my preface

Tfas not to state Iho subject and intention of the book : This

is done professedly, and very particularly, afterwards, in the

first part of the essay itself. And if I might have common
justice, surely I might be allowed to tell my own opinion,

and declare my own design without being so confidently and

frequently charged with misi^f.reaenUng my ov.n thoughts

and intentions.
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The very rmtute ofthe ca$c is such as must lead every itn-

parlial person to a conviction, that the design of my writing

must be to defend myself, in that controversy, which Ibad

"with my people at Northampton ; as it is notorious and pub-

licly known, that thai controversy v,-as the occasion of my
writing; ; and that therefore my business must be to defend

that opinion or position of mine which I had declared to them,

which had been the occasion of the controversy, and so the

grand subject of debate betv/een us ; whether this were ex-

actly agreeable to any words that might be found in Mr. Stod-

tlard*s writinr^s on the subject, or not. Now this opinion or

position was the same with that which I expressed in the first

part of my book. In such terms I expressed myself to thc5

Committee of the church, when I first made that declaration af

iny opinion, which Avas the beginning of the controversy, and

when writing in defence of my opinion was first proposed :

And this was th€ poii\^ continually talked of in all conversa-

tion at Northampton, for more than two years, even until Mr.
Williams's book came out. The controversy was, Whether

(here tvas any need of making a credible profession of godliness^

in order to penons being admitted to full communion ; Wheth-

tr they must frrofess saving fmth^ or -whether a firofesdon of

common faith iverc not sufficient ; whether fiersons mzist be es-^

teemed truly godly^ and must be taken in under that notion, or

kshcther if they appeared morally sincere, that ivere 7iot suffi-

rient ? And when my book came abroad, there was no objec-

tion made, that I had not truly expressed the subject of debate,

in my stating the question : But the subject of debate after-

wards, in parish meetings, church meetings, and in all con-

versation, was the question laid down in my book. No sugges-

tion among thenrt, that the profession persons made in Mr.

Stoddard's way, was taken as a profession of r<?Gr/ godliness, or

j^ospel holiness ; or that they were taken in under a notion of

their being truly pious persons, ds Mr. Williams would have

!t : No suggestion, that the dispute was only about the efface

of evidence. But the dispute was, what was the thing to be

made evident ; whether teal godliness or, moral sincerity ? It

was constantly insisted on, with the greatest vehemence, that

Vol. T, 'J U
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it was not saving religion, which needed to be firofeaaedf of

pretended to ; but another thing, religion of a lower kind.

The public acts of the church and parish from time to

time, shew, that the point in controversy was, vjhcthcr the firo'

feasors ofgodliness only, ought to be admitted ? Public voles, of

which I made a record, were several times to know the

church's mind concerning the admission o[ those ivho are able

and ivilling to make a firoftssion of godliness ; using these

terms. And once it was passed, that, such sliould not be ad'

mitted in the ivay offiublichj making such a profession. And at

another time the vote passed,^/m^ the admission of^uch persons

in such a ivay (described in the same words) should not be re-

referred to the judgment ofcertain neighboring ministers. At an-

other time, it was insisted on by the parish, in a parish meet-

ing, that I should put a vote in the church, in these words,

Whether there be not a dispute bctiueen Mr, Edwards pastor

of the church, and the church, respecting the question he hath ar-

gued in his book last published ? And accordingly the vote was

put and affirmed, in a church meeting, in the same terms.

And this was the question I insisted ot> in my public lectures at

Northampton, appointed for giving the reasons of my opinion.

My doctrine was in these words, " It is the mind and will of

God, that none should be admitted to full communion in the

church of Christ, but such as in profession, and in the eye of

a reasonable judgment, are truly saints, or godly persons.**

The town was full of objections against those sermons : But

none, as ever I heard, objected, that my doctrine was beside

the controversy. And this was all along the point of differ-

ence between me and the neighboring Ministers. This was

the grand subject of debate with them, at a meeting of minis-

ters, appointed on purpose for conference on the subject. It

was wholly concerning the wa?/fr of profession, or the thing

to be exhibited and made evident or visible ; and not about

the manner of professing, and the degree of evidence. And
this was the doctrine directly opposed by Mr. A—y, one of

the neighboring ministers, whom my people had got as their

champion to defend their cause in the pulpit at Norliiamp-

ton. Thus one of the corollaries he drew from his doctrine
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(as it was taken from his mouth in writing) wa^, that " a man
«may be a visible saint, and yet there be no sufficient grounds

for our charity, that he is regenerate.'^ Quite contrary to

what Mr. Williams maintains. Another of his corollaries

was in these words, " a minister or church may judge a man
a saint, and upon good grounds, and not have grounds to

judge him regenerate." He proposed this enquiry, " do not

such as join themselves to the church, covenant, not only to

be visible saints, but saints in heart ?" The answer was in

the negatix^e ; quite contrary to Mr. Williams. Another was,

« does not a visible saint imply a visibility of grace, or an ap-

pearance of it ?'* The answer was, " not always." Quite

contrary to Mr. Williams. Another was, " Is it not hypoc-

risy in any man, to make a profession of religion, and join

himself to the church, and not have grace ?" The answer

was in the negative ; also quite contrary to Mr. Williams.

But these sermons of Mr. A—y, were highly approved by

the generality of the people of Northampton, as agreeable to

their minds.

And the controversy, as I have stated it in my book, was

the controversy in which the church and I appeared before

the councili who determined our separation, when we each of

us declared our sentiments before them : The point of dif-

ference was entirely the matter of profession, and the thing to

be made visible ; not the degree of evidence oy visibility. No
hint was given as though we both agreed, that true piety or

gospel holiness was the thing to be made visible, and that

such only should be received as are truly godly persons in

the eye of the church's judgment (as Mr. Williams holds) and

that we only differed about the proper grounds of such a judg-

ment.

And therefore it is apparent, it was this controversy, and its

consequences, that were the ground of my separation from

jny people ; and not any thing like the controversy which

Mr. Williams professes to manage iu his answer. This con-

troversy, when it came out in Mr. Williams's book, was new
in Northampton, and entirely alien from all the dispute which

had filled that part of the country, and a great part of Newcng-
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laiitl, with noise and uproar, for about two years and an half.

The ihiiii; which I\Ir. AVilliams over and over allows lo be true,

was the very same, both in effect and in terras, which the peo-

ple had been most vehemently fij^hting against, from \feck

to week, and Irom month lo month, durinj^ all this time : And
iherei'orc the design of my wiiiini; led and cbligcd me to

maintain that position or doctrine of mine, wliich was the oc-

casion of this debate.

And, be it so, that I did suppose this posilion was contrary

to Mf. Stoddard's opinion, and was opposed by him, * and

therefore thought f.t in my preface to excuse myself to the

world for difTeiing from him ; did this oblige me, in all that

I wTOte for the maintaining my position,to keep myself strict-

ly to the words which he had expressed his question in, and

to regulate and limit myself in every argument I used, and

objection I answered, by the terms which he made use of in

proposing his opinion and aigumcnts ? And if I have not

done it, do I therefore deserve to be charged before the world

with c/iang'ing the rjue^tion^ with UJifair treatment of Mr. Stod^

dard^ Viith JiurprUingii^ going off from Ida ar^umait^ with dis-

at^rvirig the caiiae of truths ky'c.

It would have been no ^-rcat condescension in Mr. Williams

Jf he had allowed that I knew what the question was, which

was disputed between me and my people, as well as he, in a

distant part of the country : Yea, if he had acknowledged, that

I was as likely as he, to understand Mr. Stoddard's real senti-

ments and practice ; since I was in the ministry two years

with him, as copastor of the same church, and was united with

him in ecclesiastical administrations, in admitting members,

and in examining them as to their qualifications, aiid have

stood for more than twenty three years in a pastoral relation to

his church, most intimately acquainted with ihe nature of its

constitution, its sentiments and method of administration, and

all its relii^ious concerns, have myself been immediately con-

cerned in th.c admission of more than three quarters of its

present members, and have had the greatest occasion to look

* Whether f was mistaH.ni In ibis, will appear in the Mtjuel.
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^ito their way of admission, and have ^een acquainted with

every living member that Mr. Stoddard lad admitted before

my cominjj ; and have been particularly informed, by many
of them, of the manner of Mr. Stoddard's conduct in admit-

ting them, their own apprehensions concerning the terms of

their admission, and the profession they made m order to it

;

and also the sentiments of the whole of that large town, who
were born and brought up under his ministry, concerning his

constant doctrine and practice, relating to the admission of

members, from their infancy. Whereas, Mr. Williams from

his youth had lived in another part of the country, at seventy

miles distance.

SECTION II.

Obscr'uing Mr, Williams's Misrepresentations of

the principles and tenets, delivered in the book

m)hich he undertakes to answer,

MR. WILLIAMS docs very greatly misrepresent the

opinion I am of, and the principles I maintain in my book, in

many respects.

I. He says, p. 5. " The whole argument, and indeed

the whole controversy turns upon this single point, viz. What
is that evidence^ which by divine appointment the church is

to have, of the saintshifi of those who are admitted to the out-

ward privileges of the covenant of grace ? Mr. Edwards
seems to suppose, this must be the highest evidence a man can

give of sincerity ; and I apprehend it to be the loivest evidence

the nature of the thing will admit." But this is very strange,

since I had particularly declared in my atcling of the question

(p. 5.) that the evidence 1 insisted on, was some oiitvjard iiiani^

festation, that ordinarily rendered the thing /ircbadie. Which
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shews that all I insisted on, \rai only, that the evidence rhoiild

amount to/iro*a*///.'r/. And if the nature of the case will ad-

mit of some hvjer kind of evidence than this, or if there be

any such thino; as a sort of evidence that does not so much as

amount Xo firobability^ then it is possible that I may have some

controversy %vith liim and others about the Wegree of evi-

dence : Otherwise it is hard to conceive, how he should con-

trive to make out a controversy with me.

But that the reader may better judge, whether Mr. Wil-

liams truly represents me as supposing that the evidence which

should be insisted on, is the highest evidence a man can groe of

sincerity^ I would here insert an extract of a letter which I

wrote to the Rev. Peter Clark of Salem Village, a twelve-

month before Mr. Williams's book was published : The

original is doubtless in Mr. Clark's hands. In that letter, I

declared my sentiments in the following words : " It does not

belrmc: to the controversy between me and my people, how

particuljr or large the profession should be that is required.

I should not choose to be confined to exact limits as to that

matter. But rather than contend, I should content myself

with a few words, briefly expressii^g the cardinal virtues, or

acts implied in a hearty compliance with the covenant of

o-race ; the profession being made (as should appear by in-

quiry into the person's doctrinal knowledge) understandingly ;

if there were an external conversation agreeable thereto. Yea,

I should think that such a person, solemnly making such a

pofession, liLvd a right to be received as the object of a public

charity, however he himself might scruple lis own conver-

sion, on accovint of his not remembering the time, not know-

ing the method of his conversion, or finding so much remain-

ing sin, &c. And (if his own scruples did not hinder)* I

• r addrd this, bccatu'c I supposed that such persons as judge thctnsclve*

unconvcri-d, if of mv p:inc pics, respecting qualifications for communion,

would scruple coming, and could not come with a good conscience : Put if

ihey vwire of Mr. Stoddard's principle, vir. That unconverted men might

lawluliy come, neither a man's being of that opinion, nor his judging himself

unconverted, would hindei my recci\ing him who exhibited pioper evidence

to the church of his being a convert.
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should think a minister or church had no rigi\t to debar suck

a professor, though he should say, he did not think himself

converted. For I call that a profession of godliness, which is

a profession of the great things wherein godliness consists,

and not a profession of his own opinion of his good estate.**

Jiorthamfitony May 7, 1750.

In like manner I explained my opinion, very particularly

and expressly, before the council that determined my separa*

tion from my people, and before the church, in a very public

manner in the meetinghouse, many people being present,

near a year before Mr. Williams*s book was published ; and

lo make it the more sure, that what I maintained might be

well observed, I afterwards sent the foregoing extract of my
letter to Mr. Clark of Salem village, into the council. And,

as I was informed, it was particularly taken notice of in the

council, and handed round among them, to be read by them.

The same council, having heard that I had made certain

draughts of the covenant, or forms of a public profession of

religion, which I stood ready to accept from the candidates

for communion, they, for their further information, sent for

them. Accordingly I sent them four distinct draughts or

forms, which I had drawn up about a twelvemonth before,

(near two years before the publishing of Mr. Williams's book)

as what I stood ready to accept (any one of them) rather

than contend and break with my people. The two shortest

©f those forms were as follows.

One of them was,

" I hope, I do truly find a heart to give up myself wholly

«o God, according to the tenor of that covenant of grace which
was sealed in my baptism, and to walk in a way of that obedi-

ence to all the commandments of God, which the covenant of

grace requires, as long as I live.

The other,

" I hope, I truly find in my heart a willingness to comply
with all the commandments of God, which require me to give
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up myself wholly to Him, and to serve Him \?\\]\ my body

and my spirit ; and do accordinj*ly now promise to walk in a

Way of obrdicncK to all the commandments of God, as long

as i live.'*

Now the reader 13 left to judge, whether I insist, as Mr.

Williams represents, that persons must not be admitted with-

out the higheftt evidence a man can give of sincerity.

ir. Mr. Williams is abundant in suggesting and insinuat-

ing to his readers, that the opinion laid down in my book is,

that persons ought not to be admitted to communion ^vithout

an absolute and peremptory determination in those who admit

them, that they are truly godly ; because I suppose it to be

necessary, that there should be a /io5/7frc judgment in their

favor.

Here I desire the reader to observe, that the word fioaitivc

IS used in two senses. (1.) Sometimes it is put in opposition

to douhtfuU or uncertain: And tlicn it signifies the same as

tertain^ peremptory y or a^^ured. But (2.) The word Jiositive

is very often used in a very different sense ; not in opposition

to doubtful^ but in opposition to ntt^ative : And so understood,

it signifies very much the same as j-calj or actual. Thus, we

often speak of a rc-;'ath'e good, and a positive good. A nega'

tivc good is a mere negation or absence lAei'il. But a positive

good is something more, it is some real, actual good, instead of

evil. So there is ^negative charity, and n positive charity. A
ftcgative charity is a mere absence of an ill judgment of a man,

or forbcaiing to condemn him. Such a charity a man may
have towards any stranger he transiently sees in the street,

that he never saw or heard any thing of before. A positive

rharify is something further than merely not condemninj^, or

not judging ill of a man ; it implies a good thought of a man.

The reader ^\ill easily see that the word positive, taken in

this sense, is an exceeding difTcrent thing from cerknn, or/ir-

remptory. A man may have something more tivan a mere

Negative (harity towards another, or a more forbearing to con-

demn him, he may actually entertain some good thought of

him, and yet there may be no proper pcrcmptorinfi^, no pre-

tence of any certainty in the case.



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 553

Now it is in this sense I use the phrsise, Jwsitive judg?7ient,

viz. In opposition to a mere negative charity ; as I very plain-

ly express the matter, and particularly and fully explain my-
self in stating the question. In my Inquiry^ (p. 5.) I have the

following words : " By Christian judgment I intend some-

thing further than a kind of mere negative charity, implying

that we forbear to censure and condemn a man, because we
do^ot know but that he may be godly, and therefore forbear

to proceed on the foot of such a censure or judgment in our

treatment of him ; as we would kindly entertain a stranger,

not knowing but, in so doing, we entertain an angel, or pre-

cious saint of God : But I mean ?>. positive judgment
^^
founded

on soTCi^ positive appearance or visibility, some outward man-

ifestation that ordinarily renders the thing probable. There

is a difference between suspending our judgment, or forbear-

ing to condemn, or having some hope that possibly the thing

may be so, and so hoping the best, and a/io«7/T;e judgment in

favor of a person. For a having some hope, only implies,

that a man is not in utter despair of a thing ; though his pre-

vailing opinion may be otherwise, or he may suspend his

opinion."

Here I think, my meaning is very plainly and carefully ex-

plained. However, inasmuch as the word positive is some-

times used for peremfitory or certain., Mr. Williams catches

at the term, and lays fast hold of the advantage he thinks

this gives him, and is abundant, all over his book, in repre-

senting as though I insisted on 2l positivejudgm.ent in this sense.

So he applies the word, referring to my use of it, from time.

to time. Thus, p. 69. " If there be any thing in this argu-

ment, I think it must be what I have observed, viz. That a

Christian must make a positive judgment and determination,

that another man is a saint, and this judgment must have for

its ground something which he supposes is, at least ordina-

rily, a certain evidence of his saintship, and by which gra-

cious sincerity is certainly distinguished from every thing

else." And p. 141. « The notion of men*s being able and

fit to determine /zosrVzT^f/i/ the condition of other men, or th^

certainty of their gracious state, has a direct tendency to de-

VoL. I. 3 W
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ceive the souls of men." And thus Mr. Williams makes

vncniiou oi^ a /lositivr jitdgmc?}

[

-dhoyc forty times in his book,

uith reference to my use of it, and to my declared opinion of

the necessity of it ; and every where plainly uses the phrase

in that sense, for absolute and Jicrcmfitory, in opposition to

doiiblfulnrss ; continually insinualintj, that this is what I pro-

fessedly insist on. Whereas, every act of the judgment whatso-

ever, is a positive judgment in the sense in which I have fully

declared I use it, I'iz. in opposition to nci^ative ; which is no

flc/, but a mere withholding of the act of the judgment, or

forbearing any actual judgment.* Mr. Williams himself

does abundantly suppose, that there must be a /lo.viUve

judgment in t/iis sense : He grants the very thing, thouijh he

rejects the term : For he holds,there must be such a "visibil-

ity as makes persons to appear to be real saints." p. 5.

—

He allows, that " the moral image of God or Christ must ap-

pear or be supposed to be in them, as the ground and rea-

* Mr John GUs, in his Observes upon the original Constitution of the Christian

Church, (p. 55, 56) says as follows. " You seem to have a great prejudice

at what you call positive evidences., and judging upon them in the admission

of church members. And I am at some loss to underfland what you mean by

them, though I have heard the expression frequently, amor>g people of your

opinion, used to express some very ill thing. If you mean by positive evi-

dences, \nh\\\h\e e\idtncc% oi i lh\x\g that none but God infallibly knows,

andean assure a man's own conscience of, with respect to a man himself; I

think it would be a very great evil for a man to require fuch evidence to

found his judgment of charity, concerning another man's faith and holiness,

or concerning his being an object of brelkerly love. And I think, he is

bound by the law of Christ to form his judgment in this matter upon less ev-

idence. But ifj you mean positive eviderwe in opposition to negative, which

is no evidence, I must own, I know not how to form a judgment of charity

without some positive evidence. And is not a credible profession fomething

positive? Is not a credible profession of the faith, love, and hope that is in

Christ, or of Christianity, a positive evidence of a man's being an object of

brotherly love, which evidence ought to be the ground oi ray judgment oj charity

concerning him, that he is a Christian, a believer in Cbrist,a brother for whom

Christ died ? If it be otherwise, and if there be no evidence upon which I

canchariubly judge, that a man is a brother ior whom Christ died, then tell

mc, how I can evidence my love to Jesus Christ, in the labor of love to-

wards my brother, whom I have seen ; 8i»d my love to God, in my love t«

them that arc begotten of him."
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son of our charity ; and that there must be some apprehen-

sion, some judgment of mind, of the saintship of persons,

for its foundation, p. 68, and 69, and 71. ...That they " must

have such a character appearing in them, p. 55.— That

there must be a judgment founded on " moral Evidence of

gospel holiness," p. 139.

III. Mr. Williams to make my scheme appear the more

ridiculous, does more than once represent it as my opinion,

that in order to persons being admitted into the church, there

must be a judgment of their being regenerate, founded on

such a degree of evidence, as that it shall not be liable to be

mistake^ more than once in ten times. Thus, p. 63. " Mr.

Edwards himself supposes, in his own scheme, when he has

made a positive judgment that every one singly whom he

admits into the church is regenerate ; yet, when taken col-

lectively, it is probable one in ten will be an hypocrite ?" So,

p. 71. "If any thing be intended to the purpose for which

this argument is brought, I conceive it must mean, that

there must be such 2l positive judgment of the real holiness of

persons, as is not mistaken more than once in ten times." Now
I desire the reader to observe what is the whole ground, on

which he makes such a representation. In explaining my
opinion, in the beginning of my inquiry (p. 6) I desired it

might be observed, that I did not suppose we ought to ex-

pect any such degree of certainty of the godliness of those

who are admitted into the church, as that when the whole

number admitted are taken collectively, or considered in the

gross, we should have any reason to suppose every one to be

truly godly ; though we might have charity for each one tliat

was admitted, taken singly^ and by himself. And to shew,

that such a thing was possible, I endeavored to illustrate it by

a comparison, or supposed case of probability of ten to one

in the example of certain stones, with such probable marks
of a diamond^ as by experience had been found not to fail more
than once in ten times. In which case, if a particular btone

were found with those marks, there would be a probabiUiy of

ten to one, with respect to that stone, singly taken, that it was

genuine : But if ten such were taken together, there would
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not be the same probability that every one of them was so ;

but in this case, it is as likely as not, that some one in the ten

is spurious. Now it is so apparent, that this particular degree

of probability of ten to one is mcnlioncd only as a fsufifwaed

case, for illustralion, and because, in a particular example,

some number or other must be mentioned, that it would have

been an afTront to the sense of my readers to have added any

caution, that he should not understand me otherwise. How-
ever, Mr. Williams has laid hold on this, as a good handle by

which he might exhibit my scheme to the world in a ridicu-

lous light ; as though I had declared it my real opinion, that

there must be the probability, of just te7i to one^ of true godli-

ness, in order to persons' admission into the church. He
might with as much appearance of sense and justice, have as-

serted concerning all the supposed cases in books of arithme-

tic, that the authors intend these cases should be understood

as real yac/'5, and that they have written their books, with all

the sums and numbers in them, as books of history ; and if

any cases mentioned there only as examples of the several

rules, are unlikely to be true accounts of fact, therefore have

charged the authors with writing 9.false and absurd history.

IV. Another thing, yet further from what is honorable

in Mr. Williams is this ; that whereas I said as above, that

there ought to be a prevailing opinion concerning those that

are admitted, taken sin^^ly, or by themselves, that they arc truly

godly or gracious, though when we look on the whole number

in the gross, we arc far from determining that every one is a

true saint, and that not one of the judgments we have passed,

has been mistaken ; 'Mr. Williams, because I used the phrase

jtingly taken^ has laid hold on the expression and from thence

has taken occasion to insinuate to his readers, as if my scheme

were so very extravagant, that according to this, when a great

multitude arc admitted, their admitters must be confident of

EVERY one's being regenerated. Hence he observes, (p. 98.)

" There is no appearance, that John made a positive judgment

that c^^ery one of these people were regenerated." Plainly

using the expression as a very strong one ; leading the reader

to suppose, I insist the evidence shall be so clear, that when



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 35f

such a vast multitude as John baptized are viewed, the ad-

mitter should be peremptory in it, that his judgment has not

failed so much as in a single instance ; the very reverse of

what I had expressed. In like manner, Mr. Williams treat*

the matter from time to time. As in p. 55. " The thinii; to be

proved from hence is, that the apostles and primitive Christ-

ians, not only thought that these persons were Christians, by

reason of their external calling, and professed compliance

with the call ; but had formed a poshive judgment concern-

ing EVERY ONE OF THEM SINGLY, that they Avcrc real saints."

Here the expression is plainly used as a very strong one ; as im-

plying much more than esteeming so great a muliitudc, when

taken in the gross to be generally true saints, and with a

manifest design to carry the same idea in the m'.nd of the

reader as was before mentioned. See another like instance

p. 62.

V. However, my opinion is not represented bad enough

yet ; but to make it appear still worse, Mr. Williams is bold

to strain his representation of it to that height, as to suggest

that what I insist on, is a certainty of others* regeneration :

Though this be so diverse from Avhat I had largely explained

in stating the question, and plainly expressed in other parts of

my book, * and also inconsistent with his own representations

in other places. For if what I insist on be a probability that

may fail once in ten ii?nes, as he says it is p. 6S, then it is not

a certainty that I insist on ; as he suggests, p. 141. Speaking

of the evil consequences of my opinion, he says, " the notion

of men's being able and fit to determine positively the condi-

tion of other men, or the certainty of their gracious estate, has

a direct tendency to deceive the souls of men." So again in

p. G9. And he suggests, that I require more than moral evi"

dcnce,m p. 6, and p. 139.

* In stating the question, p. 5, I explained the requisite visibility, to be

seme outward manifestation^ that ordinarily renders the thing probable. To the

like purpose, is what I say in p. ii, and p. i2. And in p. ic6, I say ex-

pressly. " Not a certainty, but a profession and visibility of il.ese things,

must br the rule of the church's proceeding."
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VI. Mr. Williams rcprcscnls mc as insisting on some way

of judging the state of such as arc admitted to communion, by

their uj-u.'ard (2nd sfi'n'itval exfierifuces^ diverse fmni judging

by their f\rofcUfa on a:. d behavior. So p. 7. " If their outward

profession and behavior be the (ground of this judj^mcnt, then

it is not the inward experience of the heart." p. 5j. " Which
judgment must be founded on something beyond aiid beside

their external culling, and viiiible Jirofcs-^ion to comply with it,

and to be separated for God : Anfl therefore this judg-

ment must be founded, either upon rcvcjalion, or a personal

acquaintance Aviih thrir ex/ierieJice/i" &c. In like manner he

is abundant, from one end of hh book to the other, in rep-

resenting as though 1 insitstcd on judging of Men by their in-

ward and 8/iirittiaL exjicriences^ in some i)cculiar manner.

AVhich is something surprizing, since there is not so much
as a word said about relatin^^ or ifiving an account of ex/ieri-

ences, or what is commonly so called, as a term of commu-
nion. Mr. Williams (p. C) pretends to quote two passages

of mine, as an evidence, that this is what I insist on.

One is from the 5th page of my book. It is true

I there say thus, '' It is a visibility to the eye of the

public charity, and not a private judgment, that gives a

person a right to be received as a visible saint by the pub-

lic." And I there say, " a public and serious profession

of the great and main things wherein the essence of true re-

ligion or godliness consists, together Avith an honest charact-

er, an apjrecable conversation, and p:ood understanding of the

doctrines of Christianity, and particularly those doctrines that

teach the grand condition of salvation, and the nature of true

Raving religion ; this justly recommends persons to the

good opinion of the public ; whatever suspicions and fears any

])arlicui;a- person, either the minister, or some other, may
entertain, from what he in particular has observed ;

perhaps

the manner of his ex])ressing himself in giving an account of

his experiences, or an obscurity in the order and method of

his experiences, Sec." IJut the words do not imply, it nuiy be

demanded of the candidate, that he should give an account of

his experiences to the miiiislci" or any body cLe, as the term
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of his admission into the church ; nor had I respect to any

such thing : But I knew it was the imanner in many places

for those who hoped they were godly persons, to converse

with their neighbors, and especially with their minister, about

their experiences ; whether it was required of them in or-

der to their coming into the church, or no ; and particularly,

I was sensible, that this was the manner at Northampton, for

whose sake especially I wrote ; and I supposed it the way of

many ministers, and people, to judge of others' state, openly

and publicly, by the order and method of their experiences,

or the munner of their relating them. But this I condemn

in the very passage that Mr. Williams quotes ; and very

much condemn, in other writings of mine which have been

published ; and have ever loudly condemned, and borne my
testimony against.

There is one passage more, -v^hich Mr. Williams adds to

the preceding, and fathers on me, to prove that I require an

account of experiences in order to admission ; pretending to

rehearse my words, with marks of quotation, saying as follows,

p. 6, and as he further explains himself elsewhere ; " the prop-

er visibility which the public is to have of a man's being a

saint, must be on some accoimt of his experience of those

doctrines which teach the nature of true saving religion." I

have made long and diligent search for such a passage in my
writings, but cannot find it. Mr. Williams says " I thus ex-

plain myself elsewhere :" But I wish he had mentioned in

what place.

If there be such a sentence in some of my writinj^s (as I

suppose there is not) it will serve little to Mr. Williams's

purpose. If we take the word experience according to the

common acceptation of it in the English language, viz. a

person's perceiving or knowing any thing by trial or ex-

periment, or by immediate sensation or consciousness within

himself : In this sense, I own, it may from what I say in my
book be inferred, that a man's profession of his experience

should be required as a term of communion : And so it may
be as justly and as plainly inferred, that Mr. Williams himself

insi^ns on a proTession of cxpcncJice as a term of communiow :
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experience of a decfi conviction of a 7nan*a undone state iv'ttk*

out Christ ; experience of a fiersuasion of his judgment arid

conscience, that there is no^ other ivarj of salvation ; experience of

'U'nf'igncd desires to he brought to the terms of the covcnayit :

For such things as these, he says, must be professed : So p.

75, and in innumerable other places. There is no such thing

possible as a man's professing any tiling within himself or be-

longing to his own mind, either good or bad, either common
or saving, unless it be something that he finda^ or (which is

the same thing) exfierienccsy within himself.

I know the word exfierlence is used by many in a sort of

peculiar sense, for the particular order and method of what

passes within the mind and heart in conversion. And in this

sense, Mr. Williams knov/s I disclaim the notion of making

cxfieriences a term of communion. I say he knows it because

(in p. 6) he quotes and rehearses the very words wherein I

do expressly disclaim it. And I am very large and particu-

lar in testifying against it in my book on Religious Affections :

A book I have good reason to think ]Mr. ^^'illiams has seen

and read, having been thus informed by a man of his own prin-

ciples, that had it from his mouth. There, in p. 300 and 301,

I say as follows : " In order to persons* making a proper pro-

fession of Christianity, sucl» as the scripture directs to, and

such as the followers of Christ should require in order to the

acceptance of the professors with full charity, as of their so-

ciety, it is not necessary they should give an account of the

particular ste/is and method, by which the holy Spirit, sensibly

•to them, wrought, and brought about those great essential

things of Christianity in their hearts. There is no footstep

in the scripttire of any such way of the apostles, or primitive

ministers and Christians rccjuiring any such relation in order

to their receiving and treating others as their Christian breth-

ren, to all intents and purposes ; or of their fust examining

them concerning the particular method and order of their eX'

perirncci. They required of them a profession of the things

wrought; but no accouwt of the manner of working was re-

quired of them. Nor is there the least shadow in the scripture

of ap.y such cuslom in the church of God, from Adam to the
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^eath of the Apostle John." To the same purpose again I

express myself in p. 302, and in the preface to the book that

Mr. Williams writes against, I make particular mention of

this book 072 Religious Affections^ wherein these things are

said ; and there declare expressly, that when I wrote that

book, I was of the same mind concerning the qualifications of

communicants that I am of row. But,

VII. To make my scheme still more obnoxious and odi-

ous, Mr. Williams once and again insinuates, that I insist oa

an account of such inward feelingsj as are by men supposed

to be the certain discriminating marks of grace*(so p. 7, and

141) though I never once used the phrase any wherein my
book. I said not a word, about innvardfeelings^ from one end

of it to the other : Nor is any innvardfeeeling at all more im-

plied in my scheme, than in his. But however, Mr. Wil-

liams knew that these phrases, exjieriences and inivard feel"

ingS) were become odious of late to a great part of the coun-

try ; and especially the latter of them, since Mr. Whitefield

used it so much : And he well knew, that to tack these phrases

to my scheme, and to suggest to his readers that these were

the things I professed to insist on, would tend to render me
and my scheme contemptible. If he says, though I use not

that phrase, yet the things I insist on, are such as are inivard-

iyfelt ; such as saving repentance, faith, &c. I answer, these

things are no more inward feelinge, than the things he him-

self insists on ; such as a deefi conviction of a man*s undone

state, unfeignedfervent desires £;fter Christ, a fixed resolution

for Christ, engagedness for heaven, &c.

VIII. Mr. Williams abundantly, in almost all parts of his

book, represents my principles to be such as suppose men to

be the searchers of others hearts. For which I have given

no other ground, than only supposing that some such qualifi-

cations are necessary in order to communion, which have

their seat in the hearty and so not to be intuitively seen by oth-

ers ; and that such qualifications must by profession and prac-

tice, be made so visible or credible to others, that others may
rationally judge they are there. And Mr. Williams supposes

the same thing as much as I. In p, U 1, he expressly speaks

Vol. L 2 X
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of the qualifications necessary to communion, as being in th&

hmrt^ and not possible to be known any other way than by

their being seen there: And also often allows, that these (qual-

ifications must be exhibited, and made visible^ by a credible

profession, and answerable practice : Yea, he goes further, he

even supposes that those who admit them to sacraments,

ought to be satisfied by their profession, that they really have

these qualijications. Thus he says, p. 54. " The baptizer

ought to be satisfied by a person's profession, that he really be-

lieves the gospel, and that Jesus Christ is the Son of God, the

Saviour.

IX. Mr. Williams is not contented with all these represen-

tations of my scheme, but will have it appear more absurd

and monstrous still ; and therefore represents me as main-

taining, that it is not the visible profession of exfieriences^ that

I suppose the ground of the church's judgment ; but these eX'

perienccs and in^jiard feelings the7nselvesy by having the heart

turned inside out, and viewing them immediately in the heart

itself and judging upon the next end immediate actings of the

heart. Here, I only desire the reader to read down Mr.

Williams's 7th page, and make his own reflections.

X. Whereas, in p. 16, of my book, I observed it to be the

opinion of some, that, " Although the members of the visible

church arc saints in profession and visibility, and in the ac-

ceptance of others, yet this is not with reference to saving

holiness, but to quite another sort of saintship, viz. moral sin-

cerity ; and that this is the real saintship, disciple^^hip, and godli-

ness, that is professed and visible in them.'* &c. Mr. Wil-

liams,p.4, 5, says, « He does not remember that he ever heard

of this, or that any body thought of it, before he saw it in my
book ; and represents it as a poor man of straw, of my own

framing : And he insists upon it, that it is allowed on all

hands, that the visibility must be with reference to saving ho-

liness,

I will not say, that Mr. Williams knew it to be a false rep-

resentation which he here makes : But this I will say, that he

ought to have been better informed, before he had thus pub-

licly ridiculed this as a fiaion of mine ; especially consider-
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'ing the opportunities and advantages he has had to know oth-

erwise : This being the notion that had been (as was before

observed) so loudly and publicly insisted on, for more than

two years, by the people of Northampton, and by the neigh-

boring ministers, and those of them that were Mr. WiUiams's

near relatives ; as he has had abundant opportunities to be

fully informed, having withal had great inducements to in-

quire. Besides, that this has been the universal opinion of

all that part of the country (who thought themselves Mr*

Stoddard's followers) for more than twenty years, is a fact as

notorious, as that the people there generally believe Mr. Stod-

dard's doctrine of the necessity of a work of conversion, in or-

iler to get to heaven. And this is the opinion professedly

maintained in a pamphlet published in Boston, (Anno 1741)

intitled, A right to the Lord*s supper .considered : A piece

which has long been well known among Mr. Williams's near-

est relatives, and in good repute with them ; as I have had

occasion to observe. This pamphlet insists expressly and

abundantly, ihat moral sincerity is the real discipleshipi and hO'

iiness, with respect to which visible Christians are called disci-

ciples and saintsy in scripture. Particubrly see pages 9, 10,

13, and 14. And which is more strange yet, Mr. Blake, the

great author Mr. Williams makes so much use of, and in a

book which I know he has long been the possessor of, speaks

much of a profession of religion that has respect only to a dog^

maticaly historical faithy a common faithy difaith true indeed (as

he says) in its ki?idy but short of that which is justifying and sav

ingy and a profession 'which goes nofurther, as that which enti-

tles to sealing ordinances. Thus he does expressly. See

Blake on the covenant, p. 241, 244, 245. The same author

again and again distinguishes between justifying faith and

faith of profession; as in p. 284, 285,286. And which is

more than all this, Mr. Williams (as will appear in the sequel)

abundantly contends for the same thing himself, though

against himself, and although he charges me in p. 35, with a

great misrepresentation, in supposing that according to the

scheme of my opposcrs, the profession required in those that

are admitted, docs not imply a pretence to any thing viore than

fnoral sincerity and common grace.
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PART II.

An Examination c/ ilfr. Williams's Scheme, in

the various Farts of it.

SECTION I.

Mr. Williams's Concessions,

MR. WILLIAMS allows, that, in order to a man's com-

ing to sacraments, " he ought solemnly to profess and de-

clare, that he is really and heartily convinced of the divine

truth of the gospel, p. 30, 36, 32, 84. That he does sin-

cerely, and with all his heart believe the gospel, * p. 49,

And that they which admit him, ought to be satisfied he real-

ly believes the gospel, that Jesus is the son of God, the Sav-

iour p. 54, that he should profess and declare he believes in

Christ, and that the gospel is indeed the revelation of God."

p. 5, he allows, that " none ought to be admitted, but such as

openly profess and declare an hearty consent to the covenant

of grace, and compliance with the call of the gospel, and sub-

mission to the proposals of it, and satisfaction with that device

for our salvation that is revealed in the gospel, and with the

offer which God makes of himself to be our God in Christ Je-

Whfn I first proposed to a certain candidate for commuDion at North-

ampton, the publicly making this profession, viz. That he beliciei Ou truth

ejthe gospel tuith all his hearty many of the people cried out, that I insisted on

•what no saint on earth could profess, and that this amounted to a profession

of absolute perfection. Hence many reports spread about the country, that \

insiitcd on perfection as a terra of communion.
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sus,* and that they fall in with the terms of salvation propos-

ed in the gospel, and renounce all other ways." p. 5, 8, g,

11, 18, 55, 32, He plainly supposes it " not to be lawful for

them that are lukewarm in religion, or those that serve

two masters, to come to sacraments." p. 33, 35, 36, " He
supposes, that there must be " a real determination of a

man's judgment and affection for the word of God. p. 53,

That there ought to be a profession of subjection to Christ

with all the heart, p. 10, and of a devotedness to the service of

God, p. 49, and a professed giving up themselves to Christ,

to be taught, ruled, and led by him in the Gospel way to sal-

vation
; p. 31, 32. And that communicants ought to " declare,

that they do, with all their hearts, cast themselves upon the

mercy of God, to help them to keep covenant." P. 125,

That '* they ought to profess a proper respect to Christ in-

their hearts, as well as a true notion of Him in their heads."

P. 31. That they must make a profession that " imports a

pretence ofreal friendship to Christ, and love to God above the

world." P. 36. That « none ought to be admitted but visible

saints, and that this visibility must be such as to a judgment

of rational charity makes them appear as real saints, wise vir-

gins, and endowed with gospel holiness." P. 5, 41, 42, 139,

14. That " there should be a charitable presumption, that the

Spirit of God has taken hold of them, and turned their hearts

to God." P. 52. That " they should be such persons as are in

the eye of a Christian judgment truly gracious persons, sup-

posed and believed in charity to be those to whom God has

given saving repentance, and an heart purifying faith." P.

65, and 47, " Such as have the moral image of Christ appear-

ing in them, or supposed to be in them, and arc to be loved

on that account." P. 68, "He allows, that there ought to be

some apprehension, some judgment of the mind, that they are

Christians and Saints, and have the moral image of God in

* Mr, Williams cites Mr. Guthrie (preface p. 4) as on his side, whcnl^e

^peaks^of such a profession, as that which ii to be made,
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them."* P. 68, 69, and 71, He allows, that '' they n,ust be

taken into the churcii under a notion of their being godly, and

vilh respect to such acharacler a|)[)caiing on them : And very

often insists, that " they the msclves must make such a

pretence." P. 5 5, f 132, 136, 11 3, bo he allows, that they

• By this it appears, when Mr. W. speaks of the Church's rationaljudgvunt

that persons have real huliness, and the like, he docs not mean merely a treating

them as such, in public adminiftrations, and external conduct : For here he

•peaks not of the external conduct, but of the apprehension of the understandings

0nd judgment of the mind ; and this as ths foundation of the atfection of the

Jicart.

f Mr. Williams's words (P. 55) arc pretty remarkable : "The reader (uy»

he) will judge, whether tho manner ot Mr. tdwards's treating the 4uestion,

and represenlinj; the opinion of Mr. Stoddard and others, in the words J have

quoted above, be not unaccounldbU ; thouprh this is neither the first nor the last

time of his treating the matter in such a manner : As if Mr. Stoddard and his

adherents supposed persons were to be admitted without any notion of their

being godly, or any respect to such a character, appearing on them ; and that

they themselves arc without such a pretence." Whereas, Mr Stoddard ex-

pressly maintains, that men maybe duly qualifed ^aA fit matter iox chnrch.

tnembeiship, without saving grace. (Appeal, p. 15,16.) And that they

may zud. ought to come ^ though they know themselves to be in a natural condition.

(Doct. of Instituted Churches, P, 21, See also his Sermon on the subject, p.

13,) And according to Mr. Stoddard, communicants arc not so much as ja/i-

fased godi\y persons. This (Appeal p 43) he says expressly, That, by the in-

stitution, communicants at the Lord 's Supper are not supposed tobereal sair.ti. Apd
also asserts, (Appeal, p. 76) Ihat we are not obliged to hclieie visible saiuts to

be real saints. And it seems by what he says in his Appeal, (p. 17) The

church may admit persons to communion, when at the same time thry a^e

aii-'are that they are hypocrites. For there, in answer to Dr. Mather, who had

ciied certain texts to prove, that when hypocrites do come into the church,

I hey come in unawares ; he sa^s, But neither of the places he dies proves thai all

hypocrites come in unawares. And in the next page he says. The di^evcry of

men's hypocrisy is not the reason of their being cast out. Still evidently on the

same foundation, that some known hypocrites are fit to be admitted ; for he

says, (p. 15) Such as, bring admitted, may not he cast out, arefit to be admitted. And
these things arc agreeable to what I know Mr. Stoddard's church and congfc-

gation have universally su pposcd to be his constant doctrine and practice

among them. Thus it was, without one dissenting voice among them, dur-

ing the twentyfour years that I lived with them. And now the reader i$ de-

sired to judge, as Mr. W. would have him, whether my representing it to b«

the opinion of Mr. S. and his adherents, that persons naight />{ admitted into tU
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must not only be endowed -with Christian piety in appear-

ance ; but that they must be so in profession. P. 3, 41, 44^.

« That they make a shew of being wise virgins by the na-

ture and purport of their profession." P. 42, And he in-

sists with great strenuousness, over and over, upon its being

their scheme, " that they ought to make a profession of real

saintship." P. 132, Yea, he holds, that there must be not on-

ly some visibility and profession of real piety, but moral ev
dencc ofit^ p. 139. lie often uses notes of distinction, distin-

guishing between moral sincerity^ and real jiictij ; and insists

much upon it as belonging to their scheme ; that there must

be a visibility of the latter, as thus distinguished from the for-

mer. So, he rejects with great contempt any suggestion of its

being the scheme of my opposers, that moral sincerity is that

saintship, which is to be professed and made visible ; and in

distinction from this, he asserts, that it is real holiness^ p. 4,

and 5. And again p. 35, he uses a note of distinction, and

insists that the opposers of my opinion hold, that communi-
cants " must make a profession of something more than

common grace and moral sincerity." And again p. 139, he

uses notes of distinction or discrimination, and says, that

" they must exhibit a credible profession of gospel holiness,

and NOT MERELY of moral sincerity ; and says, it is not the

visibility of moral sincerity, BUT the moral evidence of gos-

pel sincerity, which God^s word makes the rule of judging."

And as he holds,that communicants must profess gospel holi-

ncss,so he seems to suppose that these professors must judge

this ofthemselves ; several things he says, seem plainly to

imply it. This appears evidently implied in that interrogation

put by Mr. Williams p. 35, <•'- Mr. Stoddard rightly supposes

all visible saints who are not truly pious, to be hypocrites ;

and the scripture supposes and calls them so too : But will it

church without any notion of their being godly ^ or any respect to such a character ap^

fearing on them, he: \imQcoux\\.2\i\t. By these things it is evident, Mr. Stod-

dard's scheme was tar from being what Mr. Williams represents it to be,

and pretends to maintain as his. And if the question he had to controvert

with me, were Mr. Stoddard's question, as he asserts, yet he greatly mistak*^
>•( true state of the auestie^., though that be given as the title of his book.
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therefore Follow, that all hypocrites know they arc so ?" AnJ
he in effect asserts, " that men should look at such a qualifi-

cation, as sanctifying grace, in themselves, and inquire wheth-

er they have it, or no, in order to determine whether they

should present themselves to gospel ordinances :" For he

greatly finds fault with me for suggesting, as if those of a dif-

ferent opinion from me supposed, that persons have no

manner cf need to look at any such qualification in them-

selves, or at all inquire, whether they have it, in order to pre-

sent themselves to sacraments. He refers to that passage in my
book p. 55. " I cannot conceive what should move Philip to

utter those words, or what he should aim art in them, if he at

the same time supposed that the Eunuch had no manner of

Deed to look at any such qualificauon in himself, or at all to

inquire whether he had such a faith, or no, in order to deter-

mine whether he might present himself as the subject of

baptism." It is plain the qualification I have respect to, is

grace^oY saving faith. And so Mr. Williams himself under-

stands me ; as appears by his reflections, p. 49. Where, after

quoting this passage, he consigns me over to another judg-

ment, for suggesting that my opposcrs hold what I had there

expressed, and for "representing the matter, as if they looked

on it as no matter whether a person coming to gospel ordi-

nances had any grace or no, and that he had no manner of

need to inquire any thing about his sincerity."*

• Novr let all who have been acquainted with the controversy between me

and my people at Northampton, consider these things, which Mr. Williams

earnestly insists do belong to his scheme ; and judge whether they We agreea-

ble to the scheme which my opposers there have so vehemently and long con-

tended for; yea, whether they arc not very opposite to it ; or whether in

these things Mr. Williams has not intirely yielded up, yea, vehemently assert-

ed the chief things concerning which they contested with me; and so, wheth-

er he has at all helped their cause by writing his book, or rather, on the con-

trary, has fought against them.
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SECTION n.

Some of the plain consequences of the foregoing

concessidns of Mr. Williams.

1

.

IF it be as Mr. Williams says, that " The church ought

to admit none to their holy communion, in special ordinanc-

es, but visible saints, and that this visibility must be such as

to a iud-ment of rational charity, makes them appear as real

saints, and those that are admitted must be such as profess

real saintship, gospel holiness, in distinction from moral sm-

Ceriiy ;" then the ^vhole of my first argument, from the na-

ture of a visibility ^h^profesdon of Christianity, is^ allowed by

him, in both/zmmses and conseq2ie7ice. And indeed Mr.

Williams does this not only consequentially, but he is express

in it. In p. 4, taking notice of this argument, he says, « The

sense and force of it wholly lies in this compass; A visible saint

is one that to the view, appearance and judgment, of thi

church, is a real saint ; and since none but visible saints are to

be admitted by the church, therefore none are to be admitted

but such as appear to the view and judgment of the church

to be real saints." But these things, whith Mr. Williams

himself allows as the sum of the argument, both premises

and consequence, are expressly allowed by him in what there

follows.

2. If there must be a visibility and profession of real piety

in distinction from moral sincerity, so that it can be truly said,

as Mr. Williams says with discretive terras, and notes of

discrimination, that " Not merely the one must be professed,

BUT the other ; and that more than moral sincerity must be

piofesscd," See. Then it follows (or rather it is the same

thing) that men must profess religion with some discrimina-

tion or marks of difference in their words, distinguishing what

is professed from moral sincerity ; contrary to what Mr.

Williams strenuously and frequently asserts. (P. 6, 9, and

many olher places) For if the profession is made in wordt

Vol. I. ^ V
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that signify no difference^ then nothing different is signified or

professed by those words ; and so nothing more ; contrary

also to what Mr. Williams also asserts.

3. If it be as Mr. Williams says, that " The scripture has

determined none ought to be admitted but such as make an

open profession and declaration of an hearty consent to the

terms of the covenant of grace, such as covenant with God
with their whole hearts, and profess gospel holiness ;" Then
the whole of my second argument, concerning explicit cove-

-nanting ivith God, is expressly allowed, in both premises and

consequence ; though Mr. Williams seems at the same time

with so much labor and earnestness, to militate against it.

For the premises are, that all ought openly and explicitly to oivn

God^s covenant, or consent to the terms of it : This is the same

thing that he asserts as above. And the consequence, or thing

which I inferred from it, was, that all that are admitted ought

to make a profession of real Godliness : And this also he ex-

pressly and often allows.

4. Since it is supposed, that in order to admission, men
ought to profess realfriendship to Christ, and love to him above

the ivorld, and to profess a proper respect to Christ in their

hearts, as ivcll as a triie notion of him in their heads ; and that

they ought to profess gospel holiness, and not merely moral sin-

cerity : Therefore the whole of what belongs to my third ar-

gument, is allowed, both premises and consequence. The
premises were, that the nature of things affords as much reason

for professing a proper respect to Christ in the heart, as a true

notion ofhim in the head : This he allows. What I endeavor

to infer from hence, was, that therefore men ought to profess

true piety, and not moral si?iceriiy only : And this is also allow-

ed by him.

5. It appears that the whole of my fourth argument, both

premises and consequence, is allowed. The premises were, that

the scri/iture reckons all visible saints ivho are not truly pious, to

he hypocrites : This Mr, Williams expressly allows, p. 25.

The consequence I inferred, was, that visible saints are such

as mukc a profession of true godliness, and not moral sinceri-

ty only : This also is very fully allowed by hinx, p. l'>9.
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6. Since it is supposed, that when Christ*s rules are attend-

ed, they that come to sacraments, do not knoiv themselves to be

hyfiocrites^ but must look at such a qualijication in themselves^ at

$race^ and make such a pretence and profess gospel holiness ;

Therefore all is in effect allowed, that I endeavored from the

latter part of the 7th chapter of Matthew, which was to shew

that professing Christians in general, all those that said Lordy

Lfjrd, both those that built on the sand^ and those that built on

a rock, were such as imagined themselves to have a saving in»

terest in Christ, and pretended to be his real disciples, and

made such a profession. The same v/as v/hat I endeavored

to shew from the parable of the ten Virgins. And therefore

all that I argued from thence is in like manner allowed.

7. Hence in vain is all the opposition Mr. Williams makes

to what I allege from the Acts of the Apostles, from chap. ii.

from the story of the Jiimuch, and other parts of that book,

concerning the manner and circumstances of the admission of

members into the primitive Christian church, and the profes-

sion they made ; seeing he grants the main point I endeavor*

ed to prove by it, viz.That they did make, and all adult persons

that are admitted into the church, 7nust make a profession of

something more than moral si7icerity, even gospel holiness.

8. Hence, in vain is all he says in opposition to my eighth

argument, taken from the manner of the apostles treating and

addressing the primitive churches in their epistles ; since he

does either expressly or virtually grant each of those three

things, which he himself reckons up as the sum of what 1 in-

tend under that argument, viz. (1.) " That the apostles speak

to the churches, and of them, as supposing and judging them
to be gracious persons. (2.) That the members of these

churches had such an opinion of themselves. (3.) That

they had this judgment one of another." Mr. W^illiams al-

lows all these. He abundantly allows and asserts, that the

members of churches are such as arc supposed and judged,

and rationally judged, to be gracious persons, by those that

admit them ; that they are taken in under that notion, and

from respect to such a character appearing on them ; and that

they are rationally judged to be so by their fellow Christians
5
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pnd that they tnust look at such a character in fhemsclv^Hy ^x\d

«)ust make such a /iretcncc,

9. Since Mr. Williams abundantly allows that visible

Christians, must " Be believed in charity to be truly pious ;

and that they are such as have the moral image of Christ ap-

pearing in them, and supposed to be in them, and that they

arc to be loved on that account :'* Therefore very impertinent

and inconsistent is the opposition he makes to my ninth argur

ment, from the nature of that brotherly love required towards

all visible Christians ; which was to shew, that visible Christ-

ians by the rule of Christ were to be n/i/irchcnded to be true

Christians.

10. In like manner, vain and to no purpose is the orpposi-

Uon he makes to my tenth argument, from the Nature of

sacramental actiona^ supposed in their intent and signification

to be a solemn profession of those things wherein real piety

consists, viz. a cordial acceptance of Christ and his benefits ;

from thence arguing, that a profession of these things is nec-

essary ; and so inferring that those who perform these ac-

tions, should suppose themselves truly to accept of Christ :

Since both these things are in effect granted, that communi-

cants must judge that they have sanctifying grace, and also

that they must profess gospel holiness, a compliance with the

call of the gospel, and falling in with the terms of salvation

proposed, &c,

1 1. In vain also is the opposition he makes to my eleventh

argument, from 1 Cor. xi.28. " Let a man examine himself;

and so let Irim eat." Inferring from thence, that a man ought

to inquire concerning such a qualifu ation in himself, as grace,

in order to know whether he may come to the sacrament of

the Lord's supper. Since Mr. Williams himself plainly

supposes this very thing, " That men ought to look at such 9

qualification in themselves, as grace, and to inquire whether

they have it, in order to determine whether ihcy may present

themselves to Christian sacraments.'*

12. If it be true, according to Mr. Williams's reprcscnta-

tioT) of his own scheme, " That persons may not be admit-

ted to sacrament', i.it n.„v, •, ro'i*!^ Mitl,cir being truly god-
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iy, and with respect to such a character appealing on them ;

And that persons themselves had need to look at such a quali-

fication in themselves, and inquire whether they have it, in

order to determine whether they may come to sacraments ;'*

it must be because if they find they have it not^ they may not

come, or (which is the same thing) it is not lanvful for them

to come. For it would be ridiculous to say that others must

jook at such a qualification in them, and must not admit them

but from respect to such a character on them ; and that they

themselves also must look at such a qualification in them-

selves, and inquire whether they have it in order to determine

whether they may come : When yet they maxj come wheth-

er they have it or no, and have as much of a lawful right with-

out it, as with it. So that Mr, Williams has in efFeet deter-

mined against himself the grand point, which he himself in-

sists on, as the point in dispute, according to the tvv.e state of

the question. And therefore,

13. It follows from the foregoing concessions, that Mr.

Williams is inconsistent with himself in all his arguments,

that men may come to sacraments without such jj qualifica-

tion or character as that of true piety, " Because God has giv-

en no certain rule by which sacraments may be restrained to

ijuch ;* or Because that otherwise none might come but those

that know they have such a character ;t or because the con-

trary doctrine tends to bring saints into great perplexities in

their attendance on sacraments ;:j: orfrom the lawfulness of

unregenerate men's attending other duties."!) If there be
any force in this arguing from other duties to an attendance

on sacraments, then the argument will infer, that men must
not be admitted to other duties, but under the notion of their

being truly godly, andfrom resfiect to such a character ajifiear-

ing on them, tP'c—-as Mr. Williams insists with regard to

Christian sacraments. And so if these things which Mr.
Williams concedes and asserts, arc true, in vain is all argu-

ing from " the like tendency in sacraments to convert nicn.

* See Mr. Williams's book p. io6. t Ibid. p.ic8. Xp. 120.
||
p. 123.
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as in other duties :'*§ And in vain is it to argue the lawfulness

of men's coniinj^ uiihout this character, " from their obliga-

tion to perform txternal covenant duties,^! and to carry them-

selves like stints :"** And in vain is all arguing from pre-

tended bad consequences of the contrary doctrinc.ft

14. The opposition Mr. Williams makes to my argument

from Isa. Ivi. especially those v.ords v. 5, 6. *' The sons of

the stranger that join themselves to the Lord, to love the Lord

and be his servants.. ..will I bring into my holy mountain**....

To prove that none have a right in the sight of God to the

privileges of the ('hristian church, but those that love God,

and arc truly pious ; I say, the opi>osition Mr. Williams

makes to this argument is frivolous, since he in effect grants

the same thing (as above) yea, docs expressly allow, that they

must make pretences of being God*s real friends, and loving

God more than the vyorld. p. 36.

13. If it be true as Mr. Williams allows and abundantly as-

serts, " That in order to ]>ersons* being admitted to holy

communion in special ordinances, the scripture has determin-

ed, that there must be an open profession and declaration of a

person's believing, or ofa ficrsoncl bclicx'in^^ in Christ {ivhich

is the same thing) and of an hearty consent to the terms of the

covenant of grace,* and that therein must be a profession of

gospel lioliness ;" then avails nothing to the contrary that

f^rcat argument of his, taken from the state oi bafitizcdinfants,

That " They are already in the church, and in covenant, and

are members in complete standing," &c. Aiui that therefore

no owning the covenaiu or professing godliness can I>c de-

manded of them :t And in vain is all that he has said to

prove this in his discourse on the Wheat and TQres.\

16. To what purpose is it, to object from the parable now

mentioned, That the church ought not to go about to make a

distinction between nvhcut and taresy in their admission of

members, by pretending to discern the difference ? When it

^p. 126. Up. 128. *«p. iji. ++U, 131.

* See how Mr, William* e.\prfS!« himself p. j. + S«e eipccitlly, p. 3.

* p. 99, »oo.



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 375

is so apparent, that there is no pretence to any proper discern-

ing in the case, nor any other distinction pleaded, than what i»

made by a judgment of charity. And when, according to Mr.

Williams's own scheme, churches are obliged to make a dis-

tinction, in the rational judgment they pass, and to admit none

but what they judge to be true saints ; so that those who are

'wheat, in the eye of their judgment, only are to be adnnitted,

and such as are tares, in the eye of their judgment, are to be

excluded.

17. What is said by Mr. Williams of the visible church's

being the school of Christ, and men's being admitted into it as

« Disciples or scholars, some of them in order to attain

grace," (p. 81, and 83) is nothing to the purpose, if it be as

Mr. Williams allows and asserts, that in order to be admitted

into this school, they must be supposed in a reasonable judg-

ment, to have this attainment already, and make a pretence to

it, and a solemn profession of it, and must give moral evi-

dence that they have it, and must be admitted into the school

under no other notion than that of their bein^g already possess-

ed of it.

18. If it be as Mr. Williams expressly says, " That persons

are not visible saints without a credible profession, visibility

and moral evidence, not only of moral sincerity, but true ho=

liness," (p. 139.) then all is wholly insignificant and vain, that

is said to prove, that the children of Israel were visible saints

iprithout any evidence of such holiness, by reason of the idola-

try and gross and open wickedness of vast multitudes of them
who are yet called God's people : And so likewise, all that is

said to prove that the members of the primitive Church had

no other visibility of saintship than they, because they are

grafted into the same olive : And also all that Mr. Williams

has said to prove, that many of the members of the primitive

churches wxre as grossly Avicked as they.

19. Since according to Mr. Williams the terms of admis-

sion to the Jewish ordinances, were " the same as lo Christian

ordinances, the like profession and the same visibility of saint-

ship required and no other ;** as he strenuously asserts, p. 57,

€1, 65 ; it will therefore follow from his foregoing concession!*
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.uicl assertion'), That none ucre by God*s appointmeni:, io

come to tbc piibsover, and lo have their children circumcised,

but '* such as openly professed and declared that they ^vere

convinced ofthc trutli of (lod's word, and believed it with ail

their hearts ; and professed a hearty consent to the terms cf

(he covenant of grace : Such as covenanted with God with

their whole hearts, and gave up all their hearts and lives to

Christ, such as subjected themselves to Christ with their whole

hearts, and gave up themselves to him to be ruled, taught,

and led by him ; such as with all their hearts cast themselves

on the mercy of God to enable them to keep covenant ; sucli

as professed to' love God above the world, and professed more

thaw common faith and moral sincerity, even true holiness, re-

al piety ; and who gave moral evidence, that they had ;:uch a

qualiBcation ; and were received to the passover, Sec. under

that notion, and with respect to such a character appearing in

them, and apprehended to be in them" And if these things

are so, what is become of the argument from the passover

and circumcision against the necessity ofthc qualifications I

have in'.:isted on !

20. To what purpose does Mr. Williams insist (p. 98)

" That we read not a word in scripture about John the Bap-

list's making any inquiry, whether the people he baptized

made a credible profession of true i)icty ?" When he himself

insists that in order to admission to Chrisiian sacraments,

« Men must make a credible profession of true piety." And
why does he urge (p. 96, 97) That tlie profession the pcopla

made which John baptized, did not imply that they had saving

repentance, but only an engagement to repent, hereafter I

\\\\cx\ he himself holds, that in order to admission to sacra-

mcntti, men mUbt/2ro/£'s«'6'o;;^£'//j/>2^- utore than couitvm grace,

and not oidy picniise it hereafter.

21. It make, nothing to any ix)int in controverby between

;Mr, Williams aad me, w ht iher Judas partook of the Lord's

supper or no, since according to Mr. Williams's own fore-

mentioned piintiples, as well as mine, he could not be admit-

ted there ** under any other notion than that of being tnily pi-

ous, and fr'.m respect to such a character appearing on him"»



nEPLY to WtLLIAMS. Sff

and a credible profession of gospel holiness ;" and since he

might not lawfully come without some qualifications he had

hot, viz. such afriendshipfor Christ, as is above lukeivarmness,

and above serving tivo Twas/^r*, Christ and mammon, and a giv-

ing up all his heart and life to Christ, and a real determination

of his judgment and affectionsfor Christ's word, &c.

22. If it be true, as Mr. Williams allows, that ministers

and churches ought not to admit adult persons to sacraments,

without a pious character appearing on them, and their profess^

ing and exhibiting moral evidence of gospel holiness, then no

good argument can be brought against such a way of admis-

sion, from the success of ministers in another way, or in any-

way whatsoever.

Besides these plain and obvious consequences of Mr. Wil-

liams's concessions, some other consequences will hereafter

be observed under particular heads.

Thus Mr. Williams has not only abundantly given up the

main point in that controversy I have lately been engaged in,

and the main point which I have written in defence of ; but he

has in effect given up every point belonging to the whole

controversy, every thing material insisted on through that

whole book which he undertakes to answer. He has estab-

lished every part of the scheme I have appeared in, and ev-

ery particular argument I have used to confirm it ; and an-

swered, and overthrown every argument which he brings or

pretends to support against it. And I should have no further

occasion to say any thing in reply to him, if he had not really-

through great part of his performance, argued for other things,

opposite to those that have been rehearsed, which he so stren-

uously insists belong to his scheme ; which arguing may seem
to support another scheme, though nothing akin to his, any-

otherwise than as his scheme is indeed a mixture of many
schemes, one clashing with, and destroying another ; as will

appear in the ensuing part of this reply.

Vol. I.
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SECTION III.

TJie Inconsistence of the forementioned Concessions

'With the LaiDfuIness (j/'unsanctified Persons com^

ing to the Lord'^s Supper^ and their Right to Sa*

craments in the sight of God.

MR. WILLIAMS in the book under consideration, which

he entitles the true state of thc'que8tiony\T\%\s\% upon it that the

question to be debated is the question Mr. Stoddard debated

in his dispute with Dr. Mather ; in whose scheme Mr. Wil-

liams declares himself to be. Mr. Stoddard in his dispute

with Dr. Mather asserted, « that it was lawful for some un-

sanciificd men to come to the Lord's supper, and that they

had a right so to do in the sight of God." And he declare*

that this was the point in dispute between him and Dr. Math-

er ; as in JppcaU p. 20. •< That which I am to shew is, that

some unsanctified men have a right before God to the Lord's

supper." So Mr. Blake (who is so great an author with Mr.

Williams) says, in his treatise on the covenant^ p. 244. « That

faith whick is the condition of the promise, is not the condi-

tion in Foro dei (before God) of a title to the seal." And there

(in the next p.) he insists, that <' it is a common faith, that is

believed by men not justified," which gives this title. Agree-

ably to these things Mr. Williams says (p. 132) some men

have " a lawful right to the sacrament without sanctification."

Which is the same thing as to say, they have a right in the

tight of God. Toy if they have no right in the sight of God to

come to the Lord's supper, then it is not lawful in the sight of

God that they should come.

Here I would lay down this as a -maxim ;

There is some inward religion and virtue or other, some

sincerity of heart, cither moral or saving, that is necessary to

a right to sacraments in the sight of God, and in order to a

lawful coming to them. No man, I trust, will say, that a

man has a right in God's sight, who has no sort of serioui-
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Bess of mind ; and that merely outward sounds and motions,

give him this right in God*s sight, without regard to any

property or quality of mind, and though this outward shew is

joined with the most horrid and resolved secret irreliglon and

wickedness. Mr. Williams in particular utterly disclaims

auch doctrine as this in Sd and 4th pages of his preface, and

always maintains that in order to men's lawful coming, they

must be morally sincere ; as there in his preface, and also in

p. 25, 27, 30, 35, 1 11, In p. 115, he supposes, that if a man
makes a doubt of his moral sincerity y no divine vjill advise him to

(mme until he knows.

Having observed this, I now desire it may be considered,

whether it be reasonable to suppose, as Mr. Williams does,

(that God would give men that are without grace, a lawful

right to sacraments, so that this qualification itself should be

nothing necessary to a proper and rightful claim to these or-

dinances ; and yet that he would wholly forbid them to come,

and others to admit them, without their making some pre-

tence to it, and exhibiting moral evidence that they have it ;

That moral sincerity is the qualification which by God's own
appointment invests persons with a lawful right to sacraments,

and that by his institution nothing more is requisite to a law-

ful right ; and yet that he has commanded them not to come,

jior others to allow them to come, without making a profes-

sion of something more than moral sincerity, as Mr. Williams

says. Mr. Williams supposes that God requires us, before

ive admit persons, to seek credible evidence of true piety, and

to see to it that we have reasonable ground to believe they have

it ; otherwise, not to allow them to come : And yet that God
does not look on such a qualification requisite in itself, when
all is done, and that he has given them as true and lawful u

right to come without it, as with it. If God insists upon it, as

Mr. Williams supposes, that members should be admitted

under no other notion than of their being truly godly, andfrom
reafiect to such a character afitiearing on them^ is it not plain,

that God looks on such a character in itself requisite, in order

to a persons's being a rightful subject of such a privilege ?

If the want of this qualification does not in the least hinder a
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person's lawful right to a thing, on what account can the want

of an appearance of it and pretence to it, warrant and obhgc
others to hinder his taking possession of that thing ?

That we should be obliged to require a credible pretence

and evidence of the being of a thing, in order to a certain pur-

pose, ihe being of which is not requisite to that purpose ; or

that some evidence of a thing should be necessary, and yet

"withal no necessity there should be any foundation of such ev-

idence, in the being of the thing to be made evident ; that it

should be necessary for us to seek evidence that something

is true, and yet there be no need in order to the intended pur-

pose, that there be any such truth to be made evident ; If

these things are the dictates of common sense, I am willing

all that are possessed of any degree of common sense should

be judges.

If God has plainly revealed, that gospel holiness is not nec-

essary in itself in order to men's lawful right to sacraments,

as Mr. Williams greatly insists, then his churches need not

believe it to be necessary ; yea, it is their duty to believe that it

is not necessary<i as it is their duly to believe what God says to

be true. But yet Mr. Williams holds, that God forbids his

churches to admit any to sacraments, unless they first have

some rational evidence obliging them to believe that they have

gos/iel holiriess. Now how palpable is the inconsistence, that

we must be obliged to believe men have a qualification in or-

der to our suffering them to come, which yet at the same

time we need not believe to be necessary for them to have in

order to their coming, but which God requires us to believe to

be unnecessary ? Or in other words, that God has made k.

necessary for us to believe or suppose men are truly pious, in

order to our lawfully allowing them to take the sacraments,

and yet at the same time requires us to believe no such thing

as their being pious is necessary in order to their lawfully tak-

ing the sacraments ?

Mr. Stoddard (whose principles Mr. Williams in preface,

p. 3, declares himself to be fully established in) not only says,

that some unsanctified men have" a ri-ht before (iod.lo iJic

Lord'i Supper," but btronc^ly asserts, over and over, »' th^t
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they are fit to be admitted to the Lord's Supper, that they

are duly qualified, fit matter for church membership,"

(Appeal, p. 15, 16) and Mr.Williams argues that " such qual-

ifications as some unsanctified men have, are sufficient to

bring them into the church." Now if it be so, what business

have we to demand evidence or a pretence of any thing fur-

ther ? What case in the world can be mentioned parallel to it,

in any nation or age ? Arethere any such laws or rugula-

tions to be found in any society, nation, city or family, civil

society, military or academic, stated society or occasional, that

the society should be required to insist on some credible pre-

tence and evidence of a certain qualification, in order to per-

sons being admitted to the privileges of the society ; prohib-

iting their being admitted under any other notion than as per-

sons possessed of that qualification, or nvithoiit a respect^ in

their admission, to such a character appearing on them : And
yet at the same time, by the laws of that very society, or the

head of it, that qualification is not necessary ; but persons are

declared, without any such qualification, to have a lawful
RIGHT, to be FIT MATTER, to be DULY QUALIFIED, and to havc

sufficient qualifications to be admitted to these privileges,

without that qualification ?

If some men hare a right in the sight of God to sacra-

ments, without true piety, and are^r, and duly qualified with-

out it, in his sight, and by his institution; and yet the church

must not admit them unless they are truly pious in their

sight ; then the eye of man must require higher terms, than

the infinitely holy eye of God himself; they must look for

something that the eye of God looks not for, and which he

judges them duly qualified without,

Mr. Williams when speaking of the evidence, on which he

supposes the church ought to judge persons to be real saints,

from time to time adds, that on such evidence « the church

is obliged, in their external carriage, to treat them as saints^

and admit them to the external privileges of the church."

So p. 9, 12, &c. p. 13 and 14, and in other places. But what
does he mean by treating them as saints, in admitting them to

the external privileges of the church ? If sinners have as much
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of a lawful right to these privileges, as saintaf then why is giv»

ing them these privileges a treatinj^ them as saints^ any more
than as sinners ? If it belongs to an ignorant child, to be ad»

inkted into school, as much as one that is learned, then how
is it treating him as one that is learned, to admit him ? Mr.

Williams (p. 11) giving a reason why he that professes con-

viction of the truth of the gospel, &c. ought to be admitted to

sacraments, says, <' though this conviction may be only by

moral evidence and common illumination, yet the church

Icnow not but it is done on a divine and gracious discovery."

But how can this be a reason ? What if the church did know

that it was not on a gracious discovery, if the man has a right

in the sight of God without, and God has made it his duty to

<fome to sacraments without ? Surely the church have no

right to forbid him to do that which God has given him a

right to do, and made it his duty to do ; as Mr. Stoddard says,

(Doct. of Inst. Churches^ p. 20) " The church may not hinder

any man from doing his duty.'*

Therefore if this be Mr. Stoddard*s question, " whether

some unsanctified men may lawfully come to the Lord's sup-

per," and if this be the grand point in dispute, the thing which

Mr. Williams undertakes to maintain, as he often declare*,

then it is most plainly evident, that in conceding and asserting

those things foremeniioned, he does in effect abundantly giro

up that which he himself insists on as the grand point in con-

troversy ; and so makes void and vain all his own labor, and

for hi^nself effectually confutes all that he has written.
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SECTION IV.

Concerning Mr* Williams's Notion of a public Pro-i

fession of Godliness in terms of an indeterminate

rz/ic/ double Signification,

ACCORDING to Mr. Williams the profession of godli-

ness must be in words not of a determinate meaning, or « with-

out any discrimination in the meaning of the words, obliging

us to understand them of saving religion." P. 6, They must

make an " open declaration of their sincere consent to the

terms of the covenant, without any discrimination, by which

it can be determined, that the consent signified by the words

is a gracious consent." P. 9, And " without any marks of

difference, or any distinction in the words, whereby we can

te enabled to judge when they mean a saving faith, and when
a different one." P. 10, 50 and 53, That " nothing should

be expressed in the words of the profession, but what some
unsanctified men may say, and speak true." P. 47, he sup-

poses, that the primitive Christians in the profession they

made of faith, did not speak only in that sense, viz. so as to sig-

nify justifying faith ; and that " the persons admitted did not

understand that their profession was understood by those that

admitted them, only in that sense." P. 58.

Agreeably to this notion of making a profession in words of

indiscriminate meaning, and professing godliness without

godliness, and yet speaking true, Mr. Williams, (in p. 44) al-

lows, « that men must be by profession godly persons, in order

to come to the sacrament ;" and yet in the next sentence hp

denies," that Christian grace itself is requisite in the person

who is to come to the sacrament, or that the dictate of his

conscience that he has it, is the thing that gives him a right

to offer himself." And agreeably to this last clause,Mr. Stod-

dard (of whose opinion Mr. Williams professes himself fully

to be) expressly maintains, that a man " may and ought to

•ome to the Lord's supper, though he knows himself to be
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in a natural condition." (Poc^. of Inst. Churches^ p. 21, secf

also his sermon on this controversy, p. 13.) So that putting

these things together, it must be agreeable to Mr. Williams's

scheme, that a man has a riglu to make a profession of godli-

ness, Avitliout having godliness, and without any dictate of his

conscience that he has the thing he professes, yea though he

knows he has it not! And all this is made out by the doctrine

of professing godliness in words that arc ambiguous, and of

two meanings.

This notion of a solemn profession of godliness, in words

of a double meaning, nvithout aJiy marks of difference in their

significa{lon^\%i\\c great peculiarity of Mr. Williams's scheme j

and in nil his controversy with mc, this appears to bo the main

hinge of the whole affair. Therefore I would particularly con-

sider it.

And for the greater distinctness and clearness, I will lay

down certain positions, as of most evident truth ; observing

some of their no less plain and evident consequences.

Position I. Words declare or profess nothing any other-

wise than by their signification: For to declare or profess

someUiin^j^ by words, is to signify something by words.... And

therefore if nothing is signified by words of a pretended pro-

fession, nothing is really professed ; and if something be pro-

fessed, no more is professed than the w ords of the profession

signify or import.

Position. II. If a man goes about, to declare or profess any

particular thing by words which have no distinguishing sig-

nification, or without any signs or discriminating marks by

w hicli men may be enabled to distinguish what he means, his

words are vain to the pretended purpose, and wholly fail of an-

swering the end of words, which is to convey the thing meant,

to others' understanding, or to give notice to others of the

tiling that is to be supposed or understood.*

• Tilt .Apostle Paul says, i Cor. xiv. 7, « Evc.i things without life, giv-

ing 3omicl, whether pipe or harp, except they give a distinction in the loundi,

how shall it be known what is piped or harped ?"—Mr. Locke »ay$, //-"..

Und. Vol. 2. Edit. 7 p, 1C3. " He that uses words of any language without

BisTiNCT ideas in hi^mind, to which hs applici them, doirs »o far as he us<-'

them in discourse, cn!y rr.al-c a noise without any lensc or signification."
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therefore to use words thus in common eonversation, is to

act in a vain trifling manner, more like children than men :

But to use words thus in the sacred services of God*s house,

and solemn duties of his worship, is something much worse

than children's play. But thus Mr. Williams expressly de-

clares, words are to be used in a public profession of religion.

He says (p. 10.) " And these words are so used in such

cases, without any marks of difference, whereby we are ena-

bled to judge when they mean a saving faith, and when a dif*

ferent one."

Position III. A profession made in words that are either

equivocal, or general, equally signifying several distinct things,

without any marks of difference or distinction, by which we
are enabled to judge which is meant, is not a profession or

signification olamj one of those several things ; nor can they

afford any rational ground of understanding or apprehending

any fiarticular thing. Thus, for instance, if a man, using an

equivocal term, should say, that such an evening a king was
in that room, without any marks of difference or discrimina-

tion whatsoever, by which others could discern whether by a

king, he meant the ruler of a kingdom, or a king used in a

game of chess : The word thus used would be no declaration

that the head of a kingdom was there at such a timo ; nor

would they give any notice of any such thing to those to whom
he spoke, or give them any rational ground to understand or

judge any such thing.

Or if a man should use a general term^ comprehending va-

rious particular sorts, without at all distinguishing or pointing

forth any one particular sort, he thereby professes no one par-

ticular sort. Thus if a man professes that he has metal in

his pocket, not saying what sort of metal, whether gold, silver,

brass, iron, lead, or tin ; his words are no profession that hd
has gold.

So if a man professes sincerity or religion, designedly using

terms of double signification, or (which comes to the same
tiling) of general signification, equally signifying two entirely

Vol. L 3A
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distinct thlni^s, either moral ainccriCy^ or real p.iety^ his "v\'or(T§

are no profession of real piety ; he makes no credible profes-

sion, and indeed no profession at all o( gospel holiness.

Position IV. If a man who knows himself to be desti-

tute of any certain qualification, yet makes a profession or

pretence, in words of double meaning, equally signifying that

qualification, and something else very different with a design

to recommend himself to others* judgment, as possessed of

that qualification, he is guilty of deceitful equivocation. This

is the notion of deceitful equivocation, viz. the using words of

double meaning, or capable of double application, with a de-

sign to induce others to judge something to be true, which is

not true. But he that goes about to recommend himself by-

such terms to others* opinion or judgment as bein^ what he

at the same time knows he is not, endeavors to induce thent

to believe what he knows is not true, which is to deceive

them.*

But if the scheme which Mr. Williams undertakes to de-

fend, were true, it would follow that such a kind of equivoca-

tion as this (be it far from us to suppose it) is what the infin-

itely wise and holy God has instituted to be publicly made

use of in the solemn services of his house, as the very condi-

tion of persons* admission to the external privileges of his

people ! For Mr. Williams abundantly asserts, that persons

must be esteemed iz\ the judgment and apprehension of others

to have true piety ; and that one thing that must be done in

order to it, one thing pertaining to the moral evidence that

recommends them to this judgment, is the profession they

make of religion. (P. 5, 139, 47, 132, 44.) In p. 42, speak-

ing of the profession of visible Christians, he has these words,

«' And it is from the nature and purport of this profession, wc

say, the church is to judge the members to be wise virgins or

-what they make a show of." And Mr. Williams insists up-

on it that according to Christ's institution, this must be in

• " To aJvtnce a dubious proposition, knowing it will be underitooi

in a sense difFrrcnt from whit you give it in your mind, is an equii(xatton,

in breach of good faith ami »inccrity." Ummbcri's DiUionary^ undcc tin

wo I J equivocation.



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 38jr

words equally signifying true godliness, and something else,

•without any discrimination or marks of difference. This is

the scheme ! And certainly such a doctrine of deceitful equiv-

ocation in the public exercises of religion, is more agreeable

to the principles and practices of a religion I am loth to name,

than the true religion of Jesus Christ.

Mr. Williams says, p. 35, " 1 am at a loss to conceive Ivdw

it will help the cause of truth to represent those who are of

Mr. Stoddard's opinion, as teaching men that they enter into

covenant with God with known and allowed guile.'* Suppos-

ing I had made such a representation, I can tell him how it

would have helped the cause of truth (as it would be speaking

nothing but the truth) if he be one of Mr. Stoddard's opinion

(as he says he is) and represents his own opinion truly.

But let the unreasonableness of this notion of professing

gospel holiness in words of two meanings, without any dis-

crimination or mark of difference, be a little further consider-

ed. Since it is allowed that gospel holiness is the thing which

is to be exhibited in the profession, and there are words

which signify this by a determinate meaning, why must they

needs be avoided, and words of doubtful and double significa-

tion only made use of r* Since the design of the profession is

to exhibit to others* understanding that very thing .; if the

proper and distinguishing names of that must nevertheless be

avoided in the profession, and this, for that very reason, that

they point forth to others understanding that very thing

by a determinate meaning ; then we are brought to this

gross absurdity, viz. That the end of a profession is to exhibit

to others' understanding and reasonable judgment a jiarticu-

lar qualification ; but at the same time such words only must

be made use of as do not distinctly point forth to others*

understanding and judgment that particular qualification.

The church are to seek and demand a profession, that shall

determine their rationaljudgment ; but yet are designedly to

Mr. Williams (p. 6) speaks of a profession in terms of indiscriminate

signification, when not contradicted in life, as " The sole entire evidence,

which the church, as a church, is to have, by divine appointment, in ordcC\

':o that public judgmeat it is to make of ihe saiutship of mcu.
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avoid such a profession as shall determine their undemUmdingw*

Be it far from us to attribute to the allwise God any such

absurd and. inconsistent constitution.

Mr. Williams says, « Charity obliges the church to under-

stand the ^vords of the professors in the most favorable sense.**

But charity does not oblige us to understand their ^vords in

any other sense than that in which they professedly use them.

But in churches which professedly act on Mr. Williams's

scheme (if any such there be) the professors who are admit-

ted, professedly use ambiguous words, or words equally signi-

fying two entirely distinct things, without discrimination or

marks of difference ; and therefore charity obliges us to un-

derstand their words no otherwise, than as signifying that they

have one ov other of those two things ; and not that they have

one in particular : For their words do not signify this, in the

sense they professedly use them. If a man that is indebted

to me, professes that he has cither gold or brass, which he

promises to pay me ; or if he uses an equivocal or general

term, that equally, and without marks of difference, signifies

either one or the other : Charity may oblige me to believe

what he says, which is' that he has either gold or brass ; but

no charity obliges me to believe that he has gold, which he

does not say.

Mr. Williams, in his description of such a profession as

Christ has instituted, in order to admission to sacraments,

often mentions two things, viz. " A profession of something

jiresent, a present believing in Christ, and cordial consent to

the terms of the covenant of grace, 8cc, And a promise of

something/i^.'ztr^'." And with regard to the latter he is very

full in it, that what is promised for time to come is saving

faith, repcrtance and obedience.^ Now what reason can be

given why we should use words of double meaning in the

former part of the profession more than in the latter. Seeing

Mr. Williams allows that we must firrfrsis gospel holiness

as well As/iromise it, and seeing wc may and must make use

of wards of indisninjinatc and double meaning in professing

» rrrfacf, p. 3, 5, 24, 25, 22, 7, ^8, 69.
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present gospel holiness, why should we not do so too in prom-

ising what is future ; and so equivocate in our solemn vows

and oaths as the Papists do ? If Mr. Williams says it is very

hard for men to discern the discrimination between moral

sincerity and gospel holiness ; I answer there is as much
need to discern the difference in order understandingly to

promise gospel holiness with discrimination, as to firofcss it

with discrimination.

Mr. Williams says, (p. 8) " It is a received rule among
mankind^ in all public judgments, to interpret words in the

most extensive and favorable sense, that the nature of the

words or expressions will bear. I know not what he means :

But if he means (as he must if he means any thing to the pur-

pose) that it is a received rule amongst mankind, to trust or

accept, or regard any professions or declarations that men
make with professed design, in words of double and indis-

criminate meaning, without any marks of difference by which

their meaning can be known, for that very end that they may
be used with a safe conscience, though they have no dictates

of their own consciences, that they have that which others arc

to believe they have ; I say, if this be a received rule' among
mankind, it is a rule that mankind has lately received from

Mr. Williams. Heretofore mankind, societies, or particular

persons, would have been counted very foolish for regarding

such professions. Is this the way in earthly kingdoms, in

professions of allegiance to temporal princes, in order to their

admission to the privileges of good subjects ? Do they chuse

equivocal terms to put into their oaths of allegiance, to that

end that men may use them and speak true, though they are

secret enemies ? There are two competitors for the king-

dom of this world, Christ and Satan : The design of a public

profession of religion is, to declare on whfch side men are.

And is it agreeable to the custom of mankind in such cases,

to make laws that no other than ambiguous words shall be

used or to accept of such in declarations of this kind ? There
are two competitors for the kingdom of Greatbritain, king

George, and the Pretender : Is it then the constitution of

king George and the British Parliament, that men should lake
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oaihs of allegiance, conirived in words of indeterminate Mgnt-

iication, lo the end that nicn who arc in their licarts enemies

to king George, and friends lo the Pretender, may use thcni

•and speak true ? And certainly mankind, those of them thai

liavc common sense, never in any afl'airs of life look on such

professions worth a rush. Would Mr. Williams himself, if

tried, in any affair wherein his temporal interest is concerned,

trust such professions as these ? If any man that he has deal-

ings with, should profess to him that he had ])awned for him,

in a certain place, an hundred pounds, evidently, yea, profess-

edly using the expression as an ambiguous one, so that there

IS no understanding by it, what is pawned there, whether an

liundred pound in money, or an hundred weight of stones :

if he should inquire of the man what he meant, and he should

reply, you have no business to search my hearty or to go ts

turn wy heart inside out ; you are obliged in charity to un-

derstand my words in the most favorable se?ise ; would Mr.

Williams in this case stick to his own rrccivcd rule ? Would
he regard such a profession, or run the \enture of one six-

fience upon it ? Would he not rather look on such a man as

affronting him, and treating him as though he would make a

fool of him ? And would not he know, that every body else

Avo*.ild think him a fool, if he should suffer himself to be gulled

by such professions, in things which concern his own private

interest? And yet it seems, this is the Way in which he thinks

he ought to conduct himself as a minister of Christ, and one

entrusted by him in affairs wherein his honor and the inter-

ests of his kingdom are concerned.

And now I desire it may be judged by such as are possess-

ed of human understanding, and are not diiiabled by prejudice

from exercising it, whether this notion of Mr. Williams's of

making a solemn profession of gospel holiness in words of in-

discriminate rlieaning be not too adsurd to be received by the

reason Ciod has given mankii.d. This peculiar notion of his is

apparently the life and soul of his scheme ; the main pillar of

his temple, on which the whole weight of the building rests,

which if it be broken, the whole falls to the ground. For if

tiiis notion of his be disapproved, then, inasmuch as it ia
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agreed, that true godliness must be professed it will follow^

that it must be professed in words properly signifying the

thing by a determinate meaning, which therefore no ungodly

men can use, and speak true ; and that therefore men must
have true godliness in order to a right in the sight of God to

make such profession, and to receive the privileges depend-

ing thereon : Which implies and infers all those principles of

mine which Mr. Williams opposes in his book, and confutes

all that he says in opposition to them.

SECTION V.

Shelving that Mr. Williams, in supposhg that un-

sanctified Men may profess such things^ as he al-

loivs must be professed^ and yet speak true, is in-

consistent ijoith Mr. Stoddard, afid with himself.

MR. WILLIAMS denies, that in order to men's being^^

admitted to sacraments, they need make any peculiar profes»

sion,distinguished from what an unregenerate man may make>

p. 44, 50, 6, 9, 10, 45, 46 and 53, or that they need to profess

« any thing but what an unregenerate man may say, and speak

true,*' p. 47. And that they need make no profession but

what is " compatible with an unregenerate state, p. 8. And
yet the reader has seen what things he says all must profess

in order to come to sacraments. One thing he says they

must profess, is " a real conviction of the heart, of the divine

truth of God's word ; that they do sincerely and with all their

hearts believe the gospel.'* And these things he says, are

agreeable to the opinion of Mr. Stoddard, and the doctrine he

taught, p. 32 and 36. Let us compare these things with the

doctrine Mr. Stoddard tauc:ht. Mr, Stoddard taught, that

natural men do not " believe the gospel." Jlen. of the Gosfi^

89, That they " do r^ot properly believe' tl^e word of God.',^
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Guide to Christy p. 26. That « they do not believe tlie testl-^

mony of God, do not lay weight on the word of God ; that

they do not believe the report of the gospel.'* Safety of Afi,

Edit. 2. p. 229. That ihey do " not receive God's testimony,

nor lay weight on it." (Ibid p. 99, that " There is no man,

how great soever his profession, how large soever his knowl-

edge that continues in a natural condition, who thoroughly be-

lieves that truth ;" i. e. that men may be saved by Christ's

righteousness. Ibid. p. 4 and 5. That "common illumination

does,not convince men of the truth of the gospel." Benef of

the Gosfi. p. 148, 149. How then could it be the doctrine

Mr. Stoddard taught, that natural men may really and with

all their hearts believe and be convinced of the truth of the

gospel ?

And Mr. Williams himself in his sermons on Christ a

King and JVilnesa, p. U4, 115, says, " man since the fall is

naturally ignorant of divine truth, and an enemy to it, and full

of prejudices against the truth." And says, further, Ibid, p.

1 H. " The renewing of the Holy Ghost makes an universal

change of the heart and Hfe....He knows the doctrine contain-

ed in the bible in a new manner.. ..Before he had a view of the

truth as a doubtful ujicertain thing ; he received it as a thing

which was probably true ;—and perhaps for the most part it

appeared something likely to answer the end proposed. But

now the gospel appears to him divinely true and rcal^ Ecc."

But how do these things consist with men's being before con-

version, sincerely and with all their hearts convinced of the

divine truth of the gospel ? Can that be, and yet men vieiu it

as a doubtful uncertain thing, it not yet appearing to them di^

vinrly true and real ?

Again, Mr. Williams supposes, that some unsanctificd men

may speak true, and profess " an hearty consent to the terras

of the covenant of grace, a compliance with the call of the gos-

pel, submission to the proposals of it, satisfaction with that

device for our salvation that is revealed in the gospel, and

with the offer which God makes of himself to be our God in

Christ Jesus, a fervent desire of Christ and the benefits of the

covenant of grace, and an earnest purpose and resolution to
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^eek salvation on the terms of it, (p. 1 1) and ^ falling in -with

the terms of salvation proposed in the gospel, with a renoun-

cing of all other ways (which he speaks of as agreeable to Mr.

Stoddard's opinion, p. 32.) Quite contrary to the current

doctrine of Calvinistic divines ; contrary to the opinion of Mr.

Guthrie, whom he cites as a witness in his favor, (Pref. p. 4)

who insists on satisfac ion with that device for our salvation

which is revealed in the gospel, and with the offer which God

makes of himself to be our God in Christ, as the peculiar na-

ture of saving faith. And contrary to the principles of Mr.

Perkins (another author he quotes as his voucher) delivered in

these very Words, which Mr. Williams cites in the present

point, (p. 11) *< That a desire of the favor and mercy of God
in Christ, and the means to attain that favor, is a special grace

of God, and hath the promise of blessedness :....That wicked

men cannot sincerely desire these means of eternal W^Q^faith^

repentance^ mortification, reconciliation, &c '* And exceed-

ing contrary to the constant doctrine of Mr. Stoddard, (though

he says it was his opinion) who ever insisted, that all uncon-

verted sinners under the gospel are so far from heartily con-

senting to the covenant of grace, and complying with the call

of the gospel, and falling in with the terms of salvation pro-

posed in it, renouncing all other ways, as Mr. Williams sup-

poses, that they are wilful rejectors of Christ, despisers of the

gospel, and obstinate refusers of offered mercy. So he says.

" the man that has but common grace. ...sets himself against

the way of salvation which God prescribes." jYat. of Sav.

Conv. p. 10. " In awakened sinners, it is not merely from

weakness, but from pride and sturdiness of spirit, that they do

not come to Christ." Safety ofAfi. p. 229. And in other plac-

es he says, that it is " from the hardness and stubbornness of

natural men*s hearts," that they do not comply with the gos-

pel : That " there is a mighty opposition in their hearts to

believe in Christ," because it is " cross to their haughty spir-

it : That they are enemies to this way of salvation : That

they are dreadfully averse to come to Christ." See Book of

3 Sermons^ p. 84. Gmde to Christ, p. 55. Safety of Jp. p. 106,

and 194.

Vol. I. 3 B
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And this scheme of our author is in a no less glaring man-
ner contrary to the doctrine of Mr. Williams himself, in his

»ermon on Isa. xlv. 11. (p. 25, 26, 27. Speaking to those

« whose natures remain unrenewed and unsanctified. Sec his

words, p. 25, he says p. 27. " You are opposing all the

means of your own deliverance and salvation. The offers

of grace, the allurements and invitations of the great Saviour

of the world, have all been ineftectual to persuade you to ac-

cept of deliverance from a slavery you are willingly held

in. Nay, you strive against the liberty of the sons of God,

and labor to find out all manner of difficuliieb and hindrances

in the way of it. If you pray for it, you do not desire it

should yet come, but would stay a while longer," And arc

these the persons who can truly profess, that they comply

with the call of the gospel, and submit to the proposals of itj

and are satisfied with the device for our salvation, and with

the offers of the gospel, and consent to the terms of the cov-

enant of grace ivith all their hearts^ renouncing all other

vays ?....It is not much more easy to make these things con-

sist with what he says in his answer to Mr. Croswell, (p. 26.)

lie there says, *' there is not a son nor daughter of Adam ex-

cluded from salvation, who will accept Christ upon God's offer,

and take him in his person and offices, and whole work of re-

demption, to be their Saviour, and they find themselves wil-

ling to accept of Chiistasso offered to them, and pleased

WITH THAT DEVICE for their salvation, and heartily choosing

him to be to them and in them, wisdom, righteousness, sancli-

fication, and redemption." See also to the same purpose, Ibid,

p. 32, 33, and 94.

Mr. Williams, though he holds, that it is lawful for some

unsanctified men to conae to sacramcnts,yet supposes it not to

be lawful for those that arc lukewarm in religion to come.

p. 35. So that according to his scheme, some unsanciiSed pro-

fessors are above iukcwarmness ; that is to say, their hearts

within them are truly hot or fervent with Christian zeal, and

they ^^vlch as Christ will never spue out of his mouth ; in a

great inconsistence whh the scripture. He suggests, that

it in an injury done to the cause of truth, in me, to rcprc-
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sent Mr. Stoddard as beingof another opinion, (p. 35) but let

UB see whether such a representation be an injury to truth or

fiO. Mr. Stoddard taught, that natural men have " no sincer-

ity in fhem." Guide to Christ jS. 60, 61. That « their hearts

are dead as a stone that there is no disposition or inclination

to any thing that is good, but a total emptiness of all good-

ness," Ibid. p. 63. That « some of them have considera-

ble shews of goodness, there is an appearance of good desires,

&c. but there is nothing of goodness in all this , that all they

do is in hypocrisy," Benef. of the Gosfi. 73* That '* they are

acted by a lust of selflove in all their religion : If they ard

*Wept and garnished, they are empty : There may be some

similitude of faith and love, but no reality, not a spark of good-

ness in their hearts ; though corruption may be restrained,

yet it reigns.** He speaks abundantly to the same purpose

in his sermon, entitled, Katural men are under the government

of selfove.

And Mr. Williams himself in his sermon on Psal. xci. 1.

describing carnal men, by which he means the same with un-

converted men (as is evident through the book, particularly p.

36) he says, p. 27, 28. That to such " religion looks like i

dull, unpleasant kind of exercise, and so different from the

sen=iual joys and pleasures which they choose, that they hate to

set about it, as long as they dare let it alone ; and would do

as little as ever they can at it : That when they durst not let

it alone any longer, they set about it, but would fain dispatch

it as soon^ and as easily as they can ; because it seems to them
a miserable^ uncomfortable sort of life. Ask your own con-

science (says he) see if this be not the truth of the case."

Now let the reader judge, whether this be a description of

persons whom it would be injurious to represent as having

nothing above lukenvarmness.

Another thing, which Mr, Williams supposes must be pro-

fessed in order to come to sacraments, and therefore accord-

ing to him is what an unsanctified man can profess, and speak

true, is, "That they with all their hearts cast themselves upon
the mercy of God, to help them to keep covenant." P. 31

an^ 32. And yet elsewhere he mentions a depending on
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Christ for things of this nature, as a discriminating mark of

a true Christian. Scr. on Chriat a kint^ and witness^ p. 19. Un-

der a use of examination, he there says, ^' Do you depend on

Christ to protect you from all your spiiitual enemies, to ics-

lore you to holiness, to subdue all your heart to the \\'\\\ of

God, to make you partakers of his iniat^e and moral perfec-

tions, and in that >vay to preserve and lead you to your true

perfection and eternal happiness ?'*

Mr, Williams supposes, p. 36, that the profession men
must make in order to come to sacraments, implies real

friencUJiiti to God, " loving God more than his enemies, loving

him above the world ;*' and therefore according to Mr. Wil-

liams, unsanctified men may make this profession also, and

speak true ; contrary to the whole current of scripture, which

represents unsanctified men as " the enemies of God, those

that have not the love of God in them, under the power of a

carnal mind, &c.'* And contrary to the unanimous voice of all

sound divines, yea, of the whole Christian world. Mr. Williams

in the forementioncd place blames mc,lhat I had intimated (as

he supposes) that the profession which Mr. Stoddard taught

to be necessary, did not imply '' real friendship, and loving

God above his enemies, and above the world." Let us then

compare this with Mr. Stoddard's doctrine, as that is extant in

his writings. He speaks of it as a " property of saving grace,

wherein it specifically differs from common grace, that a true

love to God prizes God above all the world. Xat. of Cojiv. p.

7. " That every natural man prefers vain and base things

before God." Ibid. p. 96. *' That they arc all enemies to

God, and the very being of (iod." Ibid. p. 5, and 97. *' That

their hearts are full of enmity to God." Ibid. p. 55. " That

they have an aversion to those gracious actions of loving God,

and trusiing in Christ, and are under the dominion of a contra-

ry inclination." Ibid. p. 67. " That those of them whose con-

sciences are enlightened, and are reforming their lives, have

no love ; and that it is a burden to them that they suspect

there is such a God, that they wish there was not such an

one. And that they are haters of God, and arc so addicted to

their own interest, that ihcy have a bitter spirit towards GotJ;
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iiave an ill affection to him, and are adversaries to his felici"

ty." Ibid. p. 97. Three Serin, p. 38, 39. " That they are

governed by a spirit of selflove, and are wholly destitute of

love to God ; that some of them do confess that they have but

little love to God ; but incleed they have not one spark of love

to God in their hearts. Three Serm. p. 48. That they set their

interest at the right hand of God's glory as if God's honor

Avere not to be regarded, compared with their interest, &c.

&c." Ibid. p. 62, 63.

So Mr. Williams himself(CAm^ a king and ivii7ies8,\i. 145.)

plainly supposes, that before conversion, men love the world

more than God. For, speaking of the nature of the change

wrought in conversion, he says, " things are quite turned a-

bout, God and Christ are got into the place the world had be-

fore." Again (/6zV/. p. 18.) he says, " You must know that

there is no man who is not either a true subject to Christ, or

his enemy. That man who does not submit to Christ as his

King and Lord, by bearing true faith and allegiance to him>

is the enemy of Christ and his kingdom. Such are all they

who will not depend on him, believe in him, give up them-

selves, and all to him," And again, p. 106, 107. " Man, since

the fall, has a natural unlikeness to God, and hates the holi-

ness and purity of the divine nature." And in his sermon on

Isa. xlv. 1 1. he says, to his hearers, " If your nature remain

unrenewed and unsanctified—you are the enemies of God
and Christ by wicked works, and an impure heart." But yet

now it seems, some of these may profess realfriendship, to

Christ and loving him above the ivorld^ and speak true.

And these things are no less inconsistent with what Mt;.

Williams says in the very book under consideration. He
here says, p. 36. " Why should any divine now tell us, that

these same professions do not imply that there are any pre-

tences of any real friendship, that they import no pretence of

loving God more, yea, not so much as his enemies, no pre-

tence to love God above the world ?" When he himself is

the divine that tells us so, or plainly supposes so in this very

book of his. I"or, in p. 8, 9, having mentioned the profession

communicants may be required to make, he then says, that
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^ such a profession contaii*.s all that is essenlial to tnie rclij^-

ion in it ; and if this is the fruit of the iovc of (iod, it is true

godliness :" Plainly supposin?^, that persons may have these

thinj^s without the love of God ; as the reader will see more

evidently if he views the place. So that tht? profession must

imply real friendship, and love to (iod, even al?ove the world ;

and yet must contain only such tlilnp;s aS" may be wiih or with*

out the love of God, indiscriminately.

Mr. Williams allows, that in order to come to sacramentd

Tfien ought to profess a " subjection to Christ with all their

hearts, p. 10, and to be devoted to tlie service of God, p. 49,

and to give up themselves to Christ,to be taught, ruled and led

by him in a gospel way t» salvation." P. 31 and 32. And

though he and Mr. vStoddard taught, that it is lawful for

some unsanctified men to come to sacraments, yet Mr. Wil-

liams supposes it to be unlawful for any to cotne to sacra-

ments serving two masters ; and says, Mr. Stoddard taught

that they ought to covenant with God with their whole hearts,

and give up all their hearts and lives to Christ.'* We aro

therefore to understand Mr. Williams, that some unsanctified

men can profess all these things, and fffieak true. Strange

doctrine for a Christian divine 1 Let us see whether Mr. Stod-

dard taught such doctrine. He taught that " faith in Christ

is the first act of obedience, that any sinner does per-

form ; that it is by faith that a man first gives himself

to be God's servant." Safety of Afu p. 238, 229. That

" all those that are not converted, are under the domin-

ion of sin, enemies to God." Ibid, p. 5. That " there is

no obedience to God in what they do," who have only com-

mon grace ; that *' they do not attend the will of (iod." Ibid,

p. 7. That " all ungodly men are servants ofSatun, and live

in a way of rebellion against God." Ibid. 94. That " they ure

enemies to the authority of God ; to the wisdom, power and

justice of God, yta, to the very Being of God ; they have a

preparedness of heart to all wickedness thai is committed in

the world, if God did not restrain ti^em ; that if ihey were in

the circumHlancesthat the fallen angels are in, they would be

as the very devils ; Ibid. p. 95, that their hearts arc like the
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hearts of devils, as full of sin as a toad is full of poison, hav-*

ing no inclination to any thing that is good." Guide to Christy

p. 68, see also Benef. of the Gosfi. p. 103. That « they utter-

ly nef:;lect the end they were made for, and make it their bu-

siness to serve themselves ; they care not virhether God's

glory sinks or swims.'* Three Serm, p. 62. That « they hate

God, because God crosses them in his laws." Ibid. p. 38.

These are the men, which Mr. Williams supposes must, and

may (some of them) truly profess a subjection to Christ with

all their hearts, and to be devoted to Christ ; antl the men
which he would bear us in hand, that Mr. Stoddard taught,

might covenant with God with their whole hearts, and give

up all their hearts and lives to Christ. Mr. Stoddard taught,

that " Men that have but common grace, go quite in another

path than that which God directs to."—That " they set them-

selves against the way of salvation God prescribes ;" Safety.

p. 10. That " man in his natural state is an enemy to th«

way of salvation ;" That '* he is an enemy to the law of God,

and the gospel of Jesus Christ." Ibid. p. 106.

But yet these, if we believe Mr. Williams, may truly pro-

fess a subjection to Christ with all their hearts, and give up

themselves to him, to be taught, ruled, and led by him in a

gospel way of salvation. Yet if we believe him, we must

have the trouble of disbelieving him again ; for in these

things he is as inconsistent with himself, as he is with Mr.

Stoddard. For in his Sermon on Isa. xlv. 1 1, p. 26, 27, he

says to those whose natures are zmrenewed and unsanctified,

" If you are without Christ, you are in a state of slavery to

sin, led about of divers lusts,f and under the reigning power

and dominion of your corruptions, which debase your soula

and bring them down from the dignity of th«ir nature, to the

vilest, most shameful and accursed bondage. And by means

of sin ye are in bondage to the devil, the most hateful and ac-

cursed enemy of God and your own souls ; and are opposing

all the means of your own deliverance. The offers of grace»

+ And yet now it seems, some such do 8trv«biitww master, an<i give utv

tlicroselvfis t» Christ to ^m led by bim.
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the calls nnd invitations of the t^ospcl have been ineffectual tor

persuade you to accept of deliverance from a slavery you are

viUini^ly held in. Nay you strive ai^ainst the liberty of ih«

8ons of (iod.** And yet some of these are (if we believe what

Mr. Williams now says) such as arc subject to Christ with

all their hearts, give up all their hearts and lives to Christ, and

give up themselves to be taught, ruled, and led by him in a

gospel way to salvation. Mr. Williams, in his sermons on

Christ a King and IVitness^ p. 18, under a use of cxammation is

giving marks of trial, says, " Have you unreservedly given up

your souls and bodies to hini ? [viz Christ] you must be all

Christ's and have no other master. You must be given to him

without reserve, both in body and spirit, w hich are his." But

now it seems these are no discriminating evidences of true

piety : He says, p. 118, "A man naturally hates God should

reign." And p. 119, speaking of the natural man, he says,

" He hates to be controled, and in all things subjected to (iod.

....He really owns no God but himself.'* But if so, then cer-

tainly he is not subject to God with all his heart.

Our author in the book more especially attended to, says,

p. ni. He " knows of nobody who has any controversy with

me in ivhat he calls my loose way of arguing," in my saying,

« The nature of things seems to afford no good reason why

the people of Ciirist should not openly profess a proper res-

pect to him in their hearts, as well as a true notion of him in

their heads." And then in that and the following page, pro-

ceeds to shew what respect Mr. Stoddard, and those that think

with him, suppose men mubt profess in order to come to the

Lord's supper ; and in p 33, speaks of such a profession as

equally honorable to Christ with a profession of savmg grace.

And as according to Mr. Williams, no profession, discriminat-

ing what is professed from common grace, ran be required, so

common grace must be supposed to be a firoficr rcsficct to

Christ in the heart. Now let us see what Mr. Stoddard says.

" There is (says he) an opposition between saving and com-

mon grace ;....they have a contrariety one to another, and are

at war one with the other, ami would destroy one the other.

Common graces are lists, and do oppose saving grace."
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(Mit. ofSav. Ccmv. p. 9.) « Men that are in a natural condi-

tion such of them as are addicted to morality and religion,

are serving their lusts therein. The most orderly, natural

men do live an ungodly life ; yea their very religicn is iniqui'

ti/.'* flbid, p. 96, 97.) " Their best works are not only sin-

ful, hui /iro/ierly sins ; they are acted by a spirit ^f lust in

all that they do." (Saf. of Apiu p. 163.) <' Moral virtues do

not render men acceptable to God ; for though they look

like virtues, yet they are lusts." f /6?V/. p. 81.) Now the

question plainly is, whether I^ust can be a proper respect to

Christ in the heart ? And, whether 2< profession which implies

no more in it, be equally honorable to Christ, as a credible

profession of a gracious respect to him ?

SECTION VL

Concerning visibility, xmthout apparent probability*

MR. STODDARD, (Appeal p. 16) says thus : "Such
persons as the apostles did admit into gospel churches, are

ft to be admitted into them ; but they admitted many that had

not a thorough work of regeneration. Indeed by the rule that

God has given for admissions, if carefully attended, inore un-

converted persons will be admitted, than converted."

This passage I took notice of in my book, where I say, " I

would humbly inquire, how those visible qualifications can be

the ground of a rational judgment, that a person is circum-

cised in heart, which nevertheless, at the same time, we are

sensible, are so far from being probable signs of it, that they

are more frequently without it, than with it," Sec. This seems

to be a terrible thing in Mr. Williams's way, which he strikes

at f'om lime to time ; and is an impediment, he boggles at

exceedingly. One while he pretends, he can give a sufficient

answer
; p. T, 8. At another time he pretends, that I re-

move the diiriculty myself; p. 12. Then again, in the same
Vol. I. 3C
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page he pretends to solve the difficuUy ; and then in the next

page pretends, that if the case be as I say, " That we cannot

form a rational judgment that a thing is, which at the same

time, and under that degree of light we then stand in, it is

more probable is a mistaken one, than not,'* yet it can argue

nothing to the case ; seeing the judgment we do form, is di-

rected by a rule which is appointed for us. But still, as if

not satisfied with these answers and remarks, he seems after-

wards to suggest that Mr. Stoddard did not express this as hit

onvn sentiment, but as Mr. Cotton's, as a gentleman of the

same principles with Mr. Mather, using it as ari^umcrituin ad

hominem. See p. 33.

In p. 34, he expressly says, " Mr. Stoddard does not say,

that when the rule which God has given for admissions is

carefully attended, it leaves reason to believe, that the greater

part of those who are admitted, are ene?nies to God, &c.'*

[True, he does not say this in terms ; but he says, " More
unconverted persons will be admitted than converted ;" which

is equivalent.] And in p. 133, Mr. Williams presumes confi-

dently to affirm, that " Mr. Stoddard says this [the thing fore-

mentioned] not A'ith peculiar relation to his own scheme, but

only as an application of a saying of Mr. Cotton's, who was of

a different opinion, and said upon a different scheme ; to shew

that upon their own principles, the matter will not be mend-

ed." But this is contrary to the most plain fact. For Mr.

Stoddard having said " The apostles admitted many uncon-

verted,'* he immediately adds the passage in dispute, " Indeed

by the rule," &c. plainly expressing his own sentiment ;

though he back*8 it with a saying of Mr. Cotton. So Mr.

Cotton*s words come in as a confirmatior^ of Mr. Stoddard's ;

and not Mr. Stoddard's as an apfdication of Mr. Cotton's.

However, Mr. Williams delivers the same sentiment as his

own, once and again in his book : He delivers it as his own

sentiment, p. 34, " That probably many more hypocrites, than

real saints, do make such a profession, as that which must be

accepted." He delivers it as his own sentiment, p. 6li That

" The apostles judged it Hkely that of the Christians taken

into the church under their direction, as many were hypocrites
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in proportion to their number, as of those that were taken in-

to the Jewish church." And as to the latter, he delivers it as

his sentiment, p. 24, that " The body of the people were not

regenerate." So that, according to his own sentiments, when

the ApostoKc rule of taking in is observed, the body of those

who are admitted will be hypocrites.

Now therefore, I desire that this matter may be examined

to the very bottom. And here let it be considered, whether

the truth of the following things are not incontestable.

1. If indeed by the rule God has given for admissions,

when it is carefully attended, more unconverted i^ersons will

be admitte<:l than converted ; then it will follow, that just such

a visibility, or visible appearance of saintship as the rule re-

quires^ is more frequently without real saintship than with it.

2. If Mr. Stoddard and Mr, Williams had just reason from

the holy scripture, and divine Providence to think thus, and to

publish such a sentiment, and the Christian church has good

reason to believe them ; then God has given the Christian

church in its present state (dark and imperfect as it is) good

reason to think so too.

3. If Christ, by the rule he has given for admissions, re-

quires his churches to receive such a visibility or appearance,

which he has given the same churches, at the same time, rea-

son to judge to be an appearance, that/or the most fiart is with-

out godliness, or more frequently connected with ungodliness ;

then he requires them to receive such an appearance, as he

at the same time has given them reason to think does not im-

ply a probability of godliness, but is attended rather with a

probability of ungodliness. For that is the notion of probabil-

ity : Jin appearance^ ivhich^ so far as ive have means tojudge^

is for the most part connected with the thing* Therefore the

sign or appearance, let it be what it will, implies a probability

* Mr. Locke thus defina probability fHum. Und. 7th edit 8vo. vol 2, p.

'73 )
'* Pr:.bability is nothing but the appearance of such an agreement or

disagreement, by the intervention of proofs, whose connexion is not con-

stant and immutable, or at least is not perceived to be so ; but is, or appears

rOR THE MOST PART to be so ; and is enough to induce the mind to

judge the proposition to be true, or false, rather than the cojitrary."
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oflliat, ^vhich we have reason to think it is for the j/ic/.s/ /lari

connected or attended witli. Where there is only probability

ivilhout certainly, there is w. peraclvcnturr in the case on both

sides ; or in vulgar lungua^^^c, the supposition on each side

stands a chance to be true : lUit that side which most com-

monly proves true in such a case, stands the best chance ;

and therefore properly on that side lies the probuhilifij.

4. That cannot be a crtdible visibility or appearance, which

is not a probable appearance. To say a thing is credible and

Y\o\. probable^ is a contradiction. And it is impossible rational-

ly to judge a thing true, and at the same lime rationally to

judge a thing most probably not true. Therefore it is absurd

(not to say worse) to talk of any divme institution thus to

judge. It would be to suppose, that God by his institution has

made that judgment rational, which he at the same time

makes improbable, and therefore irrational.

This notion of admitting members into the church of Christ

without and against prcbabilitu of true piety, is not only very

inconsistent with itself, but very inconsistent with v.hai the

common light of mankind teaches in their dealings one

with another. Common Sense teaches all mankind, in

admission of members into societies, at least societies form-

ed for very great and imi)ortant purposes, to admit none

but those, concerning whom there is an apparent probabili-

ty^ that they arc the hearty friends of the society, and of

the main designs and interests of it ; and especially not to

admit such, concerning whom there is a greater probability

of their being habitual, fixed enemies. But thus it is accord-

ing to Mr. Stoddard's and Mr. Williams's doctrine, as well as

the doctrine of the scripture, with all laitaiictijied men in re-

gard to the church of Christ : They are enemies to the head

of the society, enemies to his honor and authority, and the

work of salvation in the way of the gospel ; the upholding

And Mr. Williams hiiricU, p. 139, says, " 'Tis moral evidence of gospel

sincerity, which God's word makes the church's rule," &c. Now, does

such an auptarancc, as wc have rrason ai the same time to think is moreft t-

r^ucnlly without gospel holincfs than with it, amount to moral cridrncc ©^

£Ojpcl sincerity ?
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and promoting of which is the main design of the society.

The church is represented in scripture as the household of

God, that arc in a peculiar manner intrusted with the care of

his name and honor in the world, the interests of his king-

dom, the care of his jewels and most precious things : And
would not common sense teach an earthly prince not to ad-

mit into his household such, as he had no reason to look upon

so much as probable friends and loyal subjects in their hearts ;

but rather friends and slaves in their hearts to his enemies, and

competitors for his crown and dignity ? The visible church of

Christ is often represented as his city and his armxj. Now
would not common sense teach the inhabitants of a besieg-

ed city to open the gates to none, but those concerning whom
there is at least an afifmrcnt probability of their not being ene-

mies ? And would any imagine, that in a militant state of

things, it is a likely way to promote the interest of the war, to

fill up the army with such as are more likely to be on the en-

emy's side in their hearts, than on the side of their lawful and

rightful prince, and his faithful soldiers and subjects ?

SECTION VII.

Concerning the Lord^s Supper''s being a converting

ordinance,

THOUGH Mr. Williams holds, that none are to be ad-

mitted to the Lord's supper, but such as make a credible pre-

tence or profession of real godliness^ and are to be admitted

under that notion, and with respect to such a character appear-

ing on them ; yet he holds at the same time, that the Lord's

supper is a converting ordinance, an ordinance designed for the

bringing of some men that have not such a character, to be of

such a character. P. 14, 15, 35, 83, 100, 10 1, 126, 127. It

is evident that the meaning of those divines who speak of the

Jliord's supper as a converting ordinance, is not merely that
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God in his sovereign Providence will use it as an occamon of

the converfaion of some ; but that it is a converting meaii^ by

hi.s inalitution [fivrn to mcu, appointing them to use it for this

purpose. Tlius Mr. Stoddard expressly declares, " That the

lord's supper is institutkd to be a means of regeneration,

(Doc. of hist. C/mrc/u's^Yi. 22.) Instiiuted for the conversion

of sinners, as well as the confirmation of saints ; Jji/ualy p. 70,

71. That the direct end of it is conversion, when, the subject

that it is administered unto stands in need of conversion." Ibid.

p. 73, 74. And thus Mr. Williams, after Mr. Stoddard, speaks

of the Lord's supper " as by Christ's appointment a proper

means of the conversion" of some that are unconverted ;

p. 100, 101. So he speaks of it as i/u/irwffc/ for the conver-

sion of sinners, through p. 126 and 127.

Now if so, what need of men's being to rational charity con-

verted already, in order to their coming to the Lord's sup-

per ? Is it reasonable to suppose God would institute this ordi-

nance (Urcctbjfor that r;?^, that sinners might be converted hy

it ; and then charge his minigtcrs and churches not to admit

any that they had not reasonable ground to think v, crc convert-

ed already .^....?»Ir. Williams, in p. 83, supposes two ends of

Christ's appointing the communion of the Christian church ;

" that such as have grace already should be under proper ad-

vantages to gain more, and that those who have none, should

be under proper advantages to attain grace." But this ill con-

sists with other parts of his scheme. If a king should erect a

hoajntal for the help of the poor, and therein has two ends ;

owt', the nourishing of such as arc in health, and the other.,

the healing of the sick ; and furnishes the hospital according-

ly, with proper food fpr the healthy, and proper remedies for

lT)c sick : liut at the same time charges the officers, to whom
he commits the rare of the hospital, by no means to admit

auy, unless it be under a notion of their being in health, and

from refifiect to such a {qualification in thcm^ and unless they have

rraao}i(ib(e ground.^ and moral nndence^ to induce them to be-

lieve that they arc well ; And if this pretence should be made

to justify such a conduct, that the hospital was indeed designed

for the healing of the sick, yet it was designed to confer this
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bettefit only on such diseased people as were hyfiocrites^ and

ttiade a firofe&sion afid firetence of being in health ; -will arty

man presume to say, that such a conduct is agreeable to the

dictates of the understanding of rational beings ? And to sup-

pose, that such should be the conduct of the infinitely wise

God, is as unscriptural, as it is unreasonable. We often read

in God*5 word, of men's being convinced of their wickedness

and confessing their sins, as a way to be healed and cleansed

from sin : But where do we read of men's pretending to

more goodness than they have, and making an hypocritical

profession and show of goodness, in order lo their becoming

good men i* Where have we a divine institution, that any

who are ivoivcs should put on .<il:ec/i*s clothings and so come to

his people, that they may l)elievc them to be .sheefi^ and under

this notion receive them into the flock, to the end that they

may truly become ofhis she&/i ?

But to examine this matter, of the Lord's supper being a

converting ordinance to ungodly men professing godliness, a

little more exactly. If Christ has appointed the Lord's sup-

per to be a converting oVdinance to some such as these,

then he has appointed it either only for such of them as are

mistaken, and think themselves god/y when they are not ; or

he has appointed it not only for such, but also for such as

are sensible they are ungodly.

If the former, if it be appointed as a converting ordinance

only for such as are mistaken, and think themselves godly, or

* Mr. Williams (P. 42.) owns, that persons must make a •' profession

v/herein they make a shew of being wise virgins," in order to come into

the visible Church. And (p. 35) Ke owns, that *» all visible saints who are not

truly pious, are Hypocrites." Again, it may be observed, he abundantly in-

sists, that men who have nd more than common grace and moral sincerity,

may lawfully come to sacratnents ; and yet by what he says (p. 35 )
they

must profess more. So that men who have no more must profess more ;

and this it seems, according to divine institution! Again he says (p-35.) That

one end God designed by appointing men to be brought into the Church, is»,

that through divine grace, they might effectually be brought to Christ, " to

give him the whole possession of their hearts ; and yet in the very next para-

graph (p. 35. &. 36. ) he speaks of it as unlawful for men to come to sacra-

mfnts till thev " 2ive up all their hearts to Christ.
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converted ; then here is an institution of Chiist, "vvbich nevei'

can, in any one instance, be made use of to the end for whicli

he has appoinicd men to use it. It cannot be made use oi

for this end by those who admit members, and* administer the

ordinance : Tor they, as Mr. Williams says, must admit none

but such as they are bound by the rule of Christ to look upon

as godly men already, and to administer the sacrament to

them under that iiotinriy and with respect to such a character.

Neither can it be made use of to such a purpose by any ofthe

co7nniunican(8 : For by the supposition, they must be all

such as think they are converted already, and also come under

that notion. So that by this scheme of things, here is an insti-

tution appointed to be upheld and used in the church, which

the institution itself makes void and impossible. For, as was ob-

served before, the notion of a converting ordinance has not a

reference to any secret decree of God, how he in his sover-

eign pleasure nrill sometimes use it : But to his institution giv-

en to men, appointing the end for which they should use it.

Therefore, on the present supposition, the institution ap-

poins the Lord's supper to be used in some cases for the con-

version of sinners, but at the same time forbids its beinc^

cither given or received under any other notion than that of

the communicant's being converted already : Which is in

cfTect to forbid its being either given or received for the con-

version of the communicant, in any one instance. So that the

institution efFectualiy destroys and disannuls itself. But God

forbid, that we should ascribe any such inconsistent institu-

tions to the divine head of the church I

Or if the other part of the disjunction be taken, and it be

said, the Lord's supper is appointed for the conversion of

some that are sensible that they arc ungodly or unconverted, the

consequence is no less absurd, on Mr. Wiliams's principleii.

For then the scheme is this. The institution requires some

men to make a pretence of real piety^ and to make a public,

solemn profession of gos/irl holiness, which at the same lime

they arc seuiibir ihey have none of; and this, to the end that

others may look upon iliem to be real saints and receive them

to the Lord's supper under that notion : Not putting on a dis-
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guise, aiid making a shew of what they have not, through

mistake, hut doing it consciously and wilfully, to the honor

and glory of God : And all this strictly required of them, as

the instiiiited means of their becoming real saints, and the

children of God !

Mr. Williams says, p. 14. " Si!ice it is God's will, that his

church should admit all such visible saints (viz. such as he had

been speaking of) it follows that the Lord's supper is a con-

verting^ ordinance to such of them as are unconverted.'' But

Mr. Williams is mistaken as to his consequence. The Lord's

supper is not instituted to be a converting ordinance to all un-

converted men, whom it is God's will the church should ad-

mit. For it may be the church's duty, and so God's will, to

admit those that live secretly in the grossest wickedness, as

adultery, buggery, deism, Sec. Such men as these may make
a fair profession, and the church may be ignorant of their se-

cret wickedness, and therefore may have no warrant to reject

them : But yet it will not follow, that God by his institution

has given such a lawful right to the Lord's supper, having ap-

pointed it to be a converting ordinance to them.

SECTION VIII.

'The Notion of moral Sincerity's being the S^alifica-

tion which gives a lawful Right to Christian

Sacraments^ examined,

THOUGH our author disdains the imputation of any

^juch notion, as that of men's being called visible and profess-

ed saints from respect to a visibility and profession of moral

sincerity : Yet it is manifest, that in his scheme (whether con-

sistently or no, others must judge) moral sincerity is the qual-

ification which entitles, and gives a lawful right, to sacraments.

For he holds, that it is lawful for unsanctificd men who have

Vol. I. 3D
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this qualification, to come to sacraments ; and that it is n«t

lawful for them to come without it. Therefore I desire this

notion may be thoroughly examined.

And for the greater clearness, let it be observed what «jn-

cerity in general is. Now sincerity, in the general notion of

it, is an honest conformity of some ftrojhssion or outvxird shew

ofsome inrcard firoperty or act ofmind^ to the truth and reality

of it. If there be shew or pretence of what is not, and haft

no real existence, then the pretence is altogether vain ; it is

only a pretence, and nothing else : And therefore is a pretence

or shew without any .sijicerity, of any kind, cither moral or

gracious.

I now proceed to ofler the following arguments against the

notion of moral sincerity's being the qualification, which gives

a lawful right to sacraments.

L There is no such thing as moral sincerity, in the covc-

nant ofgrace, distinct from gracious sincerity. If any sincerity

at all be requisite in order to a title to the seals of the cove-

nant of grace, doubtless it is the sincerity which belongs to that

covenant. But there is only one sort of sincerity which be-

longs to that covenant ; and that is a gracious sincerity :

The covenant of grace has nothing to do with any other sin-

cerity. There is but one sort of faith belonging to that cov-

enant ; and this is saving faith in Jesus Christ, called in scrip-

ture wfeigned faith. As for the faith of devils, it is not the

faith of the covenant of grace.

Here the distinction of an internal, and external covenant,

will not help at all ; as long as the covenant, of which the sa-

craments are seals, is a covenant of salvation, or a covenant

proposing terms of eternal salvation. The sacraments are

seals of such a covenant : They are seals of the A'eiv Testa-

ment in Christ's Shod, Matth. xxvi. 28. Luke, xxii 28, a testa-

ment ivhich has better promises than the old, Heb. viii. 6, and

which the apostle tells us, " makes us heirs of the eternal in-

heritance," Ilcb. ix. 15. Mr. Williams himself speaks of

the covenant sealed in baptism, as " the covenant proposing

terms of salvation " V.1Z. So he speaks of the covenant en-

tered into by a visible people, as the covenant " in which God
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offers everlasting happiness/' P. 24, 25. But there is no

ether religion^ no other sincerity, belonging to this cov-

enant of salvation,, but tlwit which accomfianies salvation^ or is

saving religion and sincerity. As it is written, Psal. li. 6.

<* Behold, thou desirest truth in the inward parts."

There is such a thing, as what may be called a moral sinceri-

ty, in distinction from saving, in many moral things ; as in lov-

ing our friends aiid neighbors, in loving our country, in choos-

ing the Protestant religion before the Popish, in a conscien-

tious care to do many duties, in being willing to take a great

deal of pains in religion, in being sorry for the commission

of such and such acts of wickedness, &c. But there are some

duties, whiehr unless they ai'e done with a gracious sincerity^

they cannot be done at alU As Mr. Stoddard observes. Safety

of Afi. p. 216. " There are some duties which cannot be done

but from a gracious respect to God." Thus there is but one

sort of sincerity in loving God as God, and setting our hearts

on him as our highest happiness, loving him above the world,

and loving holiness above all the objects of our lusts. He that

does not do these tilings with a gracious sincerity, never re-

ally doth them, at all : He that truly does them, is certainly a

godly man ; as we are abundantly assured by the word of God,

So, there is but one sort qf sincere and cordial, consent to the

covenant ofgrace, but one sort oigiving all our hearts to Jesus

Christ ; which things Mr. WilHams allows to be necessary, to

come to sacraments. Tliat which a man's heart is full of

reigning enmity to, he cannot with any reality at all, cordially

consent to and comply with : But the hearts of unsanctified

men are full of reigning enmity to the covenant of grace, ac-

cording to the doctrine of scripture, and according to the doc-

trine of Mr. Stoddard and Mr. Williams too, as we have seen

before.

However, if there were any such thing, as a being heartily

willing to accept Christ, and a giving all our hearts to Christ,

without a saving sincerity, this would not be a complying

with the terms of a covenant of salvation. For it is selfevident,

that it is only something which is saving, that is a compli-

wee with the terms of salvation. Now Mr. Williams him-
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self often allows (as has been observed) that persons must
comply with the terms of the covenant of grace, in order to

conic to sacraments. Yet because he also in effect denies it,

I shall say something further in confirmation of it.

(1.) The sacraments are covenant firivilegcs. Mr. Wil-
liams calls them so. P. 5. Covenant privileges are covenant

benefits, or benefits persons have a right to by the covenant.

But persons can have no ri^ht to any of the benefits of a cov-

cnimt, without compliance with its termn. For that is the very

notion of the terms of a covenant, viz. terms of an interest in

the benefits of that covenant. It is so in all covenants what-

soever ; if a man refuses to comply with the conditions of

the covenant, he can claim nothing by that covenant.

(2.) If we consider the sacraments as seals of the covenant,

the same thing is evident, viz. that a man can have no right

to them without a compliance with the terms. The sacra-

ments are not only seals of the offer on God's part, or ordinan-

ces God has appointed as confirmations of the truth of his cov-

enant, as Mr. Williams seems to insist. P. 74, 75. For con-

sidered merely as seals and confirmations of the truih of the

gospel, tliey are (as miracles and other evidences of the Christ-

ian religion) seals equally given to Christians, Jews, Deistsy

moral and vicious, and the whole world that knows of them.

^Vllcreas, it is manifest, in the nature of the thing, sacraments

arc seals of the covenant to be aJifUicd to the communicant, and

of which he is the immediate subject, in a peculiar manner,

as a jHirtxj in covenant. Otherwise, what need would there

be of his being one of God's covenant pcofilcj in any sense

whatsoever ?

But now it is not reasonable to suppose, that the seal of the

covenant belongs to any man, as a party in the covenant, who
will not accept of and comply with the covenant. He that re-

jects the covenant, and will not comply with it, has no interest

in it : And lie that has no interest in the covenant, has no

right to the seals : I'or the covenant, and its seals go together.

It IS so in all covenants among mankind ; after a man ha«

con\e into a bargain proposed and offered by anolher,yielding

to the terms of it, he has a rii^hl to have the baigain sraled

and confirmed to him as ?<jiart\j in the covenant ; bu: not before.
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Andifwhat the communicaRt does, be a seal on his part al-

do,as the nature of the thing demonstrates, seeing he is aciive,

in the matter, and as Mr. Williams seems willing to allow

p. 75, it will follow, with equal evidence, that a man cannot

lawfully partake, unless he yields to, and complies with the

covenant. To what purpose is a man's sealinp; an instrument

or contract, but to confirm it as his otvn act and c/tff/,and to de-

clare his compliance with his part of the contract. As when

a servant seals his indenture, it is a testimony and ratificaiion

of his compliance to the proposed contract with his master.

And if a covenant of friendship be proposed between two par-

lies, and they both put their seal to it, hereby they both tes-

tify and declare their mutual friendship.

It has been already observed, that unsanctified men, while

such, cannot, with any sincerity at all, testify ^present cordial

compliance with the covenant of grace : And as they cannot

do this, so neither can they with any sincerity promise a fu-

Hire compliance with that covenant. Mr. Williams ofien al-

lows, that in order to Christian communion men must firomise

a compliance with the covenant, in its spiritual and saving du-

ties ; that they tvill believe and repent in the sense of the cove-

iiant, willingly accept of Christ and his salvation, love him and

live to him, and will do it " immediately, henceforward, from

this moment." P. 25, 26, 28 and 76. But how absurd is this !

When at the same instant, while they are making and utter-

tering these promises, they are entirely averse to any such

thing ; being " then enemies to Christ, willingly rejecting

him, opposing his salvation, striving against it, laboring to find

out all manner of difficulties and hinderances in the way of it,

not desiring it should come yet," &c. which our author, in a

place forecited, says is the case with all unsa7ictifed Tnen.

And when unsanctified men promise, that they will spend

the rest of their lives in universal obedience to Christ, there

is no sincerity in such promises ; because there is not such a

heart in them. There is no man but a true disciple of Christ,

that is willing thoroughly to deny himself {ov him, and follow

him in a way of obedience to all his commands, unto the end,

through all difficulties which Christ has given his followers
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reason to expect, or commanded them to prepare for ; as U
evident by Chrisi's frequent declarations. Luke, xiv. 25. ...33.

Matth. X. 37, 38, 59, chap. xiii. 44, 45, 46. and many parallel

places. If an unsanclified man thinks he is wiUing, he does

not know his own heart : If he professes to be wiilin;;, he does

not know what he says. The difficulty and cost of it is not

in his view ; and therefore he has no proper willingness ta

comply with the cost and difficulty. That which he is wil-

linc^ for, with a moral sincerity, is somcthini; else that he con-

ceives of, which is a great deal easier, and less cross to flesh

and blood. If a king should propose to a subject hb build-

ing him such a tower, promising him a certain reward. If

the subject should undertake it^ not counting' the co«/, thinkinj^

with himself that the king meant another sort of tower, much

cheaper ; and should be willing only to build that cheap one,

Avhich he imagined in his own mind ; when he would by na

means have consented to build so costly a tower as the king

proposed, if he had understood him right : Such a man could

not be said properly to be willing to comply with liis prince's

proposal, with any sincerity at all. For what he consents

to with a moral sincerity, is no; the tliin'^ which the king

proposed.

The promises of unsanctified men arc like the promises of

the man we read of, Luke ix. 57, 58, who suid " Lord 1 will

follow thee whithersoever thou gocst.** To whom Christ re-

plied, " The foxes have holes, and the birds of the air have

nests, but the son of man hath not where to lay his head,'*

AVhcn he made his promise, he probably (luite mistook the;

thing, and did not imagine, that to follow Christ wherever he

went, would be to follow him in such poverty and hardship.

I suppose the rich x^anni^ vmn \\c read of, Mark x. 17, 8cc.

•might have what is called moral sincerity. But he liad no

sincerity in the covenant ofgrace, AVhen ke came to Christ

to know v.'hat he should do to have eternal ///If, it is probable he

ignorautly thought himself willing to yield himsell to Christ's

direction. Vet when it came to a trial, and Christ told him

htt must go and aell all that lie had and give to the poor^ it prov-

ed thai he had nu sincerity of willingness at 9^ for any such
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thing. So that it is evident, hor,fever unsanctified men may-

be morally sincere in some things, yet they have no sincerity

of any sort in that covenanty ofwhich the sacraments are seals ;

and that moral sincerity, distinct from gracious^ in this cove-

nanty is a mere imagination, there being indeed no such thing.

II. Another argument against this notion of moral sincer-

ity's giving a right to church communion, is this : A quality

that is transient and vanishing^ can be no qualification or fit-

ness for a statiding privilege. Unsanctified men may be very

serious, greatly affected, and much engaged in religion : But

the scripture compares their religion to a lamp, not supplied

with oil, which will go out, and to a plant that has no root nor

deepness of earth, which will soon wither ; and compares such

unsanctified men to the dog that will return to his vomit, and

to the sow, which, though washed ever so clean, yet, her na-

ture not being changed, will return to her ivallowing in the

jnire.

Mr. Williams allows, that persons in order to come to sac-

raments must have " deep convictions, an earnest concern to

obtain salvation," &c. Now every one who is in any degree

acquainted with religious matters, knows that such convictions

are not wont to last a great while, if they have no saving issue.

Mr. Stoddard, in his sermon on the danger of speedy degen-

eracy, p. 1 1, says, <' unconverted men nvlll groiv nvcary of re-

ligious duties." And our author himself, p. 78, speaking of

those professors in the primitive churches, that fell away to

heresy and other witkedness, takes notice that the apostle ob-

serves, " IT WILL BE so. ...that they which are approved, might

be made manifest :" And says Mr. Williams upon it, " Evil

and unsanctified men, by such sins, will discover their hy-

pocrisy.

Now seeing this is the case with moral sincerity and com-
mon religion, how can it be a qualification for a standing priv-

ilege ? Nothing can be a fitness for a durable privilege but a.

durable (jualijication. For no qualification has any fitness or

adaptedness for more than it extends to ; as a short scabbard

cannot be fit for a long sword. If a man, going a journey in

the night, needs a lamp to light him in his way, who will pre-
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tend thai a namin.q; wick \vii}iout oil, \vhich ^vill last but a liiSw

rods, is fit for this purpose? Or if a man \vcre building an

house for himself and family, should he put into the frame,

pieces of timber knoun to be of such a nature as that they

ivould prrJ)al)ly be rotten in a few months ; or should he take

blocks of ice instead of hewn stone, because during a present

cold season they appeared to be hard and firm ; and wiiha!

should for a covering put only leaves that will soon fade away,

instead of tiles or shingles, that are solid and lasting^ ; would

not every spectator ridicule his folly !

If it should be said that unsanclified men, when they lose

their moral sincerity, may be cant out again : This is far

from helping the case, or shewing that such men were exerjit

to be admitted. To say, a piece of timber, though not of a

durable nature, is /it to be put into the frame of a building,

because when it begins to rot it may be pulled out again, is

so far from proving that it was ever fit to be put in, that the

speedy necessity of pulling it out rather proves the contrary.

If wc had the power of constituting a human body, or it were

left to us to add members to our own bodies, as there might

be occason ; we should not think such a member wa« fit to

be added to the frame, that had already radically seated in it

a cancer or gangrene, by which it could last but a little while

itself, and would endanger the other members ; though it

were true, that when the disease should prevail, there were

surgeons v. ho might be procured to cut that member off.

But to consider aliltle further this point oi moral sinceriti/a

qualifying persons for the privileges of the church, 1 would

lay down this proposition as a thing of clear evidence :

Those /icrsoKs have nojitness in themselves to come to the firivi-

legea qfthe churchy ivhOy if they were knoKvn^ ivould not befit t»

be admitttd bu others. For to say, they are./?r to be members,

and Vet not fit to be allowed to be members, is apparently ab-

surd. But ihcy who have no better fitness than moral sincer-

ity, if that were knoivn^ would not be fit to be admitted by

others; as is allowed by Mr. Williams. For he holds, that

in order to l)c fit to be admitted by others, they must credibly

appear to them to have something more than moral sincerity,
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even gospel holiness. And it is evident in itself, as well as

allowed by Mr. Williams that if such were knoivn^ they would

not be Jit to be admitted, only on their moral sincerity, and

the profession and promises they make from such a princi-

ple : And that for this reason, because such a principle alone

would not befit to be trusted. God himself has taught his

church, that the religion of unsanctified men is not fit to be

trusted ; as a lamp without ozV, and a plant without root^i are

things not to be trusted. God has directly taught his church

to expect, that such a religion will fail ; and that such men,

having no higher principle, will return to their wickedness.

Job xxvii. 8, 9, 10. « The hypocrite. ...will he delight him-

self in the Almighty ? Will he always call upon God ?"

Dan. xii. 10. " The wicked will do wickedly." And there-

fore God does not require his church to accept their profes-

sion and promises. If he has taught us not to credit their

profession and promises, then certainly he has taught us not

to accept them-

III. Another argument against this supposed rule of al-

lowing and requiring unsanctified men with moral sincerity,

to come to sacraments, is this. That rule, which if fully at-

tended, would naturally bring it to pass, that the greater jiart

of communicants would be unfits even according to that very-

rule, cannot be a divine rule : But this supposed rule of

moral sincerity is such a rule. For if this rule be universal-

ly attended, then all unsanctified men, who have present con-

victions of conscience sufficient to make them morally sincere,

must come into the communion of the church. But this

conviction and common religion, if it does not issue in con-

version (as has been observed) commonly vanishes away in a

short time : And yet still these persons, if not convicted of

open scandal, are left in the communion of the church, and

remain there, imthout even moral sincerity. Experience gives

us abundant reason to think, that of those who some time or

other have considerable convictions of conscience, so as to

make them for the present to be what is called morally sincere,

Vol. I. 3E
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but few arc savingly converted.* And if all these tnust be

admitted, (as they must, if this rule be fully attended) then

I heir convictions going away and their sincerity vanishing

with it, it will hereby be brought about, that the Lord's table

18 chiefly surrounded with the worst sort of morally insincere

persons, viz. stupid backsliders, that are in themselves far

worse than they were before, according to the scripture ac-

count, Matth. xii. 45, and 2 Pet. ii. 20. And this as the nat-

ural consequence of the foremcntioned rule, appointing moral

sincerity to be the qualification for communion. Thus this

supposed rule supplants its own design.

IV. Another argument that moral sincerity is not the

qualification to which God has annexed a lawful right to

sacraments, is, that this qualification is not at all inconsistent

with a man's liring at the same time in the most heinous

wickedness^ in a superlative degree contrary to the Christian

religion.

It was before observed to be a thing evident in itself, and

allowed by Mr. Williams, That there are some sins, which,

while wilfully continued and lived in, though secretly, do

wholly disqualify persons for Christian sacraments, and make
it unlaivful for men to partake of them.

Now if it be thus with some sins, doubtless it is because of

the heinousness of those sins, the high degree of wickedness

which is in them. And hence it will follow, that those sins

which arc in themselves most heinous, and most contrary to

the Christian religion, do especially disqualify persons for

Christian sacraments, when wilfully lived in.

Let it therefore now be considered, whether it will not fol-

low from these premises, That for men to live in enmity

against God and Christ, and in wilful unbelief and rejection

of Christ (as the scriptures teach, and as Mr. Stoddard and

Mr Williams too assert, is the case with all unsanctified men

* How small a propoilion arc there of the vast multitudes, that in the

time of the late religious commotion through the land had their conscienc-

es awakened, who give hopeful abiding cvidcuces of a saving conversion to

God !



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 419

under the gospel) wholly disqualifies men for Christian sacra-

ments. For it is very manifest by scripture and reason, that

to live in these things is to live in some of the most heinous

kinds of wickedness ; as is allowed by Calvinistic divines in

general, and by Mr. Stoddard in particular, who says, Saf. of

Afi. p. 224. " You cannot anger God more by any thing, than

by continuing in the neglect of Christ. This is the great

controversy God has with sinners ; not that they have been

guilty of these and those particular transgressions, but that

they abide in the rejection of the gospel." Again he says.

Ibid. p. 249. " The great sin, that God is angry with you for

is your unbelief. Despising the gospel is the great provoking

sin."

A man's continuing in hatred of his brother, especially a

fellow communicant, is generally allowed to be a thing that

disqualifies for communion : The apostle compares it to

leaven in the passover, 1 Cor. v. 6, 7, 8. But now certainly

it is as bad, and as contrary to the nature and design of Christ-

ian sacraments, for a man to live in hatred of Christ, and to

remain a hateful and accursed enemy (if I may use Mr. Wil-

liams's own language) to the glorious Redeemer and head of

the Christian church.

None will deny that lying and perjury are very gross and

heinous sins, and (if known) very scandalous ; and therefore

it follows from what was observed before, that such sins, if

lived in, though secretly, do disqualify persons for Christian

sacraments in God's sight. But by our author's own account,

all unsanctified men that partake of the Lord's supper, live in

lying and perjury y and go on to renew these crimes continual-

ly J inasmuch as while they continue ungodly men, they live

in a constant violation of their promise and oath. For Mr.

Williams often lays it down, that all who enter into covenant

with God, do promise spiritual duties, such as repentance,

faith, love, 8cc. And that they promise to perform these

hencefortuardy even from the present mcment^ unto the end of

life ; see p. 25, 26, 28, 76. And that they do not only prom-

ise, but swrar to do this. P. 18, 100, 101, 129, 130, 140. But

for a man to violate the promises he makes in covenanting
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with God, Mr. Williams once and again speaks of it at iyin^.

p. 24, 130. And if so, doubllcss their breaking the oath they

swear to God, is /lerjury. Now lying to men is bad ; but ly-

ing to God is worse. Acts v. 4. And, without doubt, perjury

towards God is the woist sort of perjury. But if unsanctiRed

men, when they entered into covenant with God, promised

and swore, that they would immediately and hencefortvard ac-

cept of Christ as their Saviour, and love him, and live to him ;

then while they continue in a wilful rejection of him (which

accordinj^ to Mr. Williams all unregenerate men do) they

live continually in the violation of their promise and oath.*

Here I would observe, thatnot only in the general do unsanctified men,

notwithstanding their moral sincerity, thus live in the most heinous wicked-

ness ; but particularly, according to Mr Williams's own doctrine, their very

attendance on the outward ordinances and duties of worships is ihtviUsty most

Jlagrant, and abominable impiety In his sermon^on Christ a King and Witness,

p. 77, 78, he says, '• If a man could perform all the outward acts of wor-

ship and obedience, which the bible requires, from the bcginnmg to the end

of it, and not do them Uomjaith in Christ, and hue to God, and not express

by them the th )ughts, desires, and actings of his soul ; they would be so far

from being that obedience which Christ requires, that they would be a mocking

tf God, and hateful to him These outward acts ought to be no other, and ia

religion are designed to stand for nothing else but to be representations of a

man's soul, and the acts of that : And when they are not so they are in their

own nature a LIE, and false pretence of something within, which is not

there : Therefore the Lord abhois them, and reckons these false pretence* the

vilest wickedness. Now when a man performs, all outward obedience and

worship, but it docs not come from his heart, he practically denies the om-

niscience of Chrisi, while he puts before him a shew and pretence of some-

thing for the reality; and so he belies his own profession. And all this, be

it more or lest, whatever it pretends to be of religion, instead of being that

which Christ requires, is entirely different from it, yea, injinitely contrary to it.

And those same actions, which when they arc in the language of the hearty and

flow from it, zic pleasing and acceptable to God and Jesus Christ, are true obe-

dience to him ! when they do not, are reckoned the most flagrant and

ABOMINABLE IMPIETY, and threatened with the s RV E t ES T damnation

or HELL." Now, who can believe, that God has, by his own holy institu-

tion, made that sort of sincerity, which is nothing better than what is consist-

ent with such a lytng, lile, abominahie, fUgrantly wicked pretence and shew of re-

ligion as this, the very thing that ;;ivcs a tight, even in his sight, to Christi>u

lacraments !
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I would observe one thing further under this head, viz.

that ungodly men who live under the gospel, notwithstanding

any moral sincerity they may have, are worse.) and more p.rO'

voking enemies of God^ than the very heathen^ who never sin-

ned against gospel light and mercy. This is very manifest by

the scriptures, particularly Matth. x. 13, 14. Amos iii. 2,

Rom.ii. 9. 2 Pet. ii. 21. Rev. iii. 15, 16.

I having suggested concerning Mr. Stoddard's doctrine of

admitting more unconverted than converted, by attending

Christ's rule, that this supposes it to be the case of the mem-
bers of the visible church, that the greater part of them are

more provoking enemies to God than most of the heathen ;

Mr. Williams represents himself as greatly alarmed at this :

He calls it an extraordinary passage, and puts five questions

about it to my serious consideration. P. 72, 73. The first and

chief question is this ; « did Mr. Stoddard ever say in the A/i-

iieal^ or any where else, of most of our fellow worshippers at

the sacrament, that we have no reason to think concerning

them, but that they are more provoking enemies to the Lord,

whom Christians love and adore, than most of the very heath'

en .?" His three next questions are to represent the hein-

ousnessof such supposed ill treatment of Mr. Stoddard. ...And

I think will be sufficiently answered, by what I shall offer in

reply to the first.

I will tell him what Mr. Stoddard said. Speaking to such

as do not^ come to Christ, living under the gospel, he said,

Safety of Aju p. 234, 235. « You may not think to escape as

the heathen do : Your load will be heavier and your fire will

be hotter, and your judgment sorer, than the judgment of oth-

er men. God will proportion every man's misery to his in-

iquity. And as you have enjoyed greater light and love, so

you must expect more amazing and exquisite wrath, than

other men : Conscience has more to accuse you of and con-

I might here also observe, that if moral sincerity or common grace gives

a right to sacraments in the sight of God, then that which (according to Mr.
Stoddard's doctrine before observed) is a spirit of lusty ihat which is contrary

to, and at war imth, and would destroy saving grace^ is the thing which gives a

right, in the sight of God, to Christian sacraments.
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demn you for ; and so has God : And you "will sink down
deeper into hell, than other men. You are treasuring up a

greater measure of wrath, than others, against the day of

wrath. You will wish you had lived in the darkest corners of

the earth among Scythians and Barbarians."

And Mr. Williams must allow me to remind him of what

another divine has said, and that is himself. In his sermon

on Isa. xlv. U. p. 25, 26. he says, " It is to be feared, there

arc great numbers here present, that are in an wiconverted^

unrenewed^ un/iardoncd state ; strangers from God, and ene-

mies to him. Yet you now look with great pity and compas-

sion on that poor cajiti-vc^ for whom we have now been offer-

ing up our earnest prayers, * who has been so long in so pit-

iable and sorrowful a condition, and who is now in the thick-

ness of pofiish darkness and superstition. ...If you arc out of

Christ, and destitute of true faith in him, if your natures re-

main unrenewed and unsancti/ied^ what is your state better than

hers, which looks so sorrowful and distressing ? Rather, is it

not worse ? When you consider, that in the fulness of the

means of grace which you have enjoyed all your days, you

are as far from any saving knowledge of Jesus Christ, as those

who have lived in the dregs and abyss of pofiish ignorance,

and know not what to believe, but what the church, that is,

Antichrist^ tells them. If you die thus, your misery will

be aggravated inconceivably beyond theirs : Which Christ

has plainly enough shewn us, when he upbraided the cities

wherein most of his mighty works were done, and tells them

how much in the comparison they fall below Tyre and Sidon"

(heathen cities, notorious for luxury, debauchery, and the

grossest idolatry) « and Sodom ; for whom it should be more

tolerable-, than for them."

The same author says also, even in the book under consid-

eration, p. 86. " That the unbelief and impieties of visible

Jtainta, is what they will be punished for above all 7nen in the

world."

Mrs. Eunice Willams, Wrought up in Canada, among the Oghnawaga

Indians, sijtcr to the then pastor of the church in Mansfield, where this ser-

mon was preached, upon a day of prayer kept on her account ; she being th<n

in that place oa a visit.
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And now, I think it may be proper for Mr. Williams

himself to answer his 5th question, which he puts to my seri-

ous consideration, viz. " What honor is it to our Lord Jesus

Christ, to treat visible saints in such a manner, when at the

same time it is his revealed will they should be outwardly

treated as visible saints ?"

SECTION IX.

A Fiew of what Mr. Williams says concerning the

public Co'uenaming of Professors,

I. MR. WILLIAMS often speaks with contempt, of my
supposing it to be a duty required of such as come to sacra-

ments, that they should exfilicitly oivn the covenant^ and dis-

putes largely against it. P. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and

many other places. He says concerning me, p. 22. " It is

very unhappy, that this good gentleman should use the scrip-

ture in such a manner, to prove a divine institution which

never had an existence ; and after all that is said, is but a

mere imagination and chimera ; it being evident, there never

was any such divine institution for the church under the Old

Testament, binding particular persons fiublicly and exfilicitly

to own the covenant^ in order to their enjoying the outward or-

dinances of it." However it falls out something happily for

me, that I am not quite alone in this chimera, but have Mr.

Williams himself to join me in it ; who abundantly asserts the

same thing p. 5, 8, 9,and many other places, who uses the scHji^

ture i?i the same manner^ and supposes the same divine in-

stitution ; and who in p. 5, of the treatise in hand, having stat-

ed the following inquiry, « What is that evidence, which by

DIVINE APPOINTMENT the church is to have, of the saintshipof

those who are admitted to the outward privileges of the cove-

nant of grace ?'* Makes this answer to it: "The scripture
has determined the matter thus, that the open profession and
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declaration of a person's believing in Christ....And an hcany

consent to the terms of the covenant of grace, and engage-

ment on his part to fulfiil it," Ecc. " is the sole and entire

ground of that public judgment, which the church is to make

of the real sainlship of professors." It is manifest, he cannot

intei>d merely that they should be the posterity of such as ihu4

owned the covenant, or declared their consent to it, and so are

looked upon as those that owned the covenant in their ances-

tors, at the beginning of the covenant line (though some-

limes he seems to suppose, this is all that is necessary, as I

•hall take particular notice by and by :) For here he express-

ly speaks of a /ierso?ial owning the covenant, or the ofien /iro-

fession and declaratian ofa persons^s consent to the covenant.

And thus he often speaks of the same matter, in like manner,

s^s ^ personal thing, or what is done by the person judged off

and received. See p. 10, 31, 32, 33, 34, 73, 84, 139. And in

the 2d page of his preface, he declares himself fully establi?^h-

cd in Mr. Stoddard's doctrine concerning this affair of qualifi-

cations for the Lord's supper ; who expressly declares it to

be his judgment, that " it is requisite, that persons be not ad-

mitted unto communion in the Lord's supper, without mak-

ing a PERSONAL and public profession of their faith and re-

pentance." appeal, p. 93, 94.

And as Mr. Williams holds that there must he a public^ per-

sonal ownint^'' the covenant ; so he also mamtains, that this pro-

fession must be explicit, or express. He says p. 20. " Since

we have no direction in the bible, at what time, nor in what

manner any persofial, explicit covenanting should be perform-

ed... .It appears plain to a demonstration, that the people knew

nothing of any such institution ; as I suppose, the Chribtian

church did until Mr. Edwards discovered it." But if I was

the first discoverer he s*liould have owned, that since I have

have discovered it, he himself and all my opposers have seen

cause to follow mc and receive my dicovcry. For so the

case seems to be, if he gives us a true account (in p. 152)

where he rejects, with indii^nation, the imputation of any oili-

er opinion. " How often (says he) has Mr. E(l»vards said

none but visible saints are to be admitted ? Do not .\ll Mr.
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"Edwards's opposers say, that no man is to be admitted, who

does not profess his hearty belief ofthe gospel, and the earn-

est and sincere purpose of his heart, so far as he knows it, to

obey all God's commands, and keep his covenant ? None,

who do not make as full and express a profession as the Is-

raelites did, or was ever required by Chiist or his apostles,

in any instances that can be produced in the bible, of bodies of

tnen or particular persons* admission into visible covenant with

God ?" He had before spoken of the words which the Israel-

ites used in their entering into covenant ivith God^ p. 5, which

must refer to their entering into covenant in the rjilderness ;

for we have no account of any words at all, used by that na-

tion, at their entering- into covenant^ if not there. And this he

sometimes speaks of as the covenant they made, when God
took them into covenant, p. 8, 36, 37. And p. 20, he allows

that to be an instance of exfilicit covenanting : But ridicules

my pretending to shew, that explicit covenanting was a divine

institution for all ; when, he says, we have an account of but

four instances of any explicit covenanting with God by the

Jews, and those on most extraordinary occasions, and by the

body of the people. But what matter is it, whether there

•V^ere four, or but two, or only that one instance in the wilder-

ness? When he himself with such earnestness declares, that all

my opposers hold, every man must make as full and express

a profession of the covenant as ever the Israelites did, or

was ever required, in any instance that can be produced in

the bible, whether o{ bodies ofmen ov particular Jiersons* admis-

sion, &c. If this be so, and what he said before be also true,

.then all Israel, even every individual person among them, that

ever was admitted to the privileges of the church, thoughout

all their generations, by his own confession and assertion, did

personally make as explicit a profession of the covenant, as the

body of the people did in that instance in the wilderness.

And not only so, but the same must every individual person

do, that ever comes to sacraments, through all ages, to the

end of the world. Thus Mr. Williams fights hard to beat

down himself. But I will not say in his own language, that

in so doing he fights hard to beat down a poor man of iitra.'V},

Vol. L 3 F
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If any shoukl say, that Mr. Williams, when speakinj^ of an

ex/ire88 firofcanion ^ does not mean a profession in ivords^ but

only in actions ; such as an oulward aitendance on ordinances

and duties of worship : I answer, if such actions are a pro-

fession, yet certainly they are not an exfirens profession ;

they are no more tian an impHcit profession. And besides, it

is very plain, the profession he speaks of is a verbal profes-

sion, or a profession in ivord.^. Thus p. 36, when describing

the profession which out^ht to be made, he says, " It is in as

stroR;j; wouds as were used by any whom the apostles ad-

mitted." And elsewhere (as was before noted) he often in-

sists, that a profession should be made in words without any

discrimination as to their meaning. Which shews, it is a

profession in words that he designs. And although p. 104,

he speaks of a performance of the outward duties of morality

and worship, as the only ivay that God ever afifiointed ofmaking

real saintship visible : Yet this is only another instance of his

great inconsisterice with himself ; as appears by what has al-

ready been observed,and appears further by this, that when he

speaks of a profession of consent to the terms of the covenant,

&c. he often speaks of it as a profession which ought to be

made in order to admission to these ordinances. (P. 5, 10, 35,

36, 132, and other pi ices.) If so, then how can the attendance

itself, on these ordinances of worship, be all the profession

which is to be made ? Must men first come to ordinances, in

order to admission to ordinances ! And moreover, Mr. Wil-

liams hitnsclf distin,q;uishcs between engai^ing dud swearing

to ier/i covenant in the public profession, and attending on the

ordinances and duties of worship, which he speaks of as bc-

longinix to \.\\Q,fu{/ibnnit of the rngatrejyirnt and oath. P. 130.

And lastly I would observe, though it could be consistently

made out (which it can never be) that Mr. Williams does not

mean a professing in loordsy it would be nothing to the pur-

pose. If it be in words, or in other signs which are equiva-

lent to words and which are a full and express profession (as

Mr. Williams s.iys) it is exactly the same thing as to my pur-

pose, mid the consequence of the argument, which was, that

real godliness must be prufessed. And indeed this very thing
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which I endeavored to prove by all that I said on this head, is

.expressly, again and again, allowed by Mr. Williams. Yet he

makes a great ado, as if there was a vast difference between

him and me in this affair of public covenanting with God ;

and as though my notions of it were very singular, absurd,

and mischievous.

II. Mr. Williams says a great deal in opposition to me, to

shew that sivcaring by God*s nanie^ swearing to the Zo7-ri',and the

like, does not mean covenanting with God : But yet in p. 18,

in the midst of his earnest dispute against it, he owns it. I

mentioned several scripture prophecies, referring to the Gen-

tile converts in the days of the gospel, which foretell that they

should swear by God's na?ne, swear to the Lord of Hosts^ &c. as

a prediction of the Gentiles fiublic covenanting with God ; us-

ing that as one thing which confirmed, that this was common-

ly the meaning of such phrases in the Old Testament. But

Mr. Williams despises my interpretation of these prophecies,

and my argument from them. Nevertheless, in his reply, he

ow^ns the very thing : He in effect owns, that entering into

covenant, and owning the covenant is what is meant by these

prophecies ; mentioning this, plainly wiih approbation, as

the universal sense of protestant commentators. His words

are, p. 18. "As to all these prophecies, which Mr. Edwards has

quoted, referring to the Gentiles, and their swearing by the

name of the Lord, the sense of protestant commentators upon

them, I think, universally is, that when the gentiles, in God's

appointed time, should be brought into covoirmt with God, it

should be as the Jews were, by being persuaded to consent to

the terms of the covenant of graccy and engaging themselves to

Gody to be faithful to him, and keefi covenant with him. He
who heartily consents to the terms of the covenant of grace,

gives up himself to the Lord, gives the hand to the Lord, en-

gages to own and serve him ; which is the thing signified in

all those metaphorical phrases, which describe or point out

this event, in the Old Testament languap;e.**

III. Mr. Williams in these last cited words, explains the

phrase of giving the hand to the Lord, as signifying engaging

themselves to God in covenant^ and consenting to the terms ofth':
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covenant (as the reader sees) and yet in ihc next paj^e but two,

lie contemns and utterly disallows my interprctini; the same

phrase in the same manner. Mr. Williams says, p. 21. "As
to the words of Ilezckiah, when he called the Israelites to the

passover, bidding them yield ov give the hand to the J.ord ; and

in Ezra, they gave the hand to put away their wives ; which he

thinks to be an Hebrew phrase for entering into covenant, it

carries its own confutation with it."

IV. Mr. Williams often speaks of the professions made by

the ancient Israelites and Jewish Christians, when they entered

into covenant^^ViiX vcrc admitted into the Church. Whereas, ac-

cording to the doctrine of the same author, in the same book,

wc have no account of any profession made by either, on any

such occasion. For he insists, that the children of such as are

in covenant, are l>or7i in covenant ; and are not admitted into

covenant any otherwise than as they were seminally in their an-

cestors ; and that the profession of their ancestors, at the head

of the covenant line, is that individual jiroftfiaion^ivhich brings

them into covejiant. His words are p. 155, 136, " It is one and

the same individual profession and engagement, which brings

them and their children into covenant. And if there is one

instance in the bible, where God ever took any man into cov-

enant, and not his children at the same time, I should be glad

to sec it. It is by virtue of their being in covenant, that they

have a right to the seals. And if the.se children are not cast

out of covenant by Ciod, their children have as good a

right to the seals as they had. It is God's will, that his mark

and seal should be set upon them, and their children, and

THEIR CHILDREN EoREVER, uDlil God casts them out of cov-

enant. It is certain, they have an interest in the covenant, and

they have a right to the privileges of the covenant, so long as

they remain in covenant ; and that is until God cuts them

off, and casts them out."

And accordingly he supposes John the Baptist never inquir-

ed into the doctrmal knowledge of those he baptized, because

they r.^eyr alrcadu in covenant ivith God^ and members of his

visible church, and not yet tnnud out : And he suggests,

that John knew many of ihcm not to be of a good moral char*
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acter. P. 98. So he largely insists, that the three thoxisand

Jews and proselytes. that the apostles baptized, Acts ii. were

not taken into covenant, but only continued in covenant. P. 46,

47. So he supposes the Eunuch, before Philip baptized him,

was a member of the church, and in covenant with God. P. 50.

Though he inconsistently mentions those same persons in the

2d of Acts, and the Eunuch, as admitted into the church by the

apostles, and primitive ministers, p. 9, 10, 59. And so p. 8, 26,

he mentions God's taking nil Israel into covenant : He men-
tions the iirofession which the Iraelites made, p. 25, and p. 5,

he speaks of the words which the Israelites used, in their enter'

ing into covenant with God. And p. 36, 37, he speaks of their

profession in Moses's time, which God trusted so far as to admit

them into covenant. Whereas indeed, according to Mr. Wil-

liams, they were not taken in^ nor did they eriter into covenant,

neither in the plains of Moab, nor at mount Sinai. He says

expressly, that they were in covenant before that time, when
in Ecrypt, being taken in their ancestors, Abraham, Isaac,

and Jacol:), p. 9 1 . But then we read of 720 words, that those pa-

triarchs used at their entering into covenant. And it will un-

doubtedly follow, on Mr. Williams's principles, that we must

go further back still for Israel's being taken into covenant ; we
must go up even to Adam himself, the first father of mankind,

who was visibly in covenant, and so his posterity, in the line

of Noah's ancestors, without the line's being broken by a vis-

ible cutting off, and casting out by God, as we have ail reason

to suppose. And after the flood, we have reason to think,

God had a covenant race continued in Shem's posterity, espe-

cially in the line of Abraham's ancestors. And though Tcrah,

Abraham's Father, was tainted with the then prevailing idola-

try ; yet there is no appearance of the line's being then cut

(ff, in the way Mr. Williams speaks of, by God's visibly cast-

int^ him out. On the contrary, God took a special, fatherly

care of him and his children, in bringing them from Ur of

the Chaldees, the land of graven images, to Ilaran. Gen. xi.

"1. And God is called the God of the father of Abraham
and Nahor, that is, the God of Terah. Gen. xxxi. 53. And if

it be said, that in Abraham began a new dispensation of the
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covenant ; so that Abraham mipjht properly on that account

be said to be taken into covenant^ as thouijh his ancestors had

not been taken into covenant : I answer, the alteration of the

dispensation was in no nicasure so ji^rcat as that after Christ's

resurrection and ascension ; and yet Mr, Williams will not

allow, that the Jewish converts, received in Acts ii. on this

new dispensation, were any more than contitmed in covmanty

and in the church. So that, according to Mr. Williams's

scheme, it mu'^t be Adam's profession of religion that was

the individual firofession which made all his posterity, in the

line of the church, even to the Apostle's days, visible saints^

or (as he himself explains visible saintship) such as we have

rational ground to think are real saints, possessed of gospel

holiness, and on that account have a right to sacraments. For

so He says it is with the children of them that are in cove-

nant, and their children, and their children for ever, until cut

off and cast out by God.

So that now we have the scheme in a true view of it. The
Pharisees and Sadducees that John baptized, whom Mr. Wil-

liams supposes John knew to be not of a good moral character,

and whose doctrinal knowledge he did not inquire into before

he baptized them ; because they had before been admitted in

their ancestors ; even these were visible saints, and such as

John had rational ground to think had sufficient doctrinal

knowledge and were orthodox and real saints, having moral

evidence that they had gospel holiness, because Adam, their

original ancestor, made a profession of religion, in words of

double meaning, without any marks of distinction or discrim-

ination, by which any might know their meaning !

And if we should go back no further than Abraham, it

Avould not much mend the matter ; supposing the case had

been so, that we had the words of both Abraham's and Adam's

profession written down in our Bibles : Wlicreas we have

neither ; no, nor have we the words of the profession of anjr

one person, cither in the old Testament or New, at their be-

ing taken into the church, if the things which Mr. Williams

says arc true ; though he speaks so often of professions, and
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words of professions, and declarations, made on such occa-

sions, as if we liad an express account of them in scripture.

V. As our author abundantly maintains, that unsanclified

men in covenanting whh God, may and do promise the exer-

cise of saving Faith, repentance, love, 8cc. So he holds,

that they promise to begin the exercioc of these graces i?nme'

diately^from this moment^ and to live in them from henceforth^

p. 25,26, 28,76.

Now I desire this matter may be looked into, and thorough-

ly examined. Not only the holy scriptures, and agreeable to

them. Mr. Stoddard, and sound divines in general teach us,

but Mr. Williams himself, maintains, that men who are un»

sanctified, do for the firesent refuse and oppose these things.

In a foieci'ed plate of his sermon on Isa. xlv. il, our au-

thor says, that " Unregeiierate and unsanctified men oppose

all means for the bringing them to these things, are willingly

without them, and labor to find out all manner of difficulties

and hindrances in the way ofthem ; and if they pray for them,

do not desire they should come yet, but would stay a while

longer." Now, how is this consistent with such persons'

promising with any sincerity at all, that they will comply with

and perform these things immediatelyfrom henceforth without

staying one moment longer ? If God calls a man this moment to

yield his whole heart to him in faith, love and new obedience ;

and if he, in answer to the call, solemnly promises and swears*

to God, that he will immediately comply with the call, with-

out the least delay, and does it with any si7icerity inconsistent

with the most vile perfidy and perjury ; then how does he now
willingly refuse, oppose, and struggle against it, as choosing

to stay a nvhile longer ?

Besides, such promises and oaths of unrcgeneratc men
must not only be contrary to sincerity, but ytvy presumptuous^

upon these two accounts. (I.) Because herein they take an

* It must be observed, that Mr. WiUlares often speaks of the promise

wViich an unregenciaie man makes in covenaatins with God as his oatK

^. i8, 100, toi, 189, 130, 143,
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oath to the Most High, uhich, it is ten thousand to one, they

will break as soon as tlie words are out of their mouths, by

continuing sliil unconverted ; yea, an oath which they are

breaking even while they are uttering it. And what folly and

wickedness is it lor men to take such oaths ? And how contra-

ry to the counsel given by the wise man, in Eccl. v. 2, 4, 5, 6 ?

And to what purpose should ungodly men be encouraged to

utter such promises and oaths before the church, for the

church's acceptance ; which arc so far from being worthy to

be credited, or a fulfilment of them to be expected, that it is

many thousands, and |>crhaps rhillions of times more likely to

be otherwise ? That is, it is so much more likely they will

not be converted the very next mojnent. (2.) When an un-

converted man makes such a promise, he promises whnt he

has not to give, or that which he has not sufficiency for the

performance of ; no sufficiency in himself, nor any sufficiency

in any other that he has a claim to, or interest in. There is

indeed a sufficiency in God to enable him ; but he has no

claijTi to it. For God*s helping a man savingly to believe in

Christ is a saving blessing- : And Mr. Williams himself owns,

that a man cannot by promise claim any saving blessings, til!

he has fulfilled the conditions of the covenant of grace, p. 22,

28. So that in vain it is said by Mr. Williams, p. 27, »* I

pray that it may be thoroughly considered what is propound-

ed in the covenant of grace, and on what stock a man is to

finish." Meaning (as appears by the sequel) the stock of

God's sufficiency. To what purpose is this said ? When the

covenant of grace promises or makes over no such stoci' to

him who has no interest in the promises of it, as having not

yet complied with the condition of its promises. Nor does

an unconverted man promise any thing in a humble depcnd-

anceon that stock ; no such men do lay hold on God's strength,

or trust in God's sufficiency : For this is a discriminating

mark of a true saint ; as our author himself observes, in that

forecited passage, in his sermons on C'/imr a Kitigand IVitness,

p. 19.

I would here take notice of it as remarkable, that though

Mr. Williams had owned that a natural man can claim no sav-
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ing blessings by God's promise, yet to help out his scheme

of a natural man's engigin^ and promising, even with an oath,

the exercises of saving grace, he, (in p. 27, 28, especially, 28)

speaking of the great encouragement on which unsanctified

men can promise these things, supposes God has given such

encouragement xo them who promise and engage themselves

to God with that degree of earnestness and sincerity which

he often speaks of as requisite to communion, that we have

reason to determine that God never will fail of bestowing on

them saving grace ; so that they shall fulfil their promises.

I say, he supposes that we have reason to determine this, be-

cause he himself determines it. His words are these :

" Though there be no promise of saving good, exclusive of

faith, yet there being a command ?ind encouragement, there

are suitable springs of his endeavor and hope, in his engag-

ing himself to God and casting himself upon his mercy with

all the earnestness and sincerity he can. God never will be

worse than his encouragement, nor do less than he has encour-

aged i and he has said, To him that kath^ shall be given."

Now, if this be so, and if this will make it out, that an un-

converted man who is morally sincere may reasonably, on this

encouragement^ promise immediately to believe and repent)

though this be not in fiis own power ; then it will follow that

•whenever an unconverted man covenants, with such moral

sincerity as gives a lawful right to sacraments, God never

ivillfail of giving him converting grace that moment^ to ena-

ble hixn from th^ncefor'ward to believe and repent as he prom-

ises. And if this be so, and none may lawfully covenant with

God ivithout moral sincerity (as Mr. Williams also says) then

it Vv'ill follow, that ne-ver any one person comes, nor can come
lawfully to the Lord's supper in an unconverted state ; bC'*

cause when they enter into covenant lawfully (supposing

them not converted before) God always converts them in the

moment of their covenanting, before they come to the Lord's

table. And if so, what is become of all this grand dispute

aboi't the lawfulness of persons' coming to the Lord's table,

who have not converting grace ?

Vol. I. 3 G
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VI. Mr. Williams greatly misrepresents me from time tcf

time, in representinc^ as thoui^h I had asserted, that " It is

impossible for an unsanctificd man to enter into covenant with

God ;" and that those who were unsanctificd among the Is-

raelites, did not enter into covenant with God ; that the pre-

tended covenanting of such is not covenanting^ but only lyings

nvilful lijing ; and that no natural man can own the covenanti

" But that he certainly lies, knows he lies, and designedly lies,

in nil these things, when he says thera." P. 26, 22, 24, 31,21.

AVhereas I never said nor supposed any such thing. 1 never

doubted but that multitudes of unsanctificd persons, and m all

ages of the Christian church, and in this age, and here in

Newengland, have entered visibly, and in profession, int«

the covenant of grace, and have owned that covenant, and

promised a compliance with all the duties of it, without

known or wilful lying ; for this reason because they were de-

ceived, and did not know their own hearts ; and that they

(however deceived) were under the obligations of the cove-

nant, and bound by their engagements and promises : And

that in that sense, they were God*s covenant people, that by

their own binding act they were engaged to God in covenant ;

though such an act, performed without habitual holiness, be

an unlawful one. If a thing be externally devoted to God,

by doing what ought not to have been done, the thing devot-

ed may, by that act, be the Lord's : As it was with the cen-

sers of Korah and his company. Numb. xvi. 37, 38.

What I asserted, was, that none could " Profess a compli-

ance with the covenant of grace, and avouch Jehovah to be

their God, and Christ to be their Saviour, i. e. that they arc

so by their own act and choice, and yet love the world more

than Jkhovaii, without lying or being deceived. And that

he, who i?s wholly under the power of a carnal mind, which is

not subject to the law of God, nor indeed can be, cannot

promise to love God with aM his heart and with all his soul,

without either great deceit, or the most manifest and palpa-

ble absurdity : Inasmuch as promising supposes the person

to be conscioub to himself, or persuaded of himself, that he
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has such a heart in him ; because his lips pretend to declare

his heart, and the nature of a promise implies real intention,

will and compliance of heart. And what can be more evi»

dent than these propositions ? Surely they that reject the

covenant of grace in their hearts (as Mr. Williams owns, all

unsanctified men do) cannot own it with their lips, without

either deceiving or being deceived. Words cannot be a true

signification of more than is in the mind. Inivard covenanting;

as Mr. Stoddard taught, is by an act of saving faith. (Safety

•f Afi. p. 85, 86.) And outivard covenanting is an expression

oi inivard covenanting : Therefore, if it be not attended with in-

ward covenanting^ it is a false expression. And Mr. Williams,

in effect, owns the same thing : For he says, p. 21, '^ That

there is no doubt they who are wilful, obstinate sinners, deal

deceitfully and falsely Avhen they pretend to covenant with

God." But so do all unregenerate sinners under the gospel,

according to Mr. Stoddard's and his own doctrine. And thus

the very point, about which he contests so earnestly and so

long, and with so many great words, is in the midst of it ajl,

given up fully by his own concession.

VII. Mr. Williams is greatly displeased with my saying

(as above) that none who are under the power of a carnal

mind can visibly own the covenant, without lyings or being de^

ceived^ &c. And he finds great fault with my gloss on Psal.

Ixxviii. 36, 37. " They did flatter him with their mouth, and
lied to him with their tongue :" Which I interpret as though
they lied in pretending that respect to God, which indeed they

had not, p. 35 of my Inquiry, But he insists, that what is

meant is only their " Lying in breaking their promise," p. 24.

And he insists upon it (as has been observed already) that

natural men may covenant with God and speak true. But it

seems he has wonderfully changed his mind of late : For a

little while ago he declared elsewhere for the very same
things which he here inveighs against, and spoke of natural

men*s profession and pretence of respect to God, as being

actually a lie in its own nature ; and not only becoming
so by their breaking covenant afterwards. Particularly, it is
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remarkable, he has thus intcrprcled this very text now in (lis-

pute. In his sermons on C/trint a Xing and Witness^ speak-

ing of the outward acts of ivorshi/i done by those that do not

love God nor believe in Christ, he expressly says, p. 77.

" They are 2/1 tMeir own nature a lie ; a false pretence of

something within^ that is not there. Sec (says Mr. Williams)

this interp! elation of it, in Psal. Ixxviii. 34. ...37. They didjiat'

ter him with their mouths ; thcij lied to him with their tonguesy*

Sec. (Ibid. p. 74. " Christ's visible church are such as visibly

and outwardly profess to be his subjects, and act outwardly

as if they believed on him. But these outward acts in them-

selves are not that religion and obedience, which Christ re-

quires ; nay of themselves, they have no religion in them ;

and Christ has nothing to do with them, but as they are the

fruits and expressions of the heart, as they are the language

and index of the n\ind and conscience, and outward declara-

tions of the inward frame, temper and actings of the soul.

If they are not so, they are so far from having any religion

in tlicm that they are hattjtd to him, being only the visible re-

semblance, the pretence zx^^feigning of religion ; i. e. they

are mockery^ hy/wcrisy, falsehood and lies ; and belong not

to the kingdom of Christ, but of the Devil** Let the. reader

now compare this with my gloss on the text.

CONCLUSION OF THIS SECOND PART.

Thus I have considered the various parts and principles of

]Mr.Williams's scheme, which are the foundations on which he

builds all his superstructure, and the ground on which he pro-

ceeds in all his reasonings, through his book ; and many par-

ticulars in his answers and arguments have been already con-

sidered. Mr. Williams says thus, p. 135, " I own, that at

present I have no more expectation to see the scbeiwe which
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Mr. Edwards aims to establish, defended upon Calvinistic

principles, than the doctrine of transubstantiation*^ On
which 1 shall only say, it might perhaps be thought very im-

periinent in me, to tell my readers what I do, or what I do

not expect, concerning his scheme. Every reader, that has

reason enough of his own not to take the big words and confi-

dent speeches of others for demonstration, is now left to judge

for himself, whose scheme is most akin to the doctrine of

transubstantiation^ for inconsistence and self contradiction.

Nevertheless, I will proceed to consider our author's rea-

sonings a little more particularly, in the ensuing part.

PART IIL

Containing some remarks on Mr. Williams's excep-

tionable Way of f<easoiiing, in support of his own

Scheme^ and in Opposition to the contrary princi-

ples.

SECTION I.

General Obserisations upon his Way of arguing^ and

answering Arguments; with ^c?;«^ Instances of the

first Method excepted against.

MR. WILLIAMS endeavors to support his own opinion,

and to confute the book he pretends to answer, by the follow-

ing methods.

1. By frequently misrefiresenting what I say, and then dis-

puting or exclaiming against what he wrongfully charges as

mine.
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2. By misieprescnlinG^ what others say in their writingb|

whose opinions he pretends to efffiouse.

3. By seeming to ofi/iose and confute arguments, and yet on-

ly sayinj; things which have no reference at all to them, but

relate etJtirely to other matters, that are altoijelher foreign

to the argument in hand.

4. By advancing new and e.rtraordinary notionr, ; which arc

both manifestly contrary to truths and also contiary to the

common ajifirchenaions of the Christian church in all ages.

5. By making use of peremptory and confident assertiongf

instead of arguments.

6. By using great exclamation^ in the room of arguing ; as

though he would amuse and alarm his readers, and excite ter-

ror in them, instead of rational conviction.

7. By wholly overlooking arguments, and 7iot answering at

all ; pretending, thai there is 720 argument, notliing to answer

when the case is manifestly far otherwise.

8 By frequently turning off an argument vith this reflec-

tion, that it is begging the (question ; when there is not the

least shew or pretext for it.

9. By very frequently begging the question himself, or do-

ing that which is equivalent,

10. By often alleging and insisting on things in which he

is inconsistent with himself.

As to X\\Q first of these methods used by Mr. Williams, i. c.

his misrefiresenting what I .say, and then disputing or exclaim-,

ing against what he injuriously charges as mine, many instan-

ces have l)een already observed : 1 now would take notice of

some other instances.

In p. 15, he charges me with " affirming vehemently? in a

number of repetitions, that the doctrine taught is, that 7JO,7;jar*-

7i( r of/n-etence to any visible holiness is made or designed to be

made." These he cites as my words, marking them with notes

of cpiotation. Whereas I never said any such words, nor

said or thought any such thing, hut. the contrary. I knew, that

those whose doctrine I opposed, declared that visible holiness

was necessary : And take particular notice of it (p. 8.) where



REPLY TO WILLIAMS, Ui

1 say, " It is granted on all hands, that none ought to be ad-

mitted, as members of the visible church of Christ, but visible

saints ;'* and argue on this supposition for fifteen pages to-

gether, in that same part of my book where Mr. Williama

charges me with asserting the contrary. What I say is, that

people are taught that they come into the church without any

pretence to sanctifying grace (p. 15.) 1 do not say ^^ho^t a

pretence to visible holiness. Thus Mr. Williams alters my
words, to make them speak something, not only diverse, but

contrary to what I do say, and say very often ; and so takes

occasion, or rather makes an occasion, to charge me before the

"world, with telling a manifest untruth^ p. 15.

Again, Mr. Williams in answering my argument concern-

ing brotherly love^ (p. 70, 71) represents me as arguing,

" That in the exercise of Christian love described in the gos-

pel, there is such an union of hearts, as there cannot be of a

saint to an unsanctified man." Which is a thing I never said,

and is quite contrary to the sentiments which I have abun-

dantly declared, I indeed speak of that brotherly love, as

what cannot be of a saint to one that is not apfirehended and

judged to be sanctified. But that notion of a peculiar love,

which cannot be to an unsanctified man, or without the reality

of holiness in the person beloved, is what I ever abhorred,

and have borne a most loud and open and large testimony

against, again and again, from the press, and did so in the

preface to that very book which Mr. Williams writes against.

In p. 74, Mr. Williams represents me as supposing,

that in the sacrament of the Lord's supper, both the covenant-

ing //ar^zV*, viz. Christ and the communicant, seal to the truth

of the communicant's faith ; or that both seal to this as true,

that the communicant does receive Christ. Whereas, by me,

no such thing was ever thought ; nor is any thing s.tid that

has such an aspect. What I say, is very plain and express,

(p. 75.) That Christ by his minister firofesses hisfiartofthe

torvenant, presents himself and professes the tvillingness of his

heart to be theirs Toho receive him. That oh the other hand,

the comminncant., in receiving the offered symbols, /n-ofesses

///« fiai't in the covenant., and the luillingncss of his heart to re^
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crivr Christ who h offered. How different is this from both

parties sealing to the truth of the communicant's faith ?

In p. 76, 77 and 80. He greatly misrepresents my argu*

ment from 1 Cor. y\. 28. *' Let a man examine himself,"

Sec. as though I supposed the Grerk word translated examine,

must nrfeaaarilij imfily an earaminadon to approbation ; that it

iigmfica to afifirove ; and that a man*a examination must wrati

his approving himselj' to //inmrlf to be sanctified. This repre-

sentation he makes over and over, and builds his answer to

the argument, upon it ; and in opposition to this, he says,

(p. 77) " WheiHiver the word means to examine to appro-

bation, it is not used in its natural sense, but mctonymicuUy."

Whereas, there is not the least foundation for such a repre-

sentation : No such thin^ is said or suggested by me, as if I

supposed that the meaning of the word is to approve.^ or to ex*

amine to approbation. What I say is, that it properly signifies

proving or trying a things whether it be true and of the right

sort^ (p. 77.) And I there, in the same place, expressly

speak of the word (in the manner Mr. Williams does) as not

used in its natural sense, but metonymically, when it is used

to signify approve. So that Mr. Williams's representation is

not only diverse from, but contrary to what I say. Indeed I

suppose (as well. I may) that when the apostle directs persons

to try themselves with respect to their qualifications for the

Lord's supper, he would not have them come, if upon trial

they find themselves not qualified. But it would be ridicu-

lous to say, that I therefore suppose the meaning of the word,

try or examine, is to approve, when it is evident that the try'

ing is only in order to knowing whether a thing is to be ap^

provedy or di)ia/iproved.

In p. 98, on the art^umcnt from John's baptism, Mr.

Williams alters my words, bringing them the better to com-

port wiih the odious reprcscntalion he had made of my opin-

ion, viz. tiiat I required a giving an account of expericficesy aft

a term of communion ; he puts in words as mine, which are

not mine, and distinguishes them with marks of quotation ,

charging me with representing it as " probable that John had

as much time (o incjuir/* into their experiences as into their
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doctrinal knowledge." Whereas, iny words are these, p. 101.

" He had as much opportunity to inquire into the credibility

of their profession, tts he had to inquire into their doctrinal

knowledge and moral character."

In p. 118, and to the like purpose, p. 134, our author repre-

sents me, and others of my principles, as holding, that the gos'

pel does peremfitorilij sentence men to damnationfor eating and

drinking without sanctifying grace. But surely Mr. Williams

would have done well to have referred to the place in my In-

quiry, where any thing is said that has such a look. For, I find

nothing that I have said in that book, or any other writing of

mine,about the gospel's peremptorily sentencing such men to

damnation, or signifying how far I thought they were expos-

ed to damnation, or expressing my sentiments more or less

about the matter.

In p. 130 and 131, Mr. Williams says, " when one sees

with what epithets of honor Mr. Edwards in some parts of

his book has complimented Mr. Stoddard, it must look like a

strange medley to tack to them....27/«^ he was a weak beggar

of his question ; a siipjioser of what was to be proved ; taking

for granted the point in controversy ; inconsistent with him-

self ; ridiculously contradicting his own arguments" These

expressions, which Mr. Williams speaks of as tacked to those

honorable epithets, he represents as expressions which I had

used concerning Mr. Stoddard : And his readers that have

not consulted my book, would doubtless take it so from his

manner of representation. Whereas, the truth is, no one

of these expressions is used concerning Mr. Stoddard any

where in my book ; nor is there one disrespectful word spok-

en of him there. All the ground Mr. Williams had to make
such a representation, was, that in answering arguments

against my opinion I endeavored to shew them to be weak

(though I do not And that I used that epithet) and certainly

for one to pretend to answer arguments, and yet allow them
to be strong, would be to shew himself to be very weak. In

answering some ofthese arguments, and endeavoring to shew

wherein the inconclusivcness of them lay, I have sometimes

taken notice that the defect lay in what is called begging the

Vol. I. 3 H
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giiestion^ or supposing the thing to be proved. And if I ha3

said so concerning Mr. Stodda!d*sargumcnts,speakingof them

as /lis, I do not know why it should be represented as any

fiemonal reflection, or unhandsome, dishonorable treatment of

him. Every inconclusive argument is weak ; and the business

of a disputant is to shew wherein the weakness lies : But t©

speak o[ argujitents as weak, is not to call men weak. All the

ground Mr. Williams has to speak of me as saying, that Mr.

Stoddard ridiculously coVitradicted his civn argutnentsy is, that

in p. 11, citing some passages out of Mr. btoddard's Jjijiealy I

use these words ;
" But how he reconciled these passages

with the rest of his treatise, I would modestly say» I must con^

fcss myself at a loss.'* And particularly I observed, that I

could not see how they consist with what he says, p. 16, and

so proceed to mention one thing which appears tome not well

to consist with them. But certainly this is not indecently t<»

reflect on Mr. Stoddard any more than Mr. Williams inde-

cently reflects on the first reformers, in his answer to Mr.

Croswell, p. 74, 75, where speaking of their doctrine of a

particular persuasion as of the essence of saving faith, he says,

" they are found inconsistent with themselves, and their doc-

trine lighter than vanity." And again p. 82," if ever (says Mr.

Williams) any men were confuted from their own conces-

sions, these divines are." And more to the like purpose.

Which gives me a fair occasion to express the like wonder at

him, as he does at me p. 131, but I forbear personal reflec-

tions.

Mr. Williams in the same page, has these words ; " And

to say, that all unsanctified men do profess and seal their con-

sent to the covenant of grace in the Lord's supper, when they

KNOW at the same time they do not consent to it, nor have

their heart at all in the afi'air, is something ivorse than begging

the (juestion." That is, as 1 suppose, (the same that he charg-

ed me with before) telling a manifest untruth. By which he

plainly suggests, that I have said thus. Whereas I no where

bay, nor in any respect signify that I supi)ose, all unsanctified

communicants do know that they do not consent to the cove-
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nant of grace. I never jiiade any doubt, but that multitudes

of unsanctified communicants are deceived, and think they do

consent to it.

In p. 132, he says of me, *• the author endeavors to show,

that the admitting unsanctified persons tends to the ruin and

and reproach of the Christian church ; and to the ruin of the

persons admitted." But how widely different is this from

what I express in the place he refers to ? Inq. p. 121. That

which I say there, is, that " by express liberty given, to open

the door to as many as please, of those who have no visibility

of real saintship, and make no profession of it, nor pretension

to it, is a method which tends to the ruin and great reproach

of the Christian church, and also to the ruin of the persons

admitted." I freely grant, and shew abundantly in my book,

it is never to be expected, that all unsanctified men can be

kept out, by the most exact attendance on the rules of Christ,

by those that admit members.

In p. 136, Mr. Williams, wholly without grounds, speaks of

irie as representing, that " unconverted men make pretension

to nothing but what God's enemies have, remaining in open

and avowed rebellion against him." Whereas, I suppose

that some natural men do profess, and profess truly, vmiiy

thingsi which those have not, who are ojien and avowed ene-

mies of God. They may truly profess that sort of moral sin-

cerity in many things belonging to morality and religion,

which avowed enemies have not : Nor is there any sen-

tence or word in my book, which implies or intimates the

contrary.

In p. 141, Mr. Williams evidently insinuates, that I am
one of those who," if men live never so strictly conformable to

the laws of the gospel, and never so diligently seek their own
salvation, to outward appearance, yet do not stick to speak of

them, and act openly towards them, as persons giving no more
public evidence, that they are not the enemies of God and
haters of Jesus Christ, than the very worst of the heathen."

But surely every one that has read my book, every one that

knows my constant conduct, and manner of preaching, as well

3S writing, and how much I have written, said and done
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against judging and ccnsui in?^ perscos of an externally rnoral

and religious behavior, must know how injurious this repre-

sentation of me is.

SECTION II.

Instances of the second thing mentioned as except

tionahle in Mr, Williams's Method of manag-

ing this controversy^ viz. His misrepresenting

ijjhat IS said in the writings of others, that he

supposes favors his opinion*

PERHAPS instances enough of this have already been

taken notice of; yet I would now mention some others.

In what he says in reply to my answer to the eip;hth objec-

Hon, he says, p. 108. " Mr. Stoddard does not say, if sanctify-

ing p^race be necessary to a person's lawful partaking of the

Lord's supper, then God would have ti;iven some certain rule,

whereby those who are to admit them, may know wheth-

er they have such grace, or not." Mr. Williams there inti-

mates (as the reader may see) as if Mr. Stoddard spake so,

that it is to be understood disjunctively, meaning he would

either have given some certain rule to the church who admit

them, or else to the persons themselves : So that by one

means or other, the J.ord^s sitfifier mii^ht be restrained to con-

•certed men. And he exclaims against me for representing as

though Mr. Stoddard's argument were concerning a certain

rule, ivhercby thane ni'ho are to admit thejn, may htoiv ni'hrther

they have grace, (see the foregoing page) and speaks of it as

nothing akin to Mr. Stoddard's argument. Now let the read-

er take notice of Mr. Stoddard's words, and see whether his

argument be not something akm to tins. He says express-

ly, Jfifical^ p. 75. '^ God does not hind his church to impos-

sibilities. If he had made such an ordinance, he would give
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gifts to his church, to distinguish sincere men from hypo-

crites, whereby the ordinance might have been attended.

The minor is also evident : He has given no such rule to his

CHURCH, whereby it mriv be restrained to converted men.

Tins appears, because by the rule that they are to go by, they

are allowed to give the Lord's supper to many unconverted

men. For all visible bigns are common to men converted, and

unconverted." So that Mr. Stoddard in fact does say, <' If

sanclifving grace be necessary to a person's lawful partaking

of the Lord's su})per, then God would have given some cer-

tain rule, whereby the church (those who are to admit ihem)

mav know, whetlier they have grace, or not." Tiiough Mr.

Williams denies it, and says, this is nothing akin to Mr. Stod-

dard's argument ; contrary to the plainest fact.

In p. 99, Mr. Williams, replying to my answer to the sixth

objection, misrepresents Mr. Hudson, in the following pas-

sage. " This [i. e baptism] says Mr. Hudson, makes them

members of the body of Christ. And as for a particular, ex-

plicit covenant, besides the general, imposed on churches, I

find no mention of it, no example nor warrant for it in all the

scripture." Here Mr. W^iiliams i-j still manifestly endeavoring

to discredit my doctrine of an cxjdicit owning the covenant of

grace ; afYd he so manages and alters Mr. Hudson's words,

as naturally leads the reader to suppose that Mr. Hudson
speaks against thiS : Whereas, he says not a word about it.

What Mr. Hudson speaks of, is not an explicit owning the cov-

enant of grace or baptismal covenant ; but a particular church

covenant^ by which a particular society binds themselves ex-

plicitly, one . to another, jointly to carry on the public wor-

ship. Mr. Hudson's words are, p. 19, "I dare not make a

particular^ explicit^ holy cove?iant to be the form of a particu-

lar churchy as this descri/ition seemeth to do ; because I find no

mention of any such covenant, besides the general imposed

on churches, nor example nor warrant for it in all the scrip-

ture." And then afterwards Mr. Hudbon says, " But it is the

general covenant sealed by baptism^ and not this, that makes
them members of the body of Christ." Mr. Williams, by
citing distant passages in Mr. Iludsonj and joining them, in
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his own way, by panicles and conjunctions, wliich Mr. Hud-

son docs not use, and leaving out these words. ...T'o be theform

ofa fiarticulur churchy as this description srcmrth to </o... .quite

blinds the miiid of his reader, as to Mr. Hudson's true senso,

>vhich is nolhinu; to Mr. Williams's purpose. Mr. Hudson

says not a word here against, or about an cx/iress or exfilicit cov

enanting'^ or owning the covenant, in my sense : But in other

places, in the same book, he speaks of it, and for it, as neces-

sary for all Christians. Thus, in p. 69, " There is one indi-

vidual, EXPRESS, external covenant ; not only on God's part,

but also it is one external, visible covenant, on men's part
;

which all Christians-, as Christians, enter into^ by their pro-

cessed acceptance, and express restipulation, and promised

subjection and obedience ; though not altogether in one place,

or at one time.'* He speaks again to the samu' purpose.

p. 100.

SECTION III.

Instances of the third thing ohsevoed in Mr, Wil-

liams's manner of arguing^ viz. His pretending

to oppose and answer argu?ncnts, by saying things

ivhich hai^e no reference to the?n, but relate tct

other matters perfectly foreign to the subject of

the argument.

SUCH is his answer, (p. 37) to my argument from Isa.

Ivi. Particularly from those words, v. 6, 7, " Also the sons

of the stranger, that join themselves to the Lord, to serve

him, to love the name of the Lord, to be his servants. ...even

them will I bring to my holy mountain, and make them joy-

ful in my house of prayer," Sec. Eor I say nothing under

that argument (as Mr. Williams in his answer presumes)

which supposes any antithesis or opposition here bctv, ccn the
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state of the Gentiles and eunuchs under the Old TestanienC^

and under the g-os/iel, as to terms of accefitance with God : Nor
any opposition as to a greater necessity of sanctifying graces

to the lawful partaking of ordinances, under the gospel, than

under the law ; as Mr. Williams also supposes in his argu«

ings on this head. But the opfiosition I speak of, as plainly

pointed forth in the chapter, is this : Thai whereas under the

law, not only piety of heart and practice were required, but

something elsc^ even soundness of body and circumcision, it

is foretold, that under the gospel, piety of heart and practice

only should be required ; that although they were eunuchs or

uncircumcised, yet if it appeared that they loved the name of

the Lord^ Sec. they should be admitted.

So when I argued, that Christ, in the latter part of the 7th

chapter of Matth. representing the final issue of things, with

regard to the \isible church in general, speaks of all as being

such as had looked on themselves to be interested in him as

their Lord and Saviour, and had an opinion of their good es-

tate ; though the hope of some was built on the sand^ and

others on a rock : Mr. Williams, in his Reply, p. 40, 41, in-

tirely overlooks the argument and talks about other things.

He says, " Christ does not fault those that cried, Loj^d, Lordy

for entering into covenant, but for not keeping covenant," p. 41.

Here he runs back to another thing, relating to another ar-

gument, to which this has no reference, which he dwells

wholly upon ; and says nothing to the argument I use in that

place.

So in his reply to what I say on the parable of the wheat

and tares, ip. 98, &c. He has entirely overlooked the argu-

ment. He says, to vindicate the objection, p. 99, " Which
we think shows us the mind and will of Christ in this matter

is, that his servants shall proceed only on certain established

rules of his visible kingdom, and not upon any private rules of

judging about them." Whereas, I never said, or supposed,

that Christ's servants must not proceed on certain established

rules of his visible kingdom, or that they ought to go upon any

private rules ofjudging ; but particularly and largely express-

ed my mind to the contrary, in my explaining the question <
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And sny, ///</. p. 5, " That it is properly a visibility to llir rye

o^ ihc public charity, and not of a/zrh-are judi^mein, tliai i-ivcs

a right to be received as visible saints by the public." And

repeat the same thipg again, p. 125.

And as lo w hat Mr. Williams says in this place about ;/i-

fanta* being- born in the churchy it entirely diverts the reader

lo another point (which I shall hereafter paiticularly consider)

wholly distinct from the subject of the argument ; which is

about rules of admisairm into the churchy whenever they are

admitted. If persons are born in the church in complete

standing, as Mr. Williams supposes, then they are no admit'

ted at all, but in their ancrstor.9. But houcvcr, the question

returns, ^vhether ancestors thnt arc iinmnctifird^ can have a

lawful right to come into the church? Mr Williams holds

they may. The subject of the argument is about bringing in

tares into the field, nvhcnever thexj are brought in^ whether

sooner or later : And vrhelher tares have a lawful right, by war-

rant from Christ to be in the Jield ; supposing this to intend

the church of Christ. The argument I produced to the contra-

ry was, that the tares were introduced contrary to the owner's

design, through men's infirmity, and Satan's procurement.

Which argument, being inlirely overlooked by my opponent,

I desire it may be now particularly considered.

When the Droit bi ought in the tares^ it is manifest, 1<C

brought in something that did not belong there ; and therein

counteracted the oivner of the field, and did it under that very

notion of crossing his design, jin nievnj (says the parable)

hath done (his. But how does this consist with the ftxres haf-

ing a iivfid rights by the owner's warrant and ajjp^'int-

ment, lo have a standing in his field ? If CnHiar by his in-

stitution has, in mercy tounsactified men given them a lawful

right to come into the church, that it may be a means of

their conversion ; then it is a work of his kindness, as the

xom-passionate Redeemer of souls, to bring them in ; and not

the doing of the great enerr.y and destroyer of sonU. If- ihe

great physician of souls has built his church, us an infirmary

in compassion to those that are sick, for this end thai ihcy

m ay. bb brought in r.tid healed there ; shall it be said witU
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surprize, when such are found there, honv came these sick peo-

ple HERE ! And shall the compassionate physician, who built

the hospital, make ansv.er, an enemy hath done this !

Besides, if Christ had appointed that unsanctified men should

come into the church, in order to their conversion, it would

be an instance of the faithfulness of his servants to bring in

such. But the bringing in tares into the field, is not repre-

sented as owing to the faithfulness and watchfulness of the

servants ; but on the contrary, is ascribed to their sleepiness and

remissness : They were brought in while they sle/it<, who

ought to have done the part of watchmen in keeping them out,

and preventing the designs of the subtle enemy that brought

them in. Perhaps some would be ready to make the reflec-

tion, that those churches whose practice is agreeable to the

loose principles Mr. Williams espouses, do that at noon day,

in the presence of God, angels and men, which the devil did

in the dead of the night, ivhile men slept !

Again, Mr. Williams, in his reply to my argument from

that Christian brotherly love^ which is required towards all

members of the visible church, goes entirely off from the ar-

gument, to things quhe alien from it. His first answer, p. 69,

is, that " the exercise of this Christian love is not the term
©f communion or admission into the visible church ;" which

is perfectly foreign to the business. For the argument re-

spects the object of this love, viz. visible saints, that are to be

thus beloved ; and not at all the qualifications of the inherent

subject of it^ or the person that exercises this love. If they

that are admitted, are to be loved as true saints^ orfor the im-

mge of Christ appearing in them^ or supposed to be in them (as

Mr. Williams allows, p. 68) then it will follow that none are

to be admitted, but such as can reasonably be the objects of

Christian love, or be loved as true saints, and as those who
fiave the image of Christ appearing in them. Whether the ex-

ercise of this love be the term of communion, or not ; yet if

we are commanded to exercise this love to all that are ad-

mitted to communion, then it will certainly follow, that some
reasonable ground for being thus beloved, must be a term of

•communion in such as are admitted. Te suppose it appoint-

Voi.. I. 3 I
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cd, tliat Nvc should love all that are admitted as true saints,

and yet that it is not appointed that such as are admitted

should exhibit any reasonable giounds for such a love, is

certainly to ^^upposc very inconsistent appointments.*

TVIr. WiHiams's second answer p. 70, is no less imperti-

nent ; viz. " That men's right to communion in gospel ordi-

nances does not depend upon the corruptions of other men,

in their forbearing to love them." As if my argument were,

that unless men are actually lovedy as true saints, they have no

right to communion ! Whereas, the argument was very di-

verse, viz. That unless men have a ri^ht to be no /c-T'e'c/, they

have no right to communion. If men have an appearance, to

reason, of being true saints, they may have a right to be lov-

ed as true saints, and to be admitted as such ; however cor-

rupt and void of love other men are : But withodt such an

appearance to reason, it is no corrufition^ not to love them as

true saints ; unless it be corrupt, not to act without reason.

t

As to Mr. Williams's third answer, and the misrepresent-

ations it is built upon, it has already been taken notice of.

* " The apo?tIcs looked on all those, whom they gathered into churchcj

or Christian congregations to cat the Lord's supper,as having the truth dwell-

ing in them ; and so they behoved, every one of them, to look upon one

another : Seeing they could not love one another as brethren in the truth,

w ithout acknowledging that truth as dwelling in them. And so we sec the

apostles, in their writings to the churches, supposing all their membcis ob-

jects of this brotherly love. Christ's visible church then is the congregation

of those whom the apostle could call ^\^t. iaxnti andfaithful in Christ Jesus.**

^-Glass^s Nous on Scripture texts. Numb. 3, p. 3a.

+ A good argument might also be drawn from the corruption of un-

j,anclified men ; foi that they are all so under the power of corruption, that

they arc notable to love saints, or any one else, with truly Christian love.

Agreeable to what Mr Stoddard says in his Three Sermons^ p. 40, *' Men arc

obliged to love their neighbors as themselves. But no natural men do in any

measure live up to that rule ; but mm are great enemie) one to another, fiatr-

ful and fijting one another. Tbcy do but little good one to another : They do

a great di-al of hurt on^ to another." Now is it reasonable to suppose, that

such men have the proper qualiGcalions, by divine institution, for a lawfu?

:ighl to be members of the viiibic family of God ?
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In Mr. Williams's reply to my answer to the Jirst objec

cion p. 81, &c. he wholly leaves the argument, and writes

in support and defence of other matters, quite different from
those which I mentioned, or had any concern with. The ob-

jection which I mentioned, and which had been much insisted

on by some against my opinion, was, that church members
are called discifiles^ or scholars ; a name, that gives us a no-

tion of the visible church as a school ; and leads us to sup-

pose, that all who profess that sort of faith and sincerity, which
implies a disposition to seek Christian learning and spiritual

attainments, are qualified for admission. But Mr. Williams
says nothing at all in support of this objection. In answer to

It, I endeavored to shew, that the name disciples given to

church members,does not argue that unsanctified persons are

fit to be members. He says nothing to shew, that it does.

He says, if it will not follow from Christ's visible church's

being represented as Christ's school, that it is in order to all

good attainments ; yet it is in order to all that they have not

yet attained. Which is nothing to the purpose, but foreign

to the thing in debate, viz. Whether sanctifying grace is one of
those things ivhich are not yet attained by those that are lawful'

ly in the church. He there says nothing to prove, that it is ;

and especially to prove it from the meaning of the word, dis-

ciples ; which was the argument in hand. He insists, that

men may be sufficiently subject to Christ as their master and

teacher, in order to be in his school or church, without grace :

But then the thing to be proved, was, that church raembers
being called discifdes makes this evident, in order to support

the argument or objection I was upon : Which argument is

entirely neglected throughout all his discourse under this

head.

So in his reply to my answer to the 1 1th objcclion, p. 123,

&c. he wholly neglects the argument, and labors to support

a different one. I endeavored, without concerning myself
about the words of any argument in Mr. Stoddard's Appeal,

to answer an argument abundantly used at Northampton
against my doctrine, of unsanctified men's not having a right

to come to the Lord's supper ; which was this, " You may a!=;
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^yell sivy, that unsanclified men may not attend any other duty

of worbhip ;** and particularly, " you may as well forbid them

\o /trail}* As for Mr. Stoddard's objection, in these words,

*' If unhanciified men may attend all other ordinances or du-

ties of worship, then they may lawfully attend the Lord's sup-

per ;'* it was an argument I was not obliged to attend to in

the words in which he dcHvered it, because it was not an ar-

gument brought against my scheme of things, but one very

diverse : Since it is not my opinion, that unsanclified men may
attend " all other ordinances or duties of worship, besides the

Lord's supper ;" for I do not suppose, such may offer them-

selves to baptism i which Mr. Stoddard lakes for granted, in

liis argument. And therefore, what Mr. Williams says in

support of it, is quite beside the business. As to the argu-

ment I was concerned with, taken especially from the lawful-

ness of unsanclified men's /iraying^ to prove, that therefore it

must be lawful for them to come to the Lord's supper, cer-

tainly if there be any consequence in it, the consequence de-

pends on the truth of this supposition, T/iat the same thing'

nvhich makes it lawfulfor a man to pray, also makes it laivfulfor

him to come to the Lord's supjier. And seeing this position is

proved to be not true, the argument falls to the ground. And
Mr. Williams's nice observations and distinctions, of a iwn ob-

stante^ and 2i -simply and /ler 5e, are nothing to the purpose.

This good reason (with several others) may be given why
the same that makes it lawful for a man to pray and hear the

word, will not make it lawful for him to partake of sacra-

ments, viz. That llie sacraments are not only duties, but cov-

enant privileges, and are never lawfully given or received but

under that notion. Whereas it is not so with prayer and

hearing the word : And therefore they w ho have no interest

in the covenant of grace, and are in no respect God's cove-

nant people may lawfully hear the word and pray. But it is

agreed on all hand*;, that they who are not in some respects-

God's covenant people, may not come to sacraments : And
the reason is this, because sacraments are covenant privileges.

And iJiis same reason will prove ihat none but true Ifelievcr^

or those that have saving faith, the only condition of the cove-
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nant of grace, have a ritjht to sacraments. For, as was ob-

served before, the condition of any covenant is the condition

of all the benefits or privileges of that covenant. Sec Part

XL Sec. 8.

SECTION IV.

The fourth thing observed tn Mr. Williams's meth-

od of managing the Contrcoersy^ particularly con^

sidered^ viz. His advancing new and extraordi-

nary notions, not only manifestly contrary to Truth,

hut also to the common and received principles of

the Christian Church.

THUS it is with regard to many things which have al-

ready been taken notice of. As, that men may be ungodly

men, and yet truly profess to love God more than the

world : That men may be professors of religion and have no

true grace, and yet not be lukewarm, but serve God as their

only master : That such may profess to be subject to Christ

with all their hearts, and to give up all their hearts and lives

to Christ, and speak true, Sec. &c.

I shall now take notice of another remarkable instance of

this, viz. That Mr. Williams,an his reply to my argument,

from the epithets and characters given by the apostles to the

members of the visible Christian churches, in their epistles,

represents, p. 56, That there '* is no difference in all the epi-

thets and characters, which I had heaped up Irom the New
Testament," from those that are given in the Old Testament,

to the whole body of the Jewish church ; which he elsewhere

abundantly supposes to be the whole body of the Jewish na-

tion ; yea, even in their porst times, until the nation was re-



454 REPLY TO WILLIAMS.

jectctl and cast olTby Goi] fron^ bein[^ any lonpjcr his people ;

as I shall have occasion particularly to observe afterwards.

That il may be the easier jvuH;cd, how manifestly this is

contrary to truth, I sliall licrc repeat some rT those epithets

and chiracters I l^eforc mentioned, which Mr. Williams has

reference to. This is very manifest concerninj^ most of them.

But that I may not be tedious, I will now rehearse but a few

instances, viz. bcinp; " made fice from sin, and bccominc^ the

servants of rij^ihteoMsness ;" bavinj; " the spirit of adoption ;**

beinp:*ihe children of Got), heirs of God, joint heirs -with

Christ ;" beinp: " vessels of niercy prepared unto calory ;'*

bein'^ such *' as do not live to themselves, nor die to them-

selves ; hr> live unto the Lord and die unto the Lord ;" and

-who, *» livinp: and dyinpj are the Lord's ;'* beinp: those that

have " all thinp;:? for theirs, whether Paul or Apollos, or Ce-

phas, or the -^vorld, or life, or death, or ihinc^s present, or

thint^s to come ; because they arc Christ's ;V being: " begot-

ten throup:h the p;ospcl ;" bcinpj such as " shall judge the

ivorld ;" being " washed, sanctilied, justified in the name of the

Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God ;" bcini; " manifest-

ly declared to be the epistle of Christ, written, not with ink,

but bv the Spirit of the living: God ; not in tables of stone, but

in fleshly tables of the heart ;'* being such as '' behold as in a

t;lass the glory of the Lord, and are changed into the same

imap;e from plory to glory ;*' being " chosen in Christ before

the foundation of the world, that they should be holy and

-witliout blame before him in love ; and predestinated unto

the adoption of children ;" being " scaled by that My Spirit of

promise ;'* being " quickeneri, though once dead in trcspas-

cs and sins ;" being made meet to be partakers of the in-

heritance of the saints in light ;" being *' dead, and having

their life hid with Christ in God ;" and being tliose that

«' wlien Christ, who is our life, shall appear, sliall also appear

with him in glory ; having put off the old man with his deeds,

and having put on the new man, which is renewed in knowl-

edge, after the image of him that created him ;" being " be-

gotten again to a living hope.... to an inheritance incorrupti-

ble, and undefded, and that fjdcth not away, reserved in heav-



REPLY TO WILLIAMS. 455

en for them ; who are kept by the power of Cod Ihrough

faith unto salvation ; who love Christ though they have not

seen him ; in whom, thouj^h now ihcy sec him not, yet be-

lievin;2; they rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of «.^Iory ;

having purified their souls in obeying the truth through the

Spirit ; knowing him that is from the beginning ; having

their sins forgiven ; having overcome the wicked one ; hav-

ing an unction from the holy one,^by which they know all

things ; who are now the sons of God ; and who, when Christ

shall appear, shall be like him, because they shall see him as

he is."

Now let the Christian reader judge, with what face of rea-

son our author could represent, as though there were nothing

in all these epithets and characters, more than used of old to

be given to the whole nation of the Jews, and that, even in

limes of their greatest corruption and apostasy, till the nation

was rejected of God ! One would think, there is no need of

arguing the matter with any that have read the Bible.

This representation of Mr. Williams's is not only very con-

trary to truth, but also to the common stnii merits of the

Christian church. Though I jirelend not lo be a person of

great reading, yet I have read enough to warrant this asser-

tion. I never } et (as I remember) met with any author that

went the same length in this matter with Mr. Williams, but

only Mr. Taylor of Norwich, in England, the author that

lately has been so famous for his corrupt doctrine. In his

piece which he calls A Key to the Jfiostolic Writings^ where

lie delivers his scheme of religion (which seems scarcely so

agreeable to the Christian scheme, as the doctrine of many of

the wiser Heathen) he delivers the same opinion, and insists

largely upon it ; it being a main thing he makes use of to es-

tablish his whole scheme. And it evidently appears in the

manner of his delivering it, that he is sensible it is exceeding

far from what has hitherto been the commonly received sen-

timent in the Christian world. He supposes that as all those

epithets and characters belong to the whole nation of the Jews,

even in their most corrupt times, so they btdong to all Christ-

endom, even the most vicious parti of it; that the most
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vicious men who are baptized, and profess to believe Jesus to

be the Messiah, are " chosen before the foundation of the

world, predestinated accordinir to the foreknowledge of God,

regenerated, justified, sanctified ciuld;en of Ciod, heirs of

God, joint heirs with Christ, the spouse of Christ, the

temple of G(»d, made to sit toc;elher in heavenly places in

Christ, being the family of heaven, Sec. Sec. And certainly he

may with as ^ood reason, and with the same reason, suppose

this of all Christendom, even the most vicious parts of it, as of

the whole nation of the Jews, however corrupt, till there was

a national rejection of them.

Indeed it is manifest there is no other way of evading the

force of the argument from the epistles, but by falling into

Taylor's scheme. If his scheme of religion be not true, then

it is plain as any fact in the New Testament, that all the

Christian churches, through the whole earth, in the apostles*

days, were constituted in the manner that I insist on. The
scripture says ten times as much to demonstrate this matter,

as it does about the manner of discipline officers, and govern-

ment of the church, or as it does about the several parts of tiie

public worship, or about the sanctification of the Christian

sabbath.

SECTION V.

Instances of the fifth and sixth particulars^ in Mr,

\W\\hm^'*s method of disputing ^'viz. his using con-

Jident and peremptory Assertions y and great Ex-

clamations, instead of Arguments,

WE have an instance of the former^ in his reply to my
answer to the 1 4th objection, viz. That " it is not unlawful for

unsanctified men to carry themselves like saints. I objected

against this, if iliercby be meant, that they may lawfully car-
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ry themselves externally like saints in all respectb, remain-

ing iin^dly ; and mentioned some things which belontjed to

the external duty ofi^odly men, which no ungodly man, re-

maining such, may do. To which Mr. William, makes no

reply ; but to prove the point Says, " Mr. Stoddard knew, sind

all divines know, thai the external carriage of some unsancU-

fied men 2.v, to the outward appearance, and the public judg-

ment of the church, the same with the carriage of the saints ;

and they know they are bound to such a behavior." And thii

peremptory, confident assertion is all the argument he brings

to prove the thing asserted.

Again, I observe, that sometimes Mr. Williams uses great

exclamation^ as though he intended to alarm, and excite' ter-

ror in his readers, and raise their indignation : Though they

are perhaps never like to ki\o\wfor •^ohat. We have two very

remarkable instances of this, p. 136 and 137, where lie says,

" I shall further take notice bf two sxtraordinanj -Mid sur'/nnz-

htg passages, if I understand them. And I have with great

diligence tried to find out the meaning of them. One is p. 129,
''

between the 17th and 23d lines ; if it be rightly printed."

He does not quote my words : This mighty exclamation'^

would have become too flat, and appeared ridiculous, if" he

had. The passage referred to is in these words....'* Indeed

such a tendency (i. e. a tendency to irreiigion and profane-

ness) it would have, to shut men out from having anv part in

the Lord, in the sense of the two tribes and half. Josh. xxii.

25, or to fence them out by such a partition wall, as formerly

was between Jews and Gentiles ; and so shut them out as to

tell them, if they were n^ver so much disposed to serve God,,

he was not ready to accept them : According to the notion the

Jews seem to have had of the uncircumcised Gentiles."

That is, plainly, to shut them out so as to tell them, that let

them have hearts never so well and piously disposed to love

and serve God, their love and service could not be accepted.

This doubtless would have a tendency to discourage religion

in men. And how the owning of it is an owning my scheme
to have such a tendency, 1 do not know. Mr. Williams

might as well have picked out ahy other sentence through i\Xi

Vol. I. > K
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the 136 pai^cs of the book, and called it an extraordinary fia.!-*

sage., and stood astonished over it, and told how he was ready

to doubt whether it was rightly printed, and what great diii'

geyice he had used tojindour the meaning of it /

The other extraordinary passage he stands thunderstruck

with, is in these words ;
" may it not be suspected, that this

way of baptizinp^ children of such as never make any proper

p ofession of godliness, is an expedient, originally invented

for that very end, to give ease to ancestors with respect to

their posterity, in times of great declension and degeneracy ?"

INIr. Williams knows, that through the whole of my book I

suppose this practice of baptizing the children of such as are

here spoken of, is wrotig ; and so does /le too; for he abundantly

allows, that persons, in order to be admitted to the privileges

of visible saints, must make a profession of real piety, or gos-

pel holiness. And if it be wrong, as we are both agreed, then

surely it is nothing akin to blasphemy, to suspect that it arose

from some bad cause.

SECTION VL

Instances of the seventh particular, obseroed in Mr,

Williams's ^vay of disputing, viz. His ivholly

overlooking argument, pretending there is no ar-

gument, nothing to answer ; ivhen the case is far

otherwise.

THUS in his reply to my tenth argument, which was this,

« It is necessary, that those who partake of the Lord's sup-

per should judge themselves truly and cordially to accept

Christ as their Saviour, and chief good ; for this is what

the actions, which communicants perform at the Lord's table,

are a solemn profession of." I largely endeavored in p. 75,

76 and 77, to prove this, from the nature of those significant
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mictions, of receiving the symbols of Christ's body and blood

when oflTered, representing their accepting the thing signified,

as their spiritual food, &c. To all which Mr. Williams says,

p. 74. " I do not find that Mr. E<hvards has Sciid any thing

to prove the proposition, which is the whole argument offered

herein proof of the point proposed to be proved, but only

gives his opinion, or paraphrase of the purport and nature of

the sacramental actions." Since Mr. Williams esteems it no

argument, I desire it may be considered impartially whether

there be any argument in it or no.

These sacramental actions all allow to be signi/icarit ac-

tions : They are a signification and profession of something :

They are not actions without a meaning. And all allow, that

these external actions signify something imvard and sjiiritual.

And if they signify any thing spiritual, they doubtless signi-

fy those spiritual things which they represent. But what in-

ivard thing does the outward taking or accepting the body and

blood of Christ represent, but the ifiivard accepting Christ's

body and blood, or an accepting him in the heart ? And what

fifiintiial thing is the outward feeding on Christ in this ordi-

nance a sign of, but a spiritual feeding on Christ, or the soul's

feeding on him ? Now there is no other way of the soul's

feeding on him, but by that faith^ by which Christ becomes

our spiritual food, and the refreshment and vital nourishment

of our souls. The outward eating and drinking in this ordi-

nance is a sign of sfiiritual eating and drinking, as much as

the outward bread in this ordinance is a sign of sfiiritual

bread; or as much as the outward dnnk is a. sign of 5/2/r-

itual drink. And doubtless those actions, if they are a

profession of any thing are a profession of the things they

signify.* To say, that these significant actions aj-e appointed

* Mr. Stoddard owns, that the sacramental actions, both in baptism and

the Lord's supper, signify savingfa'th in Chriit. Safety of Ap. p. 170. " By

baptism is signified ourfellowship loith Christ in his sufferings. That is sig-

nified hereby, that wc have an interest in the virtue of hii sufferings, that his

sufferings are made over unto us, and that we do participate in the good and

benefit of them. It was John tfu BaptiiCs manner, betore he baptized per-

sons, to teach them that they must hchnx on Ch> ist. And the aposiles and
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to be a firofesfiion of bomelhin'^r, but not to be a prolewioii af

the thitiga they are appointed to aignify^ is as unreasonaljle as

to say, that certain soiinds or words are appointed to bo a pro-

fession of something, but not to be a profession of tlic things

signiti*»d by those words.

Ac:aiu, Mr. Williams, in his reply to my answer to the sec-

ond objection^ with like contempt passes over the main argu-

ment which I offered, to prove that the nation of Israel were

called Grjd*s jicofile^ and covenant Jicoplc, in another sense be-

sides a being visible saints. My argument in p. 85, 86, was

this : That it is manifest, that something diverse from being

visible saints, is ofien intended by that nation's being called

God^s pccfilc^ and that that nation, the family of Israel, accord-

ing to thejles/h and not with regard to any moral and religious

qualifications, were in some sense adopted by God, to b« his

peculiar and coveYiant people ; from Rom. ix. 3, 4, 5. " I

could wish myself accursed from Christ for my brethren ac-

cording to the flesh ; who are Israelites ; to whom pertaineth

tbe adoption, and the glory,and the covemants and the giving

of the law, and the service of God, and the promises ; whose

are the fathers,'' &^c. I observed, that these privileges here

mentioned, are spoken of as belonging to the Jews, not now

as visible saints, not as professors of the true religion, not as

members of the visible church of Christ (which they did not

belong to but only as a people of such a nation, such a blood,

such an external, carnal relation to the patriarchs, their ances-

tors; IsratiUea^ according to thejlesh : Inasmuch as the apos-

tle is speaking here of the unbelieving Jeii'Sy professed unbe-

lievers, that were out of the Christian church, and open, visible

enemies to it ; and such as had no right at all to the external

apostolical men would not baptize any aduit persons but such as professed

U> believe an (krist, *' he that belicvcth aod U baptized shall be saved.

Baptism is mentioned as the evidence of f aiik " So conceroing the Lord'»

supp'T, llnd. p. 122, I 83. '• lu this ordinai^c^ Mfe are invited to put our

fruj/ ii the dc;»th of Christ. Take % eat : thii is my body ; and drink y< all 0/ >!.

When the body fec<ls on the sacramcnul bread and v^ioe, th^ ioulis to do that

Tuhiih amwcri untoii; The soul is iojud on Christ crucified ; which is noth-

iogeljc but the acting /uj/A on him."
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privileges of Christ's people. I observed further, that in

like manner this apostle in Rom. xi. 28, 29, speaks of the

same unbelieving Jews, that were enemies to the gospel, as in

some respect an elect people, and interested in the calling,

promises and covenants, God formerly gave their forefathers,

and are still beloved for their sakes. " As concerning the

gospel, they are enemies for your sakes : But as touching the

election, they are beloved for the fathers* sakes. For the

gifts and calling of God are without repentance.

All that Mr. Williams says, which has any reference to

these thino^s, is, " that he had read my explication of the

" name of the people of God, as given to the people of Israel,

See. But that he confesses, it is perfectly unintelligible to

him " The impartial reader is left to judge, whether the mat-

ter did not require some other answer.

SECTION VII.

JFhat is, and ijohat is not begging the question ; and

how Mt\ Williams charges me, from time to time,

"with begging the question, without cause,

AMONG the particulars of Mr. Williams's method of

disputing, I observed, that he often causelessly charges me ivith

begging the question, while he frequently begs the question him'

self, or does that which is equivalent.

But that it may be determined with justice and clearness,

who does, and who does not beg the question, I desire it may
be particularly considered, what that is which is called begging

the question in a dispute. This is more especially needful for

the sake of illiterate readers. And here,

L Let it be observed, that merely to suppose something in

a dispute, without bringing any argument to prove it, is not

begging the question : For this is done necessarily, in every

dispute, and even in the best and clearest demonstrations.
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One point \^ provcil by anollicr until. at Icnj^th the mailer ia

rtduced to a point tliat is su]>ix)sed to need no proof ; cither

because it is selfcvident, or is a \\un^ ^vherein both parties arc

agreed, or so clear that it is supposed it will not be denied.

2. Nor is brgi^ing the question the sanic thing as offering

a weak argument, to prove the point in qucsiiorj. It is not

all weak arguing, but one fiarticiilar ivay of weak arguing, that

is called degging^ the question.

o. Nor is it the same thing as missing the true guestiorty

and bringing an argument tlial is impertinent, or hnide the

question.

But the thing which is called Krgging the nncsti'tn^ is the

making use of the very point, that is the thing in debate, or

the thing to be proved, as an argument to prove itself. Thus,

if we were endeavoring to prove that none but godly persons

might come to sacraments, and should take this for an argu-

ment to prove it, that none might come but such as have sav-

ing faith, taking this for gran'cd ; I should then beg the ques-

tion ; for this is the very point in question, ^^het!)cr a man
must have saving faith or no ? It is called begging the ques-

tion, because it is a depending as it were on the courtesy of

the other side, to grant me the point in question, without offer-

ing any argument as the price of it.

And whether the point 1 thus take for granted, Lc the main

point in question, in the general dispute, or some subordinate

point, something under consideration, under a particular ar-

i':umcnt
;

yet if I take this particular point for granted, and

then make use ef it to prove itself, it is begging the question.

'J'hus if I were endeavoring, under this general co7:troversy

between Mr. Williams and me, to prove ihdi /:articuh:r f.ointy

that we ought to love all the members of the Church as true

iainfs ; and sho^ild bring this as a ])roof of the point, that we

ou-]jhl to love all the members of the church as true Chris tians,

taking tliis for granted ; this is only the same thing, under

another term, as the thing to be proved ; and therefore is no

argutr.ent at all, but only l)Cgging the question.

Or if the point I tints take for granted, and make use of as

an argument, be neither the general point in cgnlrcversy, nor
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yet the thin?^ nextly to be proved under a particular argu-

ment ; yet if it be some kno^vn controverted point between

the parlies, it is begging the question, or equivalent to it : For

it is bec^ging a thing known lo be in question in the dispute,

and using it as if it were a thing allowed.

I would now consider the instances, wherein Mr. Williams,

asserts or suggests that I have begged the question.

In p. 30 and 31, he represents the force of my reasoning

as built on a supposition, that there is no unsanctified man,

but what knows he has no desire of salvation by Christ, no

design to fulfil the covenant of grace, but designs to live in

stealing, lying, adultery ; or some other known sin : And
then says, " Is it not manifest that such sort of reasoning is a

mere quibbling with words, and begging the question ?" And
so insinuates, that I have thus begged the question. Where-

as I no where say, or suppose this which he speaks of, nor

any thing like it. But on the contrary, often say, what sup-

poses an unsanctificd man may think he is truly godly, and

that he has truly upright and gracious designs and desires.

Nor does any argument of mine depend on any such supposi-

tion. Nay, under the argument he speaks of, I expressly

suppose the contrary, viz. That unsanctificd men who visibly

enter into covenant, may be deceived.

In p. 38, Mr. Williams makes a certain representation of

my arguing from Isa. hi. And then says upon it, " It is no ar-

guing, but only begging the question." But as has been al-

ready shown, that which he represents as my argument from

that scripture, has no relation to ray argument.

In p. 59, in opposition to my arguing from the cpibtles,

that the apostles treated those members of churches which

they wrote to, as those who had been received on a poisiiivc

judtrment, i. e. (as I explain myself) a proper and afiirmaiive

opinion, that they were real saints ; Mr. Williams argues,

that the apostles could make no such judgment of them, witli-

out either personal converse, or icvelaiion ; unless it be sup-

posed to be founded on a presumption, (hat ministers who bap-

tized them, would not have done it, unless they had them-
selves made si^ch a positive jticlgment concerning their state :
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And then adds these worth, " This may do for this scheme,

but only it is a bcp^^ing the question." Whereas it is a poi'it

that never has been in question in tliis controversy, as ever I

knew, Whether some ministers or churches mipjht reasona-

bly, and affirmatively suppose, the members o^ othf-r chiirchea^

they are united with, were admitted on evidence of proper

qualifications, (whatever they be, wl^ether common or savini^)

trustir.c^ to the faithfulness of other ministers and chi'rchcs.

Besides, this can be no point in question between me and Mr.

W^illiams, unless it be a point in question between him and

himself. For he holds, as well as I, persons ou^hi not to be

received as visible Christians, without moral tnndrncc (which

is somethinp: positive, and not a mere negation of evidence of

the contrary) oi gospel holiness.

In p. 82 of my book I suppose, that none at all do truly

subject themselves to Christ as their master, but those wiio

graciously subject themselves to him, and are delivered fiom

the reip^ning power of sin. Mr. Williams sii|Tp;ests, p. 83,

that herein I beg the question. For which there is no pre-

text, not only as this is no known point in controversy be-

tween the parties in this debate ; but also as it is a point 1 do

not take for granted, but offer this argument to prove it. That

they who have no grace, are under the reigning fioiver of sin,

and no man can truly subject himself to two such contrary

masters, at the same time, as Chiist and sin. I think this ar-

gument sufficient to obtain the point, without beg^rintr it. And

besides, this doctriuc, That they who have no grace do not

truly subject themselves to Christ, was no point in question be-

tween mc and Mr. Williams. But a point wherein wc were

fully agreed, and werein he had before expressed himself as

fully, and more fully than I. In his sermons on Christ a King

and Witntfi^i, p. 18, he speaks of" all such as do not depend

on Christ* believe in him, and give up ihcmselves, and ail to

him, as not true subjects to Christ ; but enemies to him and

his kingtlom." We have expressions to the same purpose

again, in p. 74 and 91, and in p. 94, of the siime book, he

says, « It is utterly inconsistent with the nature of the obedi-

ence of the gospel, that it should be ^forced subjection. No
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iHftP is a subject of Christ, who does not make tlie laws and

i«in of Christ his choice, and desire to be governed by him,

and to live in subjection to the wiU of Christ, as good, and^/,

and best to be the rule of his living, and ivay to his /lajipiness,

A forced obedience to Christ is no obedience. It is in terms a

contradiction. Christ draws men with the cords of lovcy and

the bands of a man. Our Lord has hirtiself expressly deter-

mined this point." There are other passages in the same

book, to the same purpose. So that I had no need to beg this

point of Mr. Williams, since he had given it largely, and that

in full measure, and over and over again, without begging.

In p. 120, he observes, '^ That to say such a profession of

internal, invisible things is the rule to direct the church ia

admission.. ..is to hide the parallel, and beg the question. For

the question here is about the person's right to come, and not

about the church's admitting them.'' Here Mr. Williams

would make us believe that he does not know what begging

the question is : For it is evident his meaning is, that my
saying so is beside the question. But to say something beside

the question is a different thing from begging the question, as

has been observed. My saying that ?i profession of invisible

things is the church's rule in admission, is not begging the

question ; because it is not, nor ever was any thing in ques-

tion. For Mr. Stoddard and Mr. Williams himself are full in

it, that a profession o{ invisible things^ such as a believing that

Christ is the Son of God, &c. is the church's rule. Yea, Mr.

Williams is express in it, that a credible profession and visi-

bility of gospel holiness is the church's rule, p. 139. Nor is

my saying as above, beside the question then in hand, relating

to the church of Israel's admitting to the priesthood, those

that could not find their register. For that wholly relates to

the rule of admission to the priesthood, and not to the priests*

assurance of their own right. For, as I observed, if the priests

had been never so fully assured of their pedigree, yet if they

could not demonstrate it to others, by a public register, it

would not have availed for their admission.

Again in p. 124, Mr. Williams charges me with begging

the question, in supposing that wcraments ar« ^utieti gf wor-

VoL. I. 3 L
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ship, uliosc verv nature and design is an exhibition of those

titul and active principles and inward exercises, wherein con-

sists the condition of the covenant of grace. He charges the

same thing as a begging the question, p. 131. But this is no

begging the question, for two reasons ; (1.) Because I had be-

fore proved this point, by proofs which Mr. Williams has not

seen cause to attempt to answer, as has been just now observ-

ed, in the last section. (2.) This, when I wrote was no point in

question, wherein Mr. Williams and I differed ; but whereiu

we were agreed, and in which he had declared himself as ful-

ly as I, in his sermons on Christ a King and Witness^ p. 76.

" When we attend sacraments (says he) we are therein visi-

bly to profess our receiving Christ, and the graces of his Spir-

it, and the benefits of his redemption, on his own terms and

offer, and giving up the all of our souls to him, on his call,

covenant and engagement." And in the next preceding page

but one, in a place forecited, he speaks of these acts " as

mockery, hypocrisy, falsehood and lies, if they are net the

expressions of faith and hope, and spiritual acts of obedience."

So that I had no manner of need to come to Mr. Williams as

a beggar for these things, which he had so plentifully given

me, and all the world that would accept them, years before.

SECTION VIII.

Shewing how Mr, Williams often begs the Ques-

tion hi?n self.

THE question is certainly begged in that argument, which

Mr. W^illiams espouses and defends, viz. " That the Lord's

supper has a proper tendency to promote men's conversion.**

In the prosecution of the argument Mr. Williams implicitly

yields, that it is not the apparent natural tendency alone, that

is of any force to prove the point ; but the apparent tendency
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under this circumstance, that There is no exfireas firohibition.

And thus it is allowed, that in the case of express prohibition

with respect to the scandalous and morally insincere, no

seeming tendency in the nature of the thing proves the ordi-

nance to be intended for the conviction and conversion of

such. So that it is a thing supposed in this argument,^ that all

morally insincere persons are expressly forbidden, but unsanc-

tified persons not so. Now when it is supposed, that morally

insincere persons are expressly forbidden, the thing meant

cannot be, that they are forbidden in those very words ; for

no such prohibition is to be found j nor are men that live in

sodomy, bestiality and witchcraft, any where expressly forbid-

den in this sense. But the thing intended must be, that they

are very evidently forbidden, by plain implication or conse-

quence. But then the whole weight of the argument lies in this

su/ijiosition^ilrdt unsanctified persons are notalso plainly and ev-

idently forbidden ; which is the very point in question. And
therefore, to make this the ground of an argument to prove this

point,is a manifest ^c-^^m^ Me question. And whatMr.Williams

says to the contrary, p. 127, that Mr. Stoddard had proved

this point before, avails nothing : For let it be never so much
proved before, yet after all, to take this very point and make
use of it as afurther argument to prove itself, is certainly

begging the question. The notion of bringing a new argument

is bringing additional proof : But to take a certain point, sup-

posed to be already proved, to prove itself with over again,

certainly does not add any thing to the evidence.

Mr. Williams says my supposing unconverted persons,

as such, to be as evidently forbidden, as scandalous persons, is

as much begging the question. I answer, so it would be, if

I made that point an argument to prove itself with, after Mr.

Williams*s manner. But this is far from being the case in

fact.

And the question is again most certainly begged, in that

other thing said to support this argument, viz. '• That though

the Lord's supper may seem to have a tendency to convert

scandalous sinners, yet there is another ordinance appointed

for that. Here the meaning must bc> thai there is anothe*
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ordinance crduaive of the Lord's supper ; olhcr\visc it \t

nothing to the purpose. For they do not deny but that there

are other ordinances for the conversion of sinners, who are

morally sincere, as well as of those who arc scandalous. But

the question is, Whether other ordinances are appointed for

their conversion exclimve of the Lord's supper ; or, W^heth-

er the L(w d's supper be one ordinance appointed for their

conversion ? This is the grand point in (jue^tion. And to

take this point as the foundation of an argument, to prove

this same point, is plainly begging the question. And it '\%

also giving up the argument from the tendency, and resting

the whole argument on another thing.

INIr. Williams again plainly begs the question in his Reply,

p. 127, that God's prohibition is an argument, that God saw

there was no such tendency for their conversion. His so

saying supposes again, that there is no evident prohibition of

unsanctified persons. In which he again flies to the very

point in question, and rests the weight of his reasoning up-

on it.

Just in the same manner Mr. Williams begs the question

in espousing and making use of that argument, " That all in

external covenant, and neither ignorant nor scandalous, are

commanded to perform all external covenant duties." Here

it is supposed, that scandalous persons (which, according to

Mr. Williams's scheme, must include all that have not mor-

al sincerity) though in the external covenant, are expressly*

that is, evidi'TUly excepted andforbidden : And that unsanctifi-

ed men are not also evidently/orbidden ; which is the point in

question. For if unsanctified men, though in external cove-

nant, are as evidently forbidden and excepted, as scandalous

men that are in external covenant, then the argument touch-

es not one any more than the other. So that the argument is

entirely a castle in the air, resting on nothing. The grand

thing to be proved, first taken for granted, and then made an

argument to prove itself.

In explaining the nature (j^ ^rif^^ng the question^ I observed,

that it is begging the question, or equivalent to it, whether

he point that is taken for granted, and made an argument of.
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be the main point in controversy, or some particular, known

disputed point between the controverting parlies. I will now
illustrate this by an example. It is a known disputed point

in this controversy, whether in the parable concerning the

man without the wedding garment^ the king condemned the

man for coming into the church without grace. Now sup-

posing that I, because I look on the matter very clear, should,

besides using it as one distinct argument, also make it the ba-

sis of other arguments ; and should use it in opposition to the

strongest arguments of my opposers, as if it were sufficient to

stop their mouths, without offering any proper solution of

those arguments : As, in case I were pressed with the argu-

ment from the passover, if I should fly to the man without the

wedding garment ; and should say, it is certain, this argument

from the passover can be of no force against the express

•word of God in the 22d of Matth. For there it is filain as amj

fact that e-oer the sun shone ufion^ that the king condemns the

man for coming into the church without a wedding garment ;

and it is plain as the sun at noon day, that the wedding gar-

ment is grace. And ifwhen the argument from Judas's par-

taking of the Lord's supper is alleged, 1 should again fly to

the man without a wedding garment^ and say, whatever reasons

Christ might have for admitting Judas, yet it is plainly re-

vealed in Matth. xxli. 12, that God does not approve of men*s

coming into the church without a wedding gaj-ment. This

would be an impertinent way of disputing, thus to answer one

argument by throwing another in the way, which is contested,

and the validity of which is denied. It is fair that I should

have liberty to use the argument concerning the wedding gat-'

ment^ in its place, and make the most of it ; but to use it as the

support of other arguments, is to produce no additional proof.

And thus from time to time, to produce the disputed hypothe-

sis of one argument, for answer to the arguments of my an-

tagonist, instead of solving those arguments, is flying and

hiding from arguments, instead of answering them : Instead

of defending the fortress which is attacked, it is dodging and

flying from one refuge to another.
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ZMr. Williams acts this part from lime to time m the use

he makes of his jjjrcat argument from the Old TestamenL

church and its ordinances. Thus, in p. 8, he takes this meth*

od to answer my arc^ument from the nature of visibility and

profession, insisting that the Israelites, avouching and cove-

nanting was a ihini^ compatible with ungodliness ; which h©

knows is a disputed point in this controversy, and what I de-

ny. Again he makes use of the same thing in answer to my
argument from the nature of covenanting with God, p. 23, 24.

And again he brings it in, p. 25, 26, answering what I say, by

confidently asserting that concerning the church of Israel)

which he knows is disputed, and I deny ; viz. That the cove-

nanting of Israel did not imply a profession that they did al-

ready believe and repent : As in these words, " This wa*

never intended nor understood, in the profession which the Is-

raelites made ; but that they ivoiild immediately, and from

thenceforth comply with the terms of the covenant ; and by

the help of God, offered in it, nvould fulfd it. I am sure, this

was what they professed ; and I am sure, God declared he

took them into covenant with him.'* And the same thing is

brought in again to answer the same argument p. 31. The

same thing is throw n in, once and again, as an answer to what

I say of the unreasonableness of accepting such professions as

leave room to judge the greater part of the professors to be

enemies of God, p. 34. The same thing is cast in as a suffi-

cient block in the way of my arguing from the unreasonable-

ness of accepting such professions, as amount to nothing more

than lukenvarmneas^ p. 36. The same is brought in and

j^reatly insisted on, to stop my mouth, in arguing from the

epistles, p. 56, 57. The same is brought in again to enervate

my argument concerning hrotlierlu lovc^ p. 69. And this is

made use of as the supj)ort of other arguments ; as that from

the name dUci/ilc^^ and about the church's being the school of

Chriiit ; and to confute what I say, in answer to that argument,

p. 84. The same is brought in as a support of the eleventh

objection, and a confutation of my answer to that, p. 125. And

again, in reply to what I say in answer to the nineteenth ob-

jection, p. 137.
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Another thing, near akin to begging the question, is rest-

in.e the weight of arguments on things asserted without proof;

>vhich. though they do not properly make a part of the con-

trovtrsy, yet are things not allowed by those on the other

side. Thus does Mr. Williams in his arguing from the suc-

cess of the Lord's supper in the conversion of sinners, p. 137,

138, supposing, not only that the Lord's supper, has been the

occaffioii of the conversion of many, but that their communis

catipg was the ineans of it. This he offers nothing to prove,

and it is not allowed by those on the other side.* And it is

what would be very hard to prove : If many were converted

a^ the Lord's table (which yet is not evident) it would not

prove, that their /2a?*mX7>7^^ was the means of their conver-

sion ; it might be only what they saw and heard there, which

others may see and hear, that do not partake.

SECTION IX.

Mr, Williams's Inconsistence ix>'ith himself^ in %\)hat

he says in Answer to my third ami ftjiirth Argu-

ments, and in his Reply to my Arguments from
the Acts, and the Epistles.

THE last thing observed in Mr. Williams's way of disput-

ing, is his alleging and insisting on things wiserein he is in-

consistent with himself. His inconsistencies are of many

* Thus that very eminent divine, and successful minister of Christ, the

late Dr. Doddridge, in his Sermons on regeneration^ SR|aking of the means of

regeneration, p 251, 252, says, " I do not mention the administration of

sacraments, upon this occason ; because, though they have so noble and

cfFcctual a tendency to improve men's mi^ds in piety,and to promote Christ-

ian edification
;

yet I do not remember to have heard of any instance, in

v/hich th.y have been the mean<! of men's conversion ; which is not to be won-
dered at, as they are appointed for a very differcat end."
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gorts : Sometimes he alleges those things thai arc inconsist-

ent with tlie doctrine of those whose principles he pretends

to maintain : He ahundanlly urges those things against my
scheme, which are in like manner against his own : He often

ar,a:ues against those things which lie allows, and strenuous-

ly insists on : He denies what he affirms, and affirms what he

utterly denies ; laying down and urging those things which

are contrary to what he says in other books; and sometimes

contrary to what he says in the same book : Yielding up the

thing wherein the argument lies, yet strenuously maintaining

the argument ; allowing both premises and consequence, yet

finding fault, and opposing : Sometimes urging things which

are contrary to what he says under different arguments ; and

sometimes contrary to what he says under the same argu*

ment : Sometimes contradicting himself in the plain sense

and meaning of what he says ; at other times even in plain

terms: Sometimes in eU'ecl contradicting himself in the

same breath, and in the same sentence.

These various kinds of inconsistences have many of them

been already observed : And will further appear by a particu-

lar consideration of what he says on several heads in what

remains.

In my third argument, I insisted, that it could not be much

to Cod's honor, for men to profess the assent of their juilg-

ment to the true religion, without pretending to any real

friendship or love to God in their hearts. Mr. Williams, in

opposition, p, 34, speaks of it as an honor to God, that secret

hypocrites openly declare their conviction of the truth of

God*s word. See. as iJi the multitude of fiiibjecia is the king**

honor. And yet he himself represents the matter quite oth-

erwise in his sermons on Christ a King and IVitneas ; there, in

p. 87, he has these words, " to promote the kingdom of

Christ, is not to ^ that which may prevail with men lo make

pretences that ihey are Christians, or that they own Jesus

Christ as their Saviour, and lo call him Lord, Lord, when re-

ally he is not so."

In answer to my fourth argument, p. 35, Mr. Williams

says, I make " a great misrepresentation of the matter, in in-
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iinuatin^ that accordinc^ to Mr. Stoddard's scheme, [which

scheme he declares himself to be of] they who are admitted

make a pretence of no more than moral sinceiity, and com-

mon p:race." And yet he insists, that when Philip required

a profession of the Eunuch's fuith, his question designed

NO MORE than an assent of the understandings p. 51, which he

there distinguishes from savinc^ faith : And says, that it is

morally certain that his enquiry a?nounted to no more. And
yet in his discourse on the came head, p. 49, he inveigh's

against me for suppossint^ it a consequence of the opinion of

my opposers, that the Eunuch, in order to come to sacra-

ments, had no manner of need to look at any such qualifica-

tion in himself as saviuj^ faith. Certainly the Eunuch, in

making answer to Philip's enquiry, had no need to look at

amy more than Philip enquired after. In p. 50. he says, " It

does not seem at all probable, that Philip enquired any thing

about the regeneration or sanctification of the Eunuch." And
yet in the next preceding sentence, he refers me over to an-

other judgment, for representing as though my opposers sup-

posed, that it was no matter whether a fierson coming to gospel

ordiiiances had any grace or not^ and had no manner of need to

enquire any thing about his sincerity.

And though he highly blames me for insinuating, as above,

that my opposers require a pretence of no more than common

grace aiid moral sincerity ; yet in opposition to my insisting

on a profession of saving faith, speaking of the profession

which the apostles required, he says, p. 58. " It is certain,

that a profession in these words, which was wont to be re-

quired, does sometimes import no more than a conviction

of the understanding on moral evidence." So he says con-

cerning those whose admission into the Christian church we
have an account of in Acts ii. (p. 45.) " There is not one

word said about any other faith, but believing that Jesus

was the Messiah." And if so, then certainly mo more was
professed.

In p. 35, he allows, that all visible saints who are not truly

pious, are hyfiocrites ; and yet maintains, that the profession

they make is no more than what thev may make and speak

Vol. I. :^ M
'
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HONESTLY and TRULY, p. 105 and 47. How then arc they

all hypocrites, if they are huiestly and truly what they profess

to be ?

In supporting the argument from John's baptism, he in-

sists, that the profession the people made, did not imply, that

they had savinglu repented : And that John openly supposed,

that their profession did not imply it, in what he said to them,

p. 97. And in p. 98, he says, " we read not a word of John's

enquiring whether these people made a credible profession of

true pieiy." And he there manifestly suggests, that John

knew they were not pious, as he knew they were a generation

ofvifiers. Yet how often elsewhere does Mr. Williams insist,

that men, in order to come to sacraments, ?}iust make a credi-

ble profession of true piety and gospel holiness, and that they

must in a judgment of charily be supposed to have real god-

liness ?

In answer to my argument from the instance of the con-

verts in Acts ii. Mr. Williams, speaking of their convictions,

and hc'm^ firicked in their hearty p. 45, says," They nvcrc con^

vinced that Jesus ivas the true Messiah and Saviour, whom

God had promised to Israel, whereupon convinced of their sin,

they cry out, ivhat shall ive do ? To which the apostle replies,

repent and he bafitized....in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ

for the remission of sins. There is not one word said about

any other faith, but believing that Jesus ivas the Messiah."

And in the two next pages Mr. Williams insists, that their

gladly receiving tjie ivord can by no necessity from the. text

imply more, than that they now believed that Jesus u^as the

Messiah, and that il was matter of joy to them that the Messi-

ah was come. So that we have this inconsistent account of

the matter from Mr. Williams. That these people are first

convinced that Jesus is the Messiah, and this is cause of dis-

tress to them : And they ask, ivhat they shall do ? Hereupon

the apostle directs them to believe that Jesus is the Messiah ;

which they believed already, before they asked the question :

But however, when they heard this, they believed that Jesus

ivas the Messiah ; they now found it out, as a new thing they

did not know of before, and are ^lad at the joyful discovery ;
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though just before they believed the same thing, and the dis-

covery filled them with distress.

In p. 47, whereas it is said concerning these new converts,

" that such were added to the church, as were the saved.**

Mr. Williams says, " the like appellation is given to the

whole church of Israel." And in this, and the foregoing page,

he insists, that these converts were before in the church of

Israel, and were not now admitted, but only continued as some
of God*s people. But if these things were so, they were the

saved before their conversion to Christianity, as much as after

;

and others that were in tlie Jewish church, that were not yet

converted to Christianity, were as much the saved as they.

And then why is their being saved spoken of as what was

now brought to pass, and as a thing that distinguished the be.-

lieving Jews from others ?

In tlie same page Mr. Williams says, " we do not dispute

but that the apostles supposed and believed in charity, so far as

they had any thing to do to suppose or believe any thing about

it, that God had given these persons saving repentance, and

an heart purifying faith." And yet in p. 61. He speaks of

the apostles as supposing the contrary of many of those that

had been admitted into the primitive church ; in that they

speak of them as such temples of God as might be destroyed :

" Which (says Mr. Williams) cannot be true of sanctified

persons, unless they can fall from grace."

In his answer to the argument frorh Philip and the Eunuch,

he supposes, that believing with all the heart is only such a

belief-of the doctrine of Christianity as unsanctijicd men may
have. And yet in that fbrementioned place Christ a King

and Witness, "g. 144, he says, a man before he is " renewed by

the Holy Ghost, has a view of the truth as a doubtful, uncer-

tain thing." And in the book now especially attended to, he

in effect owns the thing, which he earnestly disputes against

in reply to this argument. He grealy insists, that the phrase,

^ith all the heart, does not signify gracious sincerity ; and

yet he owns it does. P. 51 and 52, he owns, that according

to the usual way of speaking amon^- jnankind, both in our days,

?nd also in times when the scriptures were written, " Goo
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requires men to give him llieir hearts, " intending by it such a

sincerity as God will own and accept ; which besure (says he)

isnothini^ else than a t^racious sincerity ; which never can be,

unless the whole soul and all its faculties be engaged for God."

Then afterwards adds, " But how will this any ways prove,

that when meji use the same expressions, it must necessarily

be understood in the same sense ?" And yet in the same

breath, he had observed that God in thus using the phrase,

uses it according to the usual manner of speakmg among

MANKIND. He gives this reason why the phrase need not

be understoood in the same sense when used by men, that

men are not searchers of hearts. But the argument is about

the phrase as Philip put it to the Eunuch's own conscience,

which was or ought to be a searcher of his heart.

And by the way I must observe, that Mr. Williams would

have done well, if he was able, to have reconciled these repug-

nant things, taken notice of in my book ; " That with the heart

man bclievcth to righteousness, and that if men believe with

the heart that God raised Christ from the dead, they shall be

saved ;" agreeable to Bom. x. 9, 10. And yet that men may
" believe this with th( ir heart, yea, and with all their heart,

and still not believe to righteousness, nor ever be saved." So

likewise, " That whoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of

God, God dwcllcth in him, and he in God ;** as in 1 John iv.

15. And that whosoever bclievcth that Jesus is the Christ, is

born of God," 1 John v. 1. And jet that man may believe

this very thing with all his heart, and confess it with his

mouth ; and this in the language of the same apostles and

primitive ministers ; and still not he born of God, nor have a

^park of grace in him.

It may also be worthy to be considered, whether it be rea-

sonable to suppose, that the faith which a man must piofcss,

in order to being in tiie visible kingdom of Christ, and not in

the visible kingdom of the devil, must not be some of/irr sort

of faith than that which the devil has : That seeing the very

design of a public profession of religion is to declare on which

side wc arc, whether on Clirist's or the devil's, no other faith

is required to be professed, than such as Satan himself has,
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and such as is not at all inconsistent with being a " willing,

cursed servant and slave of the devil, and enemy to Christ ;'*

as Mr. Williams says, all unsanctifled men are.

Mr. Williams, in his reply to my argument from the epis-

tles, p. 55, speaks of it as an unaccountable thing, that I

should represent as if, according to the principles of my oppo-

sers, the primitive Christians were not admitted " under any

such notion of their being really godly persons, or with any

respect to such a character :"* and yet in his discourse on

the same head, he abundantly insists, that it was not real ho-

liness , but only federal holiness, which was the qualifica-

tion, which the apostles had reference to in admitting them ;

expressly from time to time, distinguishingy«/^ra/ holiness

from real. In p. 56, and 57, " It makes it evident (says he)

that this manner of treating churches and bodies of men, and

such expressions used to them and of them, are to be under-

stood in 710 other sense, than to signify federal holiness."

So in p. 60, he affirms the same thing once and again, distin-

guishing y^Y/e^-a/ holiness from real. He says, " They form-

ed no positive judgment of their real piety. And knew

nothing at all about them, but only that they were federal-

ly holy." And again, " They did not make a positive judg-

ment, that these persons were really godly ; and the high

characters they gave them, and the hopes they expressed con-

cerning them, could be understood in no other seJise than as

holding forth a federal holiness." So that by this they ex-

pressed no hopes concerning any thing more than thciry<^-c/-

cral holiness, as distinguished from real. And he argues

earnestly through the two next pages, that they could not be

looked upon, many of them, as having na^ holiness. How
does this consist with their being treated as viaible saints ;

under the riotion oftheir having real holiness, andfrom resjiect

to such a character afifiearing on them ? Or with nonc's being

visible saints, but such as have a credible virsibility of gospel

holiness ?

* So in p. 132, he exclaims against me thus ; "Afu:r all this, to repeat it

again and again, that these persons have no visibility to reason of real saint-

ihip, &c. I think, gives better ground to retort Mr. Edwards's words."
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So in p. 63, he speaks of the pjross scandals of many ol"

those the apostles wrote te, as an absolute proof, that ihey

considered them only as fcdrralhj holy ; ^vhich he in the

same place disting;uishcs from real holiness. Then how were

they treated (as he insists) as those that " had the character

of REAL piKTY appearlnpj on them, and as making a credible

profession of (gospel holiness, and real Christianity ?" Which
he abundantly allows, all must make in order to being visible

saints. See also p. G4.

In p. 58, Mr. Williams insists, that it does not appear, that

those who arc admitted into the primitive church, " made a

declaration that they had saving fiiith, but only that they en-

gaged to that faith." But how docs this consist with what he

abundantly says elsewhere, That they must pretend to real

piety, make a p.rofcssion of gospel holiness, exhibit moral evi'

dence^ that they have such holiness. Sec ? These things are

•-'omcthing else besides cngarfi??^ to saving faith and gospel

holinessyo?' thcfatzire.

SECTION X.

The Unreasonableness and Inconsistence of Mr,

Williams's Answer to my Arqume?it from the

Man ivithout a Wedding Garment, and concern-

ing Brotherly Love, andfrom 1 Cor, xi. 28, and

ofivhat he says in support of thefifteenth Objec-

tion.

MR. WILLIAMS, in answering my argument from

Matth. xxii. 11, allows that the Avw^^'a /low^r, into which the

guests came, is the visible church, p. 43, 44. So that the

man's coming in hither^ is his coming into the visible church.

Nor docs he at all dispute btit that by the ivrdding garment i&

meant saving grace
;

(for truly the tiling is too evident to be
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disputed :) And yet he says, p. 43, " We read nothing of

Christ's condemning the man for coming into the church

without saving grace." So that Mr. WilHams's answer

amounts plainly to this ; The king^ when he comes to judgment,

will say, I do not at all condemn theefor coming in hither ivith-

out a ivedding garment : But,friend, how earnest thou in hither

without a wedding garment ? And no wonder ; the case is too

plain to allow of any other than such a lamentable refuge as

this is. If the wedding garment be saving grace, which is not

denied ; and if coming into the king^s house be coming into

the visible church, as Mr. Williams owns : Then if the king

condemns the man for coming into the house without a wed-

ding garment, he condemns him for coming into the visible

church without saving grace.

It is plain, the thing the man is blamed for, is something

else than simply a being without grace, or without a wed-

ding garment. The king's words have respect to this as

it stands in connexion with coining into the king's house. If

Christ has commanded men who are not converted, to come
into the church, that they may be converted, he v/ill never say

to them, upon their obeying this command, " Friend, how
camest thou in hither before thou wast converted ?" Which
would be another thing than blaming him simply for not be-

ing converted. If a man, at his own cost sets up a school, in

order to teach ignorant children to read ; and accordingly ig-

norant children should go thither in order to learn to read,

would he come into the school, and say in anger to an igno-

rant child that he found there ;
" How camest thou in hither

before thou hadst learnt to read ?" Did the Apostle Paul ever

rebuke the heathen, who came to hear him preach the gos-

pel, saying, " how came you hither to hear me preach, not

having grace ?" This would have been unreasonable, because

preaching is an ordinance appointed to that end, that men
might obtain grace. And so in Mr. Williams's scheme is

the Lord's supjier. Can we suppose that Christ will say to

men in indignation, at the day ofjudgment, " How came you
to presume to use the means I appointed for ycur ccnver:iiony

before you were conveited ? >
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It is true the servants were to invite all, buth bad and goud

\o come to the feast, and to comfiel them to come in ; but thiu

docs not prove, that bad men, rcinaijiing in their badness, have

a lawful right lo come. Tlic servants were to invite the

vicious as well us the moral ; they were to invite the heathen,

who were especially meant by them that were in the high ways

and hedges : Yet it will not follow that the heathen, while re-

maining heathen, have a lawful right to come to Christian sac-

raments. But heathen men must turn from their heathen-

ism, and come ; so likewise wicked men must turn from

their wickedness, and come.

I endeavored to prove, that that brotherly love^ which is re-

quired towards the members of the Christian church in gen-

eral, is such a love as is required to those only w hom we have

reason to look upon as true saints. Mr. Williams disputes,

through two pages (p. 66, 67) against the force of my reason-

ing to prove this point ; and yet w hen he has done, he allows

ihe point. He allows it, p. 68, as an undisputed thing, that

" it is the image of God and Christ appearing or supposed to

be in others, that is the ground and reason of this love." And
so again p. 71, he grants, that " there must be some appre-

hension, and judgment of the mind, of the saiutship of per-

sons,** in order to this brotherly love. Indeed he pretends to

differ from me in this, that he denies the need o{ ^i\y fiositivc

judgment : But doubllcss the judgment or apprehension of the

mind must be as positive as the love founded on that appre-

iiension and judgment of the mind.

•In p. 78, 79^ he seems to insist that what the apostle calls

imivorthy commwiicatintf-, is eating in a greedy, disorderly and

irreverent manner : As though men might communicate

without grace, and yet not comnmnicatc unu'or'hilu. in the

apostle's sense. But if so, the apostle difiered much in his

sense of things from Mr. Williams. The latter says, in his ser-

mon on Christ a King and IVitness^ p. 77, 78, "These outward-

acts of worship, when not performed from faith in Christ, and

love to God, are mocking God ; in their own nature a //> ; tlic

vifest Kuickedneas ; instead of being that religion, which Christ

requires, it is injiiiift-ly contrary to it. The moit^agrant and
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uh ominable imfiiely^ and threatened ivith the severest damvation.**

Is not this a communicating unworthily enough of ail reason I

In p. 132, 133, Mr. Williams strenuously opposes me in

my supposition, that the way of freely allowing all that have

only moral sincerity to come itito the church, tends to the re-

proach and tuin of the church. On the contrary he seems

to suppose it tends to the establishing and building up of the

church. But I desire that what Mr. Stoddard says, in his ser-

mon on the Danger of s/ieedy Degeneracy^ may be considered

under this head. lie there largely insists, that the prevail-

ing of unconverted men, and unholy professors among a peo-

ple is the principal thing that brings them into danger of

speedy degeneracy and corruption. He says, that " where
this is the case, there will be many bad examples, that will

corrupt others ; and that unconverted men will indulge their

children in evil, will be negligent in their education ; and

that by this means their children will be very corrupt and un-

governed ;* that by this means the godly themselves that are

among them, will be tainted, as sweet liquor put into a cor-

rupt vessel will be tainted ; that thus a people will grow blind,

will not much regard the warnings of the word, or the judg-

ments of God ; and that they will grow weary of religious du-

ties after a while ; and that many of their leading men will be

carnal ; and that this will expose a people to have carnal

ministers and other leading men in the town and church."

And I desire also that here may be considered what Mr.
Williams himself says, in that passage forecited, p. 86, 87, of

his sermons on Christ a King and Witness j where, in explain-

ing what it is to promote the kingdom of Christ, he says

negatively, that " it is not to do that which may prevail on
men to make pretences that they are Christians, and thai:

If we have reason to expect it will be thus with ungodly parents, with
respect to their children, then certainly such cannot reasonably expect min-
isters and churches should admit their children to baptism, in a dependancc

that they do give them up to God, and uill bring them up in the nurture and admo~

nitionofthe lori, if they make no profession that impl'es more than moral

sincerity
; and none but what wicked men may as well make as the godly,

and speak true.

Vol. P. 3N
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they own Jesus Christ as their Saviour, and to call him Lortf

Lord^ when really he is not so." Which he supposes is the

case with all unsanctified professors ; for in the same book,

he abundantly declares, that ihey who make such prelcncei

and have not true faith and love, make/a^e and lying pretenc-

es ; as has been several times already observed.

SECTION XL
ri

The Impertinence of Arguments^ that arc iii like

manner against the schemes of both the controvert-

ing parties : And this exemplified in njohat Mr*

Williams says concerning the notion of Israel's ^^-

ing the People of God, and his manner of argu-

ing concerning the Members of the primitive

Christian Church.

INASMUCH as in each of the remaining instances of Mr.

Williams's arguing, that I shall take notice of, he insists up-

on and ufges arguments, which are in like manner against

his own scheme, as against mine, I desire that »uch a way of

arguing may be a liitle particularly considered.

And here I would lay down this as a maxim of undoubted

verity That an argument, brought to support one scheme

against another, can avail nothing to the purpose it is brought

for, if it is at the same time against the scheme it would

sti/i/iorf^ in like manner as against that which it would destroy.

It is an old and approved maxim, *' That argument which

proves too nnich, proves nothing," i. c. If it proves too much
for him that brings it, proves against himself in like manner

as against his opponent, then it is nothing to help his cause.

Tl^c reason ot it is plain : The business of a dispute is to

make one cause good against another, to make one scale
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iicavier than the other. But when a man uses an argument

which takes alike out of both scales, this does not at all serve

to make his side preponderate, but leaves the balance just as

k was.

Arguments brought by any man in a dispute, if they are

not altogether impertinent, are against the difference between

him and his opponent, or against his opponent's differing from

him : For wherein there is no difference, there is no dispute.

But that can be no argument against his opponent's differing

from him, which is only an argument against what is com-

mon to both, and taken from some difficulty that both sides

equally share in. If I charge supposed absurdities or diffi-^

culties against him that differs from me, as an argument to

show the unreasonableness of his differing ; and yet the dif-

ficulty is not owing to his differing from me, inasmuch as the

same would lie against him, if he agreed with me, my con-

duct herein, is both very impertinent and injurious.

If one in a dispute insists on an argument, that lies equally

against his own scheme as the other, and yet will stand to it

that his argument is good, he in effect stands to it that his

own scheme is not good ; he supplants himself, and gives up

his own cause, in opposing his adversary ; in holding fast his

argument, he holds fast what is his own overthrow ; and in

insisting that his argument is solid and strong, he in effect in-

sists that his own scheme is weak and vain, Ifmy antagonist will

insist upon it that his argument is good, that he brings against

me, which is in like manner against himself ; then I may take

the same argument, in my turn, and use it against him, and

he can have nothing to answer ; but has stopped his own
tnouth, having owned the argument to be conclusive.

' Now such sort of arguments as these, Mr. Williams abund»

antly makes use of.

a. For instance, the argument taken from the whole nation of

'bf Israel's being called God's fieo^ile, and every thing that Mr.

'Williams alleges, pertaining to this matter, is in like manner

against his own scheme as against mine : And that, let the

' question be what it will ; whether it be about the qualifications

which make it lawful for the church to admits or about the law-
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fulness for persons* coming to sacraments ; whether it be about

the firofeaaion th'y f-hould viakt Ijrforc mcn^ or the internal

(jualijication they munt have in the sif^ht of God. And Avhat

Mr. Williams says lo the contrary, docs not relieve ihc ar-

gument from this embarrassment and absurdity. After all he

ha» said, in turning and twistinj^ it, lo save the force of it, thq

argument, if any thine; relattd to the controversy, is plainly

this, *' That because the whole nation of Israel were God*s

visible people [which is the same as visible saints'^ therefore

the scripture notion of visible saintshifi is of larger extent

than mine ; and the scripture supposes those to be visible

saints, which my scheme docs not suppose to be so.

But if this be Mr. W^illiams's argument, then let us sec

whether it agrees any better with his own scheme. Mr. Blake

(Mr. Williams's great author) in his book on the Covenant^ p.

190, insists that « Israel, at the very ivorst is owned as God'3

covenant people, and were called God's people ;'* and p. 149,

that " all the congregation of Israel, and every one of them,

are called holy, and God's o-\vn people, even Corah and his

company." And p. 253, 254, he urges, that every one who

is descended from Jacob, even the worst of Israel, in their

LO/rrsr state and condition, were God's people in covenant,

called by the name of God's people." And Mr. Williams

herein follows Mr. Blake and urges the same thing ; that this

nation was God's covenant people, and were called God's peo-

ple, at the time that they were carried captive into Babylon,

p. 24, when they were undoubtedly at their worst, more cor-

rupt than at any other lime we read of in the Old Testament;

being represented by the prophets, as overrun with abomina-

ble idolatries, and olher kinds of the most gross, heaven dar-

ing impieties, most obstinate, abandoiied, pertinacious and ir-

reclaimable in their rebellion against (iod, and against his

word by his prophets. But yet these, it is urged, are called

the people ofGod ; not agreeable lo my nolion of visible saint*

ship, but" agreeable to Mr. \ViHiams*s. W^hut his notion of

visible naints is, he tells us in p. 159. He there says expressly

that he " does not suppose persons to be visible saints, tmlcs*

ihey exhibit a credible profession and vibibiliiy of rosncl ho-
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Fmess." Now do those things said about those vile wretches itl

Israel agree with this ? D'd they exhibit moral evidence of gos*

pel holiness ! But if we bring the nnatter lower still, and say, tho

true notion of visible saintship is a credible appearance and

moral evidence of moral sincerity ; does this flagiant, open,

abandoned, obstinate impiety, consist with moral evidence ctf

such sincerity as that ? It is as apparent therefore, in Mr.

Williams's scheme as mine, that when these are called God's

people, it is in some other sense than that wherein the mem-
bers of the Chrisiian church are called visible saints. And
indeed the body of the nation of Israel, in those corrupt times,

were so far from being God*s church of visibly pious persons,

visibly endowed with gof/iel holiness^ that that people, as to the

body of them, were visibly and openly declared by God, to be

a "ivhore and a witch-, and her children bastards, or childrcTi.oJ'

adultery. Isa. Ivii. 3. " Draw near hither, ye sons of the sor-

ceress, the seed of the adulterer and the whore." We
have the like in other places. And so the body of the same

people in Christ's time (which Mr. Williams supposes even

then to be branches of the true olive, in the same manner as

the members of the Christian church were in the apostles*

times) are visibly declared not to be God's children, or child-

ren of the true church, but bastards or an adulterous brood.

Matth. xii. 39. " An evil and adulterous generation seeketh af-

ter a sign. V. 45, Even so shall it be with this wicked genera-

tion." And certainly the people were then, visibly and in

the eyes of men, such as Christ had visibly and openly and in

the sight ofmen declared them to be.

If the question be not concerning the visibility which

makes it lanvf'ulfor others to admit fierscnis, but concerning the

qualiJicatio7is tvhich render it lawfulfor ihem to come, still the

objection is no more against my scheme, than against Mr.

Williams's. He, in page 84, 85 and 86, says, that « such

openly scandalous persons ought not to be admitted into the

church ;" insinuating, that these scandalous people among
the Jews were otherwise when they were admitted at first:

But that being taken in, and not cast out again, it was lawful

for them to be thercy and they had a lawful right to the privi-
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leges of the church. But this supposition, that all that arc

lawfully adniitlcd by others, may lawfully come into ihc

church, and lawfully continue to partake of its privileges tiU

cast out^ is utterly inconsistent with Mr. Williams's own

scheme. For according to his scheme, it is not lawful for

itien that arc not morally sincere^ to partake of the privileges

of the church ; but yet such may, in some cases, be lawfully

admitted by others ; for he maintains, that in admitting thtm,

they are not to act as searchers of hearts^ even with regard to

their moral sincerity ; and so argues, p. 106, That Christ

might give Judas the sacrament, when not morally sincere.

If Christ, as head of the visible church might admit Judas to

his table, when he knew he was not morally sincere, and when

it was not lawful for Judas himself to come ; then it is lawful

for men to admit some, for whom it is not lawful to be there ;

contrary to Mr. Williams's assertion in p. 86.

It is true, that persons may become grossly scandalous, af-

ter having been regularly admitted on Mr. Williams's princi-

ples, on a profession in words of indiscriminate signification.

And so they may, after being regularly admitted, according

to my principles, on a credible profession of gospel holiness

in words of a determinate meaning : And therefore, the gross

wickedness of such apostates as we read of in scripture, is no

more an objection against my principles, than his.

Just in the same manner is Mr. Williams's arguing, p.

59, 60,61, 62, 63. concerning the members of churches men-

tioned in the epistles, equally against his own scheme and

mine. He largely insists upon it, that the apostle speaks of

many of them as grossly scandalous, notoriously wicked per-

sons, idolaters, hereticks, fornicators, adulterers, adulteresses^

Sec. 8cc. In his arguing from these things, he is inconsistenl

with his own principles, two ways. (1.) Such a character is

^s plainly inconsistent with the character he insists on as nec»

essary to render it lawful for persons to come to sacraments*

as mine. And (2.) it is utterly inconsistent with what he of-

ten declares to be his notion of visible saintship, necessary to

a being admitted by others ; so no more an arguraent again;?l

my opinion of visible saintship, than his own.
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SECTION XII. '^^f

The great Argument from the Jei^jish Sacramentt^

ofthe Passover ^//^ Circumcision, considered.

AS has been observed concerning the argument from the

Jewish nation, so the argument from the Jewish ordinances^

if it be against my scheme, is as plainly, in every respect^

against Mr. Williams's.

This grand argument, as plainly expressed, or implied i^

Mr. Stoddard's words (which Mr. Williams insists I should"

attend to) is this :

God did expressly command all the nation of Israel to b6'

tircumcised ; and he also expressly commanded the whole

ration to come to the /lasscver ; excepting such as were cere-

monially unclean, or in a journey. Therefore it was lawful

for unsanctified men to come. (See Mr. Stoddard's sermon
on the Co?itrov. p. 8, and jip/ical, p. 51.) The want of sane*

tification never was alleged by any man as a reason for for-

bearing the passover. Jp/ieal, y>. 51. Unsanctified persons*

attending this ordinance is never charged on them as a sin

in scripture. Ibid. Jesus Christ himself partook of the pass-

over with Judas ; which proves it to be lawful for unsancti-

fied men to come to the passover. But such as might law-

fully come to the passover, may lawfully come to the Lord's

supper.

Now let us consider what are the qualifications, which are

accessary, according to Mr. Williams's scheme, to a lawful

•oming to Christian sacraments ; and then see whether this

•bjection, in every part of it, and every thing that belongs to it,

Ibe not as plainly and directly against his own scheme, as

mine.

According to Mr. Williams, it is not lawful for a man to

eome, unless he is morally sincere. Pre/, p. 2, 3, 2 1, 25, 30, 35,

36v 111, 115. And, according as he has explained that mor-
al sincerity, which is necessary in order to come to sacra-
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ments, it implies " a real conviction of the judc^ment cW
conscience of the truth of the g:reat things of reliR:ion....a deep

conviction of a Tnan*s undone state without Christ, ^^nd an

earnest concern to obtain salvation l)y him. ...a fervent desire

of Christ and the benefits of tiie covenant of grace, with an

earnest purix)se and resolution to seek salvation on the terms

of it ; a man's beinj; willing to do the utmost that he can, by

Ihe utmost improvement of his natural and moral power, in

the most earnest and diligent use of the ordinances of salva-

tion ; bcinp resolved for Christ, coming to a point, being en-

gaged for heaven ; having a settled determination of the

the judgment and affections for God ; giving up all his heart

and life to Christ, Sec. £cc."* Such moral sincerity as this is

necessary, according to Mr. Williams, to be found in profess-

ing Christians, in order to their lawful coming to Christian

sacraments. And he says they are received into the chui-ch,

*' on like terms, by entermg into covenant in like manner, as

the Jews j and that their holiness, both real and federal, is

the same with theirs. P. 56, 57, &1, 65. So that according

to this scheme, none but those that had such qualifications as

these, such a sincerity and engagedness in religion as this,

might lawfully come to the passover. But now do the things

alleged agree any better with this his scheme, than with

mine ? If the case be so, to what purpose is it alleged, that

God, in Numb. chap. ix. expressly commanded all of that per-

verse, rebellious and obstinate generation in the wilderness,

and the whole nation of Israel, in all generations, to keep the

fiassovfr, excepting such as were ceremonially unclean or in a

journey, without the exception©! any other ? Was every one

else of sucli a character as is above described ? Was every

one under deep convictions, and persons of such earnest en-

gagedness in religion, of such settled, strong resolution to

give up their utmost strength and all their heart and life to

God, Sec. ? IMr. Williams suggests, that " those who had

not moral sincerity are cxp'essly excepted from the com-

mand,'* p. 95. But 1 wish he had mentioned the place of

•• P, 10, ti, 30, 31, 35, 36, 53, 83, x»5, and many other pUces
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scripture. He cites Mr. Stodclardj who says, « God appoint-

ed sacrifice to be offered for scandal, with conftssion." But

where did God appoint sacrifice for the luant of such sincer-

ity, for the ivdnt of such deep conviction, earnest desire, and

fixed resolution, as Mr. Williams speaks of? And where are

such as are without these thing:s exfiressly excepted from the

command to keep the passover ? And besides there were

many scandalous sins, for which no sacrifice was appointed :

As David's murder and adultery, and the sin of idolatry,

(which the nation in general often fell into) and many other

gross sins. Nor was there any precept for deferrin;^ the

keeping of the passover, incase of scandalous wickedness, or

moral unclcanness, until there should be opportunity for

cleansing by sacrifice^ £5'c. as was in the case of ceremonial",

vincleanness.
*

Mr. Stoddard says, " The want of sanctification was never

alleged by any man as a reason for forbearing the passover.

So, where do we read in any part of the Bible, that ever the

ivant of such deep conviction, &c. as Mr. Williams speaks of,

or indeed any scandalous moral uncleanness, was ever alleged

by any man as a reason for forbearing to eat the passover ?

Mr. Stoddard urges that unsanctified persons attending the

passover was never charged on them as a sin. And where

do we read of persons* coming without such moral sin-

cerity being any more charged on them as a «/«, than the

other ? We have reason to think, it was a common thing

for parents that had no such moral sincerity, yea, that were

grossly and openly wicked, to have their children circvmclsed ;

for the body of the people were often so : But where is this

charged as a sin ? Mr. Stoddard says, (Serm. p. 7.) Ishmael

was circumcised, but yet a carnal person. And there is as

much reason to say, he was nor of the character Mr. Williams

insists OR, *' under deep convictions, having earnest desires of

grace, a full and fixed determination, with all his heart, to the

utmost of his power, to give his whole life to God, &c."

Mr. Stoddard says, (Serm. p. 8) Hezekiah sent to invite the

people of Ephraim and Manasseh, and other tribes, to cele-

brate the passover, though they had lived in idolatry for some
Vol. I. 3 O
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affes." But if so, this was as jmiicli of an evidence, that thcf

i\'ere not of such a chartictcr as Mr. Williams insists on, as that

tliey were without sanctifying ^race. Mr. Williams says, p.9l,

« Th€ Israelites had carefully attended the seal of circumcis-

ion, from the time of its institution, till the departure out of

"Egypt." But sinely most of them at the same time were

without Mr. Williams's moral sJncerity ; for it is abundantly

manifest, that the body of the people fell away to Idolatry in

Egypt. See Lev. xvii. 7. Josh. xxiv. 14. Ezek. xx. 8, aitd

iixiii. S, 8, 27. And there is not the least appei^rancc of tmy

tnore cxcefition^ either in the precepts or history of the Old

Testament, of the case of woral insincerittj^ in such as attend-

ed these ordinances, than of unj^odlincss, or an unsanctified

state.

Mr. Stoddard urges that " .Tesns Christ himself partook of

the passo\-er, with Judas ;*' and thence he would argue that it

was lawful for an tmregenerate person to partake of the Lord's

supper. But thet^ can be no argument, in any sort, drawn

from this to prove that it is lawful for men to partake of the

Lord's supper without sanciifyivg grace^ any more than that

it is lawful for them to partake ^vithout monil sincerity : For

it is every whit as evident, that Judas was at that time

without moral sincerity, as that he was unrcgenerate. We
have no greater evidence, in all the scripture history, of the

moral insincerity of any one man than of Judas, at the time

when he partook of the passover fvith Christ ; he having just

then been and bargained with the high priest, to betray him,

and being then in prosecution ot' the horrid design of the mur-

<ler of the Son of Cod.

If any thing contrary to my principles could he argued

from ail Iferaers being required, throughout their generations,

to come to the ficftsovcr and circumcision^ it would be this ;

that all persons, of all sorts, throughout all Christendom,

might lawfully come to bafitium and the LorcPa su/ificr ; godly

and ungodly, the knowing and the ignorant, the moral and

the viciou**, oniiodox and iieretical, Protestants and Papists

alike. But this d^>cs not agree with Mr. Williams's 4>rinci-

ples, any better than with mine.
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SECTION xin.

Concerning 'Sm^^s'*^ partaking of the Lord's Supper.

I THINK, we have a remarkable instance o^tergiversa-

ition, in what Mr. Williams says in suppprt of the artjumcnt

from Judas's partaking of the Lord's supper. % those ofi

his side of the question, it is insisted u^>op, as a clear cvidci^^ce

of its being lawful for unsanctified men to come to the Lord'tJ

table, that Christ gave the Lord's supper to. Judas, y/hen be

knew he was unsanctified.. in answer to which, I shewed,

that this is just as much against their own principles, as

mine ; because Christ knew as perfectly th}it he was not mor-

alty sincere, a& that he was not graciQudy sincere ; qind they

themselves bold, that it is not lawful for such as are not mor-

ally sincere, to partake. Mr. Williams ridicules this, as very

inpertinent and strange ; because " Christ did not know this

as head of the visible church, but only as omniscient God and

searcher of hearts." And what does this argue ? Only, that

although Judas was really noi fit to come, yet, inasmuch as

Christ, acting as king of the viijible church, did not l>n€?w it,

he might fidmit him : But not that it was Idwfulfor Jjidaa him-'

selfto cojne, who knew his own heart in this matter, and knew

his own perfidiousness and treachery j for Mr Williams de-

nies, that it is lawful for such to come, as have no moral sin-

cerity. So that here the question is changed, from " Who
may lawfully come,'' to " Who may lawfully be admitted V*

Mr. Williams does abundantly, in his book, insist that the

question is not, " who shall be admitted ; but who may law-

fully come i" Not, whether it be lawful to admit those who
have not a visibility of saintship, or do not appear to be true

saints ? But whether those who are not true saints, may law-

fully partake ? And this he insists upon in his discourse

on this very argument, p. 104. And to prove this latter

point, viz. that " those who are not real saints, may lawi-

(pally come," the instanoe of Judas's coining to the Lord's sup-
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per is produced as an undeniable evidence. But when it is an-

swered, that the aigumcnt does not prove ihi^, any more than

that the morally insincere may lawfully come ; because Judas

was morally insincere : Then Mr. Williams, p. 106, to shelter

himself, dodges, and evidently changes the question, at once,

to that which he had so much exclaimed against as not the ques-

tion. Now, to serve his turn, the question is not whether Judas

-might latvfulhj come ? But, whether Christ niit^ht lawfully ad-

mit hinif acting on a public visibility ? And he makes an occa-

sion to cry out of me, as talking strangchj^ and soon forgetting

that 1 had said, Christ, in this matter, did not act as searcher

of hearts. Whereas, let the question be what it will, the ar-

gument from Judas's partaking (should the fact be supposed)

if it proves any thing relating to the matter, is perfectly and

in every respect, against the one, just as it is against the

other. If the question be about profession and visibility to

others, and whom others may laivfuUy cf/mz7,thenJudas*s being

admitted (if he was admitted) no more proves that men may
be admitted without a visibility and profession of godliness,

than without a visibility of moral sincerity. For it no more

appears, that he was without a profession and visibility of the

former, than of the latter. But if the question is not about

visibility to others, or who others ?««!/ ad?nit, but who may latv-

fulhj come^ then Judas's coming no more proves, that a man
may come without grace, than without moral sincerity ; be-

cause he was in like manner witiiout both : And Christ kneno

as perfectly, that he was without the one, as the other ; and

was not ignorant of the one case, as king of the visible church

any more tiian of the other. So that there is no way to sup-

port this argument, or to make any thing at all of it ; but the

only way left is, to hide the question, by shifting and changing

it ; to have one (jueslion in the premises, and to slip in anoth-

er inio the conclusion. Which is according to the course Mr.

Williams takes. In the premises, p. 104, 105, he expressly

mentions Mr. Stoddard's question, as now in view ; and a*,

greeabiy must here have this for his question, *» whether it

was lawful for a man so qualified to come to the Lord's sup-

per "r" Who, according to Mr. Williams's own doctrine.
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p. 11 1, ou^ht to act as a discerner of his o\vn heart. But in

his conclusion, p. 106. he has this for his question, " Whether
Christ might lawfully admit a man so qualified," therein not

a,cting as the searcher of hearts ? What shuffling is this ?

• i'fi-i

SECTION XIV.

Concerning that great Argument^ iMhich Mr, Wil-'

liams urges in various parts of his Book, of those

being born in the Churchy nvho are Children of
Parents that are in Covenant.

IT is hard to understand distinctly what Mr. Williams

would be at, concerning this matter, or what his argument is.

He often speaks of parents that are in covenant, as born in cov-

enant, and so born in the church. (For to be in covenant, is

the same, with him as to be members of the visible church.

See p. 98, 88, 89, 59, 60, 136.) And speaks of them as ad-

mitted into the church in their ancestors, and by the /irojession

of their ancestors, p. 135, 136. Yea, for ought I can see, he

holds that they were born members in complete stjnding in

the visible church., p. 3.

And yet he abundantly speaks of their being admitted in-

to the church, and made members, after they are born, viz.

by their baptism. And his words (unless we will suppose

him to speak nonsense) are such as will not allow us to un-

derstand him, merely, that baptism is a fiign and public ac^

knonvledgmcnt of their having been admilied in their ances-

tors, in preceding generations. For he speaks of baptism as

'' the ONLY rite (or way) of admission into the visible church,"

applying it to the baptism of children ; and as that which
'' makes ihem members of the body of Christ," p. 99. And
he grants, that " it was ordained for the admission of the par-

ty baptized into the visible church," p. 99, 100. That " bap-
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lism is ail admission ; and that they were thus before admit-

ted,** p. 100, still spcakint^ of the baptism of infants, and of

admission of members into cliurches. But surely thefeft

thin{^s do not harmonize %vilh the doctrine of their first re-

ceiving: hein^ in the church (as a branch receives being in the

tree, and grows in it and from it) or their being born in the cov"

mant^ born in the ho7ine of God. And yet these repugnant things

are uttered as it were in the same breath by Mr. Williams, p.

99. And he joins them together in the same line, p. 46, in

these words : " Baptism instituted by him, as a rite of admiS'

sioN into his church, and being continued in covenant with

God." Certainly a being then admitted into the church, and

a being continued in covenant (or in the church) into which

they -were admitted before^ are not the same thing, nor con-

sistent one with another. If infants are born members in

comfilete standings as it seems Mr. Williams holds, then their

baptism does nothing towards making them members ; noi

is there any need of it to make the matter more coiyifilete.

Again in p. 3, (the same page where he speaks of infants

as members ha^^ng a complete standing in the church) he

maintains, that nothing else is requisite in order to <• com-

munion and privileges of members in complete standing, but

only that they should be capable hereof, and should desire

the same, and should not be under censure, or scandalously

ignorant or immoral.'* See also p. 100, to the same purpose.

^Ir. Williams says this in opposition to my insisting on some-

thing further, viz. making a profession of godliness. And
yet he himself insists on something further, as much as I ;

which has been observed before. For he abundantly insists

on w personal^ exfiitcit Jirofession and open declaration of believ-

ing that the gospel is indeed the revelation of God> and of a

hearty consent to the terms of the covenant of grace, 8cc.

And speaks of the whole controversy as turning upon that sin-

gle point, of the degree of evidence to be given, and the kind

of profession to be made, whether in words of indiscriminate

meaning ? See p. 5, G. And consequently not, whether they

must make any profession at all, having been completely ad-

mitted before, in the profession of their ancestors ?
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ilierefore, if it be so, that the infants of visible believers

lire born in the church, and are already members in complete

standing, and do not drop out of the church, and fall from a

complete standing, when they grow up ; and therefore if they

are not ignorant nor immoral, and desire full communion,

nothing cise can be required of them : And it will hence fol-

low, contrary to my principles, that Ihey cannot be required

to make a profession in words of discriminate meaning : Bat

then, it also equally follows, contraiy to his principles, that

neither can they be required to make a profession in words of

indiscriminate meaning. If nothing else besides those fore-

tnentioncd things is necessary, thxm 7io profession is necessa-

ry, in any words at all, neither of detemninate nor indeter-^

minate signification. So that Mr. Williams, in supposing

some personal profession to be necessary, gives up and des-

troys this his grand argument.

But if he did not give it up by this means, it would not be

tenable on other principles belonging to his scheme ; such

as its being necessary in order to a being admitted to sacra-

ments, that persons should have a visibility that recommends

ihem to the reasonable judgment and apprehension of the

minds of others, as true Christians, really pious persons, and

that there should be such a profession as exhibits moral evi-

dence 6f this. For who will say, that the individual profes-

sion of an ancestor, a thousand or fifteen hundred years ago,

is a credible exhibition and moral evidence of the real piety of

his present posterity, without any personal, explicit profession

of any thing about religion, in any one of the succeeding gen-

erations ? And if Mr. Williams had not said, there must be

a credible exhibition of gosfiel holiness^ but only some com-

mon faith or virtue ; yet no such thing is made visible to a

rational judgftient and apprehension of mind, by this means.

How, for instance, does it make orthodoxy visible ? What
reasonable ground is there in it, at such a day as this in Eng-

land, to believe concerning any man, that he believes the doc-

trine of the Trinity, and all other fundamental doctrines, with

full conviction, ai^l with all his heart, because he descended

from an ancestor that made a good profession, when the an-
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cient BritDHS or Saxons were converted from heathenism, aYid

because uithal he is free from open, scandalous immorality,

and appears willing to attend duties of public worship 1 If an

attendance on these public duties was in its own nature a pro-

fession of orthodoxy, or even piety ; yet the reason of man-

kind teaches them the need of joining nvordn and actions to-

gether in public manifestations of the mind, in cases of im-

portance ; Speech toeing the great and pecu'iar talent, which

God has given to mankinrl, as the special means and instru-

ment of the manifestation of their minds one to another. Thus

treaties of peace among men are not concluded and finished

with actions only, without words. Feasting together \ras used

of old, as a testimony of peace and covenant friendship ; as

between Isaac and Abimelech, Laban and Jacob, but not with-

out a verbal profession. Giving the hand, delivering the ring,

Sec. are to express a marriage agreement and union ; but

still a profession in words is annexed. So we allow it to be

needful, after persons have fallen into scandal, that in mani*

festing repentance there should be a verbal profession, besides

attending duties of worship. Earthly princes will not trust

a profession of allegiance, in actions only, such as bowing,

kneeling, keeping the king's birth day, Sec. but they require

also a profession in words, and an oath of allegiance is de-

Tnanded. Yea, it is thought to be reasonably demandod, in or-

der to men's coming to the actual possession and enjoyment

of those privileges, they are born heirs to. Thus, the eldest

sons of noblemen in Greatbritain, are born heirs to the hon-

ors and estate of their fathers
;
yet this no way hinders but

they may be obliged when they come to ripeness of age, in

order to a bciVig invested in the actual possession, to take the

oath of allegiance : Though in order to their lawfully doing it,

it may be necessary they should believe in their hearts, that

king George is the lawful prince, and that they should not be

enemies to him, and friends to the pretender, in their hearts.

But moreover, if this objection of Mr. Williams about in-

fants being born in the church be well considered, it will ap-

pear to be all bciJilr the question^ and so nothing io the pui-
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J505C. It is not to the purpose of either of the questions, Mr.

Williiims's or mine. The question us I have stated it, is coji-"

cerning them that may be admitted membera in complete

standing ; not ubout them that have a complete standmg in

the church already^ and so are no candidates for admission ;

which he says is the case of these infants. And the question

as he often states it, is concernini,^ them that may UiTofnlly

come: And this objection, from infants' being 6or7z in the

churchy as it must be understood from Mr. Williams, does

not touch this question. For Avhen Mr. W illiams objects;

that some persons arc l)orn in the church, and therefore may

lawfully come to sacran-ents, he cannot be understood to

mean, that their being barn in the church clove is sufficient

;

but that, besides this, persons must have some virtue or re-

Kgion, of one sort or other in order to their lawful coming.

For he is full in it, that it is not lawful for men to come with-

out moral virtue and sincerity. Therefore the ques ion comes

to this in the res-alt : Seeing persons, besides their being born

in covenant, must have some sort of virtue and religion in or-

der to a lawful coming to tlie Lord's Supper, What sort of

virtue and religion that is, whether conunoji or saving ? Now
this question is not touched by the present objection. ]Mcre-

ly persons* being born in covenant, is no more evidence of

their having moral sincerity, than saving grace. Yea, there

is more reason to suppose the latter, than the former without

it, inthe infant children of believing parents. For the scrip-

ture gives us ground to' think, that some infants have the hab-

it of saving grace, and that they have a new nature giveti tliem;

but no reason at all to think, that ever God works any mcrtj

moral change in them, or infuses any habits of moral virtue

without saving grace : And we know, they cannot come by

TTT^ral habits in infancy, any other way than by immediate in-

fusion : They cannot obtain them by human instruction, not

contract them by use and custom. And especially there is no

reason to think, that the children of such as are visible saints,

'according to Mr. Williams's scheme, have any goodness in-

fused into them by God, of any kind. For in his scheme, all

that are morally sincere may lawfully receive the privileges

Vol. I. 3P
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of visible saints: B\it we have no scripture grounds to sup-

pose, that God will bless the children of such parents as have

nothing more than moral sincerity? with cfther common or

saving grace. There arc no promises of the covenant of

grace made to such parents, either concerning themselves or

their children. The covenant of grace is a conditional cove-

nant ; as both sides in this controversy suppose : And there-

fore, hy the supposition, men have no title to the promises

without the condition. And as saving faith is the condition,

the promises aie all made to that., both those which respect

persons themselves, and those that respect their seed. As it

is with many covenants or bargains among men ; by these,

men are often entitled to possessions for themselves and their

heirs : Yet they are entitled to no benefits of the bargain, nei-

ther for themselves, nor their children, but by complying with

fbe terms of the bariijain. So with respect to the covenant of

grace, the apostle says, Acts ii. 39. " The promise is to you

and to your children." So the apostle says to the jailer. Acts

xvi. 31. *» Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and tliou shalt be

saved, and thy house." And we find many promises, all over

the Bible, made to the righteous that God will bless their seed

for their sakes. Thus, Psal. cxii. 2. " The generation of the

upright shall be blessed." Psal. Ixix. 35, 36. ^ For God will

save Zion : The seed al^o of his sei-vants shall inherit it ;

and thev that love his name shall dwell therein." See also

Prov. xiv. 26. Psal. ciii. 17, 18. cii. 28. Exod. xx. 5, 6.

Deut. vii. 9. Supposing these to be what are called indefinite

promises ; yet do they extend to any but the seed of the right-

covji ? Where are any such promises made to the ciiildrcn of

UTTsanctificd men, the enemies of God, and slaves to the devil

(as Mr. Williams owns all unsanctified men arc) whatever

moral sincerity, and common religion they may have ?

The baptism of infants is the seal of these promises made

to the seed of the righteous : And on these principles, some

rational account may be given of infant baptism ; but no ac-

count can bo given of it on Mr. Williamb's scheme, no war-

rant can be found for it in scripture ; for they are promises

that arc the warrant iox firhnlefrva : But there arc no promis-
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€3 of God*s word to the seed of morally sincere men, and on-

ly half Christians.

Thus this argument of Mr. Williams's, let us take it which

way we will, has nothing but what is as much, yea, much
more, against his scheme, than against mine.

However, if this were not the case, but all the shew or pre-

tence of strength there is in the argument, lay directly and

only against me^ yet the strength of it, if tried, will avail to

prove nothing. The pretended argument, so far as I can find

out what it is, is this : The c/iildren of-visible saints are born in

covmant ; and bang already in covenant ^ they must have a

right to the /irivileges of the covenant^ without any more ado :

Such therefore have a right to come to the Lord*s supfier^ wheth-

er they are truly godly, or not.

But the shew of argument there is hero, depends on the

ambiguity of the phrase, being in covenant : Which signifies

two distinct things : Either (1.) Being under the obligations

end bonds of the cove7iant ; or (2.)\/f being conformed to the

covenant, and complying with the terms of it. A being the sub-

ject of the obligations and engagements of the covenant, is a

thing quite distinct from a being conformed to these obliga-

tions, and so being the subject of the condition of the cove-

nant.

Now it is not a being in covenant in the former, but the lat-

ter sense, that gives a right to the privileges of the covenant.

The reason is plain, because it is compliance and conformity

to the terms of a covenant, that is the thing which gives right

to all the benefits ; and not merely a being under tics to that

compliance and conformity. Privileges are not annexed

merely to obligations, but to compliance with obligations.

Many that do not so much as visibly comply with the con-

ditions of the covenant, are some of God's covenant people in

that sense, that they are under the bonds and engagements of

the covenant ; so were Corah and his company ; so were ma-
ny gross Idolaters in Israel, that lived openly in that sin ; and

so may heretics, deists, and atheists be God's covenant peo-

ple ; they may still be held under the bonds of their covenant

engagements to God ; for their great wickedness and aposta-
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r.y do not free them from the oblij^ation of the solemn prom-

ises and engagements they formerly entered into. But yet a

bcin;.^ in covenant, merely in this sense, gives them no right

to any i)i ivilcgcs of the covenant. Ii^ order to that, they must

be in covenant in another sense ; they must cordially con-

sent to the covenant : Which indeed Mr. W^illiams himself

owns, when he acknowledges, that in order to come to sacra-

ments, men must profess a cordial consent to, and compliance

with the conditions of the covenant of grace* And if Mr.

Williams inquires, why those children that were born in the

covenant are not c(nji out, when in adult age they make no

such profession ; certainly it, as much concerns him to answer,

as mc ; for it is as nmch his doctrine, as mine, that thev must

profess such consent. But 1 am willing to answer neverthe-

less. They arc not cast out because it is a matter held in

suspense, Avhcther they do cordially consent to the covenant,

or not ; or whether their making no such profession does not

arise from some other cause. And rone are to be excommu-
nicated, without some positive evidence against them. And
therefore they arc left in the state they were in, in infancy,

not admitted actually to partake of llie Lord's supper (which

actual participation is a new positive privilege) for want of a

profession, or some evidence, beyond what is merely nega-

tive, to nuike it visible that they do consent to the covenant.

For it is reasonable to expect some appearance more than

what is negative, of a proper qualification, in order to being

admitted to a ])riviley;o beyond what they have hitherto actual-

ly received. A negative charity may be suflicient for a nega-

tive privilege, such as freedom froni censure and punishment

;

but something more than a negative charity, is needful lo

actual admission lo a new positive privilege

* If it be said here, those who have been born of baptized ancestors,

though they do not roniply with the terms of the covenant, are in covcnaot,

jn this sense, that they have a ri^ht to the promises of the covcoant conditionally^

in case iht-y will hereafter comply : I answer, so arc all mankind in covrnaut.

God may be said to have bound hiinsci}" conditionally to ihcm all ; and ma-

ny have these promises drclaiod tr> them, thai '.till remain lo'vs, Maliomrtnns,

or Heathens.
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SECTION XV.

A particular Examination of Mr, Williams's De^

fence of the %th Ol)jection, or that boasted Argu-

ment, that if it he not laivfulfor unconverted Men
to come to the LorcPs Supper, then none may conic

but they that know themsehes to be concerted*

THIS argument has been greatly gloried in, as altogether

invincible. Mr. Williams seems to have been alarmed, and

his spirits raised to no small degree of warmth at the pretence

of an answer to it : And he uses many big Avords, and strong

Expressions in his reply ; such as, " It is absolutely certain...

It is beyond my power to comprehend, and I believe beyond

the power of any man to tell me.. ..This 1 asr,ert and stand to

....As plain as the sun....A contradiction of the Bible, of the

light of nature, and of the common sense of mankind," Sec. Sec

But let us get away from the noise of a torrent, and bring this

matter to the test of calm reasoning, and examine it to the

very bottom.

Here let it be considered, wherein precisely the argument

consists If it has any strength in it, it consists in this prop-

osition, \iz. That it is not lawful for 7ncn to come to sao'aments.

nvithout a known right. This is the proposition Mr. Stoddard

himself reduces the argument to, m\\\sApfica^ p. 62, 63.

And it is very evident, that the whole strength of the argu-

ment rests on the supposed truth of this proposition.

And here let it be noted, what sort of knowledge of a right

Mr. Stoddard, and so Mr. Williams, means in this argument.

It is knowledge as distinguished from such an o/iinicriy or hofir.

as \sfounded in firobability . Thus Mr. Stoddard expressly in-

sists, that a man must not only think he has a right, but he

must KNOW it. Jpjical^ p. 62. And again, p. 63, he says,

hrohahle hojiea will not warrayit him to come.
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Mr. Williams uses nrany peremptory, strong expressions,

p. 109, to set forth the certainty of thut which never was deni^

ed ; viz. That a inan cannot know //- han a ri^ht, unless he knows

he has the qiialijicatlon tvMch gives hint a right. But this is not

the thing in question : The point is, whether a man may not

haxir a Iwaful rights or may not la^irfulty come^ and yet not know

his rights ivith such a knowledge and evidence Ofi is beyond firob-

ability ? This is the thing asserted, and herein lies the argu-

ment. And the negative of this cannot he stood to and main-

tained, in order lo maintain Mr. Williams's scheme, without

the grossest absurdity ; it being a position, which, according

to scripture, reason, and Mr. Stoddard's doctrine, and Mr.

AVilliams's own, effectually destroys his scheme.

To this purpose, I observed, If this proposition be true,

that no man may come, save he which not only thinks, but

knows he has a right, then it will follow, that no unconverted

person may come, unless he hiows that doctrine to be true,

that unconverted men may have a right. Because an uncon-

verted man cannot know that one in particular (viz. he himself)

who is an unconverted man, has a right, unless he knows that

doctrine which Mr. Stoddard maintained, to be true, viz. that

men may have a right, though they are unconverted. And

consequently no one unconveited man may lawfully come to

the Lord's supper, unless he is so knowing in this point of

controversy, as not only to think, and have probable evidence,

that this opinion is right, but knows it to be so. Mr. Williams

endeavors to help the matter by a distinction of different kinds

of knowledge : And by the help of this distinction would make

it out, thut common people in general, and even boys and girls

of sixteen years old, may with case know, that his doctrine a-

bout unsanciificd men's lawfully coming to the Lord's supj^er,

is true. Ai.d we must understand him fas he is defending

Mr. Stoddard's argument) that they may know it with that

evidence that is distinguished from probability ; and this, ac-

cording to Mr. Williams himself, is certainty ; which he

speaks of as above a thouMind probabilidet. See p. 1 18. But

how miserable ia this ? To pretend that his doctrine about

qualificalionb for Bucrametiis, is so far from a disputable point.
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that it IS of such plain and obvious evidence, to common peo-

ple and even children, that without being studied in divinity,

they may not only think it to be exceeding firobablc^ but know^

it to be true I When it is an undeniable fact, that multitudes

of the greatest ability and piety, that have spent their lives in

the study of the holy scriptures, have never so much as

thought so.

Again, I observed that according to Mr. Stoddard's doc-

trine, not one, unconverted man in the world can knonv that he

has nvarrant to come to the Lord's supper ; because, if he has

any warrant, God has given him warrant in the scrlfitures ;

And therefoi'e if any unconverted man, not only thinks^ but

^wowsjthat he has warrant from God, he must of consequence

not oit\\y think^ but know X\\t scriptures to l>e the word of God.

W^hereas it was the constant doctrine of Mr. Stoddard, that no

unconverted man knoivsXh^ scriptures to be the v/ordof God.*

But Mr. Williams would make it out, that Mr. Stoddard

did hold, unconverted men might know the scriptures to be

the word of God ; but only not know it with " a gracious

knowledge, such as effectiially bowed men's hearts, and in-

fluenced them to a gracious obedience," p. 113. But let

us see whether it was so, or not. Mr. Stoddard in his A^'a-

lure of saving Conversion, p. 73, says, " The carnal man is

ignorant of the divine authority of the word of God ;....bi3

"wound is, that he does not know certainly the divine authority

of these institutions ; he does not know but they are the inven-

tions of men." Again, Ibid. p. 74, he says, " The carnal man
is imc€j'tain of those things that are the foundation of his rea-

sonings, He thinks there is a great firobability of the truth of

these things ; but he has no assurance. His piinciples are

grounded on an uncertain proposition." And he observes,

* I did not say, that it was also a doctrine according to scripture ; for

there was no occasion for this, among those with whom I had chiefly to do in

this controversy ; with whom I knew it was a point as much settled >ind un-

controverted, as any doctrine of Mr. Stoddard whatever. /:nd I knew it

to be the current doctrine of orthodox divines ; who ever allow this doctrine

to be implied in such texts as those, John xvii. 7. i John iv. 1.5, 16. Chap, v

1^ 10, and manv other places.
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p. 20, " Men when convcilcd, Co not look on U as firobablr,

that the ^vo^d is his Mord, aa t/inj ditl before ; but they have

assurance of the Irnth of7t.'\...^o clicwhere, f Guide to Chrint^

p. 26.) "
I hey lliat liavc not grace, do not Jiroficrly believe

the word oiC^on.*' And in another book, ( Safety of Jfi. p. 6)

" The gospel always works tCfcctualiy where it is believed^ and

received as the truth of God." In another book (Benef. of the

Gos/i. p. 149) " Conimon illumination does not convince men

of the truth of the gos/icl.** In his discourse on the Virtue of

Christ*s Bloody p. 27, speaking of such as have no interest in

the blood of Christ, he says, " They are strangers to the di-

vine authority of the word of God." Again, (Ibid. p. 16.)

'' Before^ [i. e. before saving fai'h] they were at a loss wheth-

er the word was the word of God." To the like purpose arc

many other passages in his writings. (See A'at. of Sav. Conv.

p. 72, Safety of ji/i. p. 6, 7, 9<), 107, 186, 187,229 Benef of

the Gof.fl. p. 89.)

So that here, if it be true, that some unconverted men have a

divine warrant to come to the Lord's supper ; and if the thing

which is the foundation of this argument, be also true, viz.

that in order to men's warrantably coming to the Lord's sup-

per, they must not only thinks but knoiv they have a right

;

then it must be true likewise, that they not only thinky but

kno'u;, that the scripture, therein this warrant is supposed to

be delivered, is the word of God And then we have the fol-

lowing propositions to make hang together : That unconvert-

ed men are ignorant of the 8cri/iture*s being the •ivord of God^

are uncertain of it., have ?io assurance ofit^ are not co7iv:nced of

'7, do not fircfierlij believe it., are at a loss nvh^ther it be the nvord

of God or not ; and yet they not only think, but know, that the

.scri/itures are the word of God., and that the Gospel., which is

the charter of all Christian privileges, ia divine ; they have a

knoivledge of it which is above all firobable hope or thought^

and u' tended with evidfuce above a thousand probabilities.

And now let it he considered, whether this agrees belter

with Mr. \Vi!liams's own doctrine, concerning men's know-

ing the truth and divine authority of the gospel, in what has

i)Ccn before cited from his scnnoiis on Christ n King and Wit-
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i7fss. Where he expressly says, " That man since the fall, is

ignorant of divine truth, and full of prejudices against it ; has

a view of the truth contained in the Bible, as a doubtful, uncer-

tain thing ; receives it as what is probably true ; sees it as a

probable scheme, and something likely to answer the end pro-

posed : But that after conversion it appears divinely Hue and

real. Se6 p. 114, 115 and 144. Then unconverted men only-

looked on the truth of the word of God, as probable, something-

likely, yet as a doubtful, uncertain thing ; but now they not only

think, but hiow it to be true.

No distinction about the different kinds of knowledge, or

thje various ways of knowing, will ever help these absurdities,

or reconcile such inconsistencies. If there be any such sort

q{ knowing, as is contradistinguished to probable thinking, and

to such opitiion as is built on a thousand probabilities, which

is yet consistent with being ignorant, not believing, being

uncertain, not assured, not convinced, only looking on a thing

probable, looking on it doubtful and uncertain, it must certainly

be a new and very strange sort of knowledge.

But this argument, that is so clear and invincilile, must have

such supports as these, or must quite sink to the earth. It

is indeed a remarkable kind of argument. It is not only as

much against the scheme it is brought to support, as against

that which it would confute ; but abundantly more so. For

if it were the case in truth, that none might come to the

Lord's supper, but they that kncvj they have a right, yet it

Would be no direct and proper proof, that unconverted

men rnight come. It would indeed prove, that many godly

men might 7iot come : Which, it is true, would bring some
difficulty on the scheme opposed ; yet it would be no proof a-

gainst it. But it is direct and perfect demonstration against

the scheme it would support : It demonstrates according to

the scripture, and according to the doctrine of those that urge
the argument, that not one unconverted man in the world
may lawfully come to the Lord's supper ; as no one of them
certainly kiiows the gospel to be divine, and so no one knows
the charter to be authentic, in which alone the right of any to

Christian privileges is conveyed ; hence no one unsanctified

Vol. I. '^ Q
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man is fiure of his right ; and therefore (as ihcy draw the con-

sequence, no one unsunctificd man may come to the Lord's

supper. And so it follows, that the more strongly Mr. Wil-

liams stands to this argument, the more peremptory and con-

fident his expressions are concerning it, the more violently

and effectually does he supplant himself.

And this position, that a man miifit not take ujiy /irivilrge^ till

he not only thinks^ but knovjn he haa a rights is not only unrea-

sonable, as used by Mr. Williams against me, when indeed it

is ten times as much against himself; but it is unreasonable

in itself, as it is an argument, which if allowed and pursued,

will prove that a man may do nothing at all, never move hand

or foot, for his own advantage, unless he first, not only thinks,

but knows, it is his duty. Mr. Williams himself owns, p.

1 16, that all the duties, which God requires of us in his insti-

tuted worship, are privileges, as well as the Lord's supper :

And so is every other duty, which we are to do for our own

benefit. But all human actions are, upon the whole, either

good or evil : Every thing that we do as rational creatures, is

either a duty, or a sin ; and the neglect of every thing that is

our duty, is forbidden. So that we must never so much as

take a step, or move a finger, upon only a probable judgment

and hope ; but must first know it to be our duty, before we do

it : Nay, we must neither move, nor voluntarily forbear to

move, without a certainty of our duty in the case, one way or

other \

As to its beinp; alike difficult for men to know or be assured

of their moral sincerity, as of their real sanctificalion, I shall

speak to that under the next head i whereby it will appear a-

gain, another way, that this argument is vastly more agninst

Mr. Williams's scheme, than mine.
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SECTION XVL

A Consideration of Mt\ Williams's Defence of the

Tenth OlDJection, against //zd" Doctrine of the un-

lawfulness of unsanctified Mens coming to the

Lord's Supper, that it tends to the great Perplexi-

ty and Torment of many godly Men in their At-

tendance on this Ordinance,

MY Jirsi reply to this objection was, that it is for want oi

like tenderness of conscience, that the other doctrine which

insists on moral shiceritij^ does not naturally bring such as are

received on those principles, into as ^reat /ler/ilexities Mr.

Williams in his animadversion upon it says, " This is an as-

sertion which I take to be contrary to common sense, and the

experience of mankind ; and the allowing of it to be true,

must overthrow the law of nature, and cast infinite reproach

upon the Author of it.**

These are strong expressions ; but let us bring the matter

to the test of reasoti. The necessary qualification, on Mr.

Williams's principles, is moral sincerity, and a certain de-

gree of moral sincerity. For there is scarcely any man, that

lives under the light of the gospel, and is not an atheist or

deist, but what has some degree of moral sincerity, in some

things pertaining to Christianity and his duty ; some degree

of common faith, some degree of conviction of the need of

Christ, some desire of him, and moral willingness, though

from selfish considerations, to be good ; and some purpose to

endeavor a conformity to the covenant of Grace, and lo seek

salvation on the tcims of it. But how shall a man know what

is a sufficient degree of these things ? Mr. Williams has de-

termined the matter thus : That his belief of the doctrine of

the gospel, and moral willingness to be conformed to the cove-

nant of grace, must be imth his whole heart, p. 49, 5, 36.

A.nd that his conviction of his undone state without Christ
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must be drrfi ; and his desire of Christ and his benefitsycr-

Tnit^ and his purpose eumcut^ p. 75, 1 1, so as to induce him to

enter into covenant ivif/i all t/ie earnefttncHS he can^ and en-

gage him to use endeavors ivith m.i. the strength and fiower

that he has, p. 83, 32, 36.

Now how exceedingly difficult must it be for unsanctified

men to determine, with any assurance, whether they have

moral sincerity to such a degree ? How difficult for them to

know, whether their convictions are thus deefi ? Every one

that is used to deal with souls under conviction, knows, that

when they are indeed under deep convictions, they are espe-

cially apt to complain of the hardness of their hearts, and to

think their convictions are not deep. How difficult to deter-

mine, with any assurance, wlicther their assent rises so high,

that they can truly be said to believe with all their hearts ?

AVhethcr their moral willingness to be conformed to the cov-

enant of grace, be nvith their whole heart ? And whether they

are really engaged ivith all the solicitude they can, and are will-

ing to do all that they can ? These things, I am pretty sure,

are of vastly more difficult determination, than whether a

man has any true holiness, or not. For in the former case,

the determination is concerning the degree of things, that are

capable of an infinite variety of degrees ; some of which arc

nearer to, and others are farther from, the lowest sufficient

dcgi ce : And consequently some of the degrees that are not

sufficient, may yet be very near ; which renders the matter of

very difficult determination ; unspeakably more so, than when

what is to be distinguished, is the nature of things, which in

all degrees is widely diverse, and even contrary to that which

it is to be distinguished from : As is the case between saving

and common grace ; which Mr. Williams himself acknowl-

edges.* It is more easy to distinguish light from darkness,

though there may be inntmierable degrees of light, than to

dcttrmine the precise degree of light : And so it is more

• See his tcrmon on C/irnt a King and Witness^ p. 84, >fclierc he says, "Not-

wiihsta-iding ihc visible hkeiiess of nominal and real Christians, there is a

vi«ie dilTcrcrice, as there is between the subjects of Christ, and the s!av<^ of

the devil."
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easy to determine, whether a man be alive, or dead, than

whether there be exactly such a certain degree of vigor and

liveliness.

This moral sincenty which Mr. Williams insists on, is a

mo^r indeterminate, uncertain thing ; a phrase without any

certain, precise meaninc^ ; and must forever remain so. It

beinp: not deterniinfed how much men must be morally sin-

cere ; hcTj much they must believe with a moral sincerity ;

whether the deeply awakened and convinced sinner must be-

lieve, that God is absolutely sovereign ivith respect to his sal-

vation^ and that Christ is perfectly sufficient to save him in par-

ticular ; and to wliat degree of moral assent and consent, he

inust believe and embrace these things, and comply with tiie

terms of the covenant of grace ; whether he must be willing

to obey all God's commands, the most difficult, as well as the

most easy, and this in all circumstances, even the most diffi-

cult that can arise in providence ; or whether only in some

circumstances ; and what, and how many. The scripture

gives us many infallible rules, by which to distinguish saving-

grace, and common : But I know of no rules given in the

Bible, by which men may certainly determine ihis precise de-

gree of moral sincerity. So that if grace is not the thing

•which gives a right to sacraments in the sight of God, we

have no certain rule in the Bible, commensurate to the un-

derstanding of mankind, by which to determine when wc have

a right, and when not. Now let the impartial reader judge,

which scheme lays the greatest foundation for perplexity to

communicants, of tender consciences, concerning their quali-

fications for the Lord's supper ; and whether this argument

drawn from such a supposed tendency to such perplexity (if

there be any force in it) is not vastly more against Mr. Wil-

iiams's scheme, than mine.

And, here by the way, let it be noted, that by these things

it is again demonstrated, that the ninth objection^ the great ar-

gument considered in the preceding section, concerning the

necessity of a known right, in order to a lawful partaking, is

exceedingly more against Mr. Williams's principles, than

mine ; inasmuch as, on his principles, it h so much more
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clifFicult for men to know whether tlicy have a right, or have

{he prescribed qualification, or not.

I answered this arcjument in the accojid [)h>cc, by alleging

that this doctrine of the necessity of saving grace in order to

a right lo the Lord's supper, is not properly ti»e caiue of the

perplexities of doubting saints, in their attendance on this ov*-

dinancc ; lhouj;h it may be the occasion ; 15ut that their own
negliger.ce and sin is the true cause ; and that this doctrine

is no more the cause of these perplexities, than the doc-

trine of the necessity of saving grace in order to salvation, is

the cause of the perplexity of doubting saints when they come
to dir. Upon which Mr. Williams says, " There is no shad-

ow of resemblance of these cases, because death is no ordi-

nance, Sec. But if death is no ordinance, yet it is the requir-

ed duly of the saints to rjield tliemaclvcH to the Lord, and rcaigji

to the will of God, in their death. And in this respect the

cases arc exactly parallel, Xh^X perplexities are just so much
the co-.ificcjiicncc of the respective doctrines, in one case as in

the other ; that is, the perplexities of a doubling saint on a

death bed, the difficulty and trouble he meets with in resign-

ing himself to the will of God in dying, is just in the same

manner the consequence of the doctrine of the necessity of

saving grace in order to eternal salvation, as the perplexities

of a doubting saint at the Lord*s table arc. the consequence of

the doctrine of the necessity of srving grace in order to

-a right to the Lord's supper. And this is sufficient for my
purpose.

Mr. Williams himself says, in his answer to Mr. Croswell,

p. 122, ''Although there are comparatively few that obtain

assurance ; yet it is through their own sloth and negligence,

that ihcy do not. We fully agree with Mr. Perkins liiat a

man in this life may ordinarily be infallibly certain of his sal-

vation." So IVIr. Stoddard, in his sern»on on One good Sii^n,

says, "There is no necessity that the people of God should

lie under diirkhcss and temptation ; they may obtain assur-

ance." Now, if this be the case, then certainly there is no

justice in laying the temptation and uneasiness, which is the

cifcct of sloth and negligence, to the doctrine 1 maintain, in
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those that embrace it. It is a wise dispensation of God, that

he has so ordered thin^, that comfort in ordinances, and in

all duties, and under all providences, should be to be obtained

in a way of diligence ; and that slothfulness should be the

way to perplexity and uneasiness, and should be a way hedged

v.}! with thorns^ agreeable to Prov. xv. 19. That it is so order-

ed, is for the good of the saints, as it tends to turn them out

of this thorny path, into the way of diligence. And so this

doctrine, as it has this tendency, has a tendency in the end to

that solid peace and comfort, which is the happy fruit of their

holy diligence. And that, and not the saints* perplexity, is

properly the effect of this doctrine.

SECTION XVII.

Containing some further Observations on what is said

by Mr. Williams in support of the Thirteenth

Objection, concerning God's commanding all the

Members of the visible Church, that are not igno-

rant nor scandalous, to attend all external Cove-^

nant Duties,

IT has been already demonstrated (Sect. 8th of this third

part) that in this argument the question is begged, notwith-

standing what Mr. Williams has said to the contrary ; Avhich

sufficiently overthrows the whole argument. Nevertheless,

that I may pass by nothing, which such as are on Mr. Wil-

liams's side, may be likely to think material ; I will here

make some further observations on this objection, as repre-

sented and supported by Mr. Williams.

The chief thing that !ias the plausible appearance of argu-

ment in what Mr. Stoddard and Mr. Williams say on this

head, is this ; that " for God to require all who arc in cove-

nant to come to the Lord's supper, and yet to forbid them to
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come Ainconverled, is to suppo-iC, that he both con'imanch

-ihcm, and forbids tlicm at tlie sawfe time." And this ifj

lliought to be the more niauifcst, inasmuch as conversion in

jiot hi vien*i< flower. Thou'j;h it is not denied, but that God

justly requires men to be converted, or to be truly holy. See

p. 129j J.10.

To this I would say)

(I.) If when they speak of commanding and forbidding

at the same time, they inean Ciod's commanding; and forbid-

ding the same things at the same time, no such consequence

follows from niy principles. For that thing, and tliat only,

which I suppose God requires of any, is to come to the

Lord's supper with a sanctified heart ; and that this God re-

quires at all times', and never forbids at any ijyne ; and that to

come without this qualification, is what he al-vau/i forbids and

requires at no time. So that 'what he requires, at the same

time he forbids somethings is not the same thing that he for-

bids ; but a very diflerent and contrary one : And it is no ab-

surdity, to suppose, that God requires one thing, and forbids a

contrary thing at the same time.

To illustrate this by an example : It was the duty of the

Jews at Jerusalem, openly to confess Christ, to own him as

the Me.'fsia/i^ at that hour when he was led av/ay to be cruci-

fied, and openly to tesiity their adoring respect to him on that

extraordinary occasion. But yet they did not believe him to

be the Menf^iah and could not believe it (many of ihem at least)

since they looked on his present, abject circumstance? as a

demonstration, that he was not the Messiah. It was beyond

their p()^^ er, at least at once, in that instant to give their as-

sent, will, all their hearts to such a supposition. Nor was it

in their power, to exercise an adoring respect to him : For,

besides their strong prejudices, most of them were judicially

hardened, and given up to a spirit of unbelief and obstinate

rejection of him ; as appears by that account, John xii. 39,

40. " Therefore they could not believe, because that Fsaias

said again, lie hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their

heart, that they should not see whh their eyes," 8cc. Sec also

Luke xix. 41, 42, and Malth. xiii. 14, 15. And yet it would
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have been unlawful for them to have made a lying profession ;

to profess, that they believed him to be the Messiah, and that

they received and loved him as such, when at the same lime

they hated him, and did not believe he was the Messiah. But

here is no requiring and forbidding the same thing at the same

time : For the only thing required of them was, to have faith

and love, and to testify it ; which was not at all forbidden.

(2.) None of the difficulties which Mr. Stoddard or Mr.

"Williams objects, either God's supposed requiring impossi-

bilities, or his requiring and forbidding at the same time, do

follow, any more on my principles, than on Mr. Williams's.

Mr. Williams maintains, that God calls men this moment to

enter into covenant with him, and commands them to do it,

p. i28. One thing implied in this, according to his own fre-

quent explanation of visibly entering into covenant, is profess-

ing a belief of the fundamental doctrines of Christianity.

Now therefore we will suppose a man to be a candidate for

baptism, who has been brought up in Arianiam ; and i\

strongly persuaded, that the doctrine of the Trinity is not

true : Yet he is this moment required to profess that doc-.

trine ; but has no ability in a moment to believe the doctrine,

because he does not at present see the evidence of it. For as

Mr. Williams himself says, in sermon on Christ a King and

tVitness p. 91, 92. " The understanding cannot be brought to

yield its assent to any truth, which it does not see the truth or

apprehend the evidence of. If you would hire him with cart-

loads, or shiploads of gold and silver ; if you would imprison

him, whip him, burn him ; you cannot make him believe a

thing to be true, which he apprehends to be incredible, or

which he sees no sufficient reason to believe." Now there-

fore, what shall the man do, on Mr. Williams's principles ?

He is commanded to profess the doctrine of the Trinity, which

must be professed in order to be lawfully baptized in the name
of the Trinity ; and, on Mr. Williams's principles, he is com-
manded to do it this moment : Yet also on his principles, if the

man professes it, and is not morally sincere, or knows he does

not believe it, he is guilty of horriblefalsehood and prcvarica-

VoL. I. 3R
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Hon ; which God doubtless forbids. Therefore here is cer-

tainly as much of an appearance of commanding and forbid-

ding the same thing at the same lime, as in the other case.

Every busl^andman in Israel, that lived even in Christ's

time, was required to offer a basket of the first fruits ; and

"vvas commanded, wh^n he offered it, solemnly to make that

profession, concerning the principal facts relating to the re-

demption out of Egypt, which is prescribed in Deut. xxvi. 5

....10. " A Syrian ready to perish was my father," Sec. Now
supposing there had been an Israelite, who did not believe the

truth of all these facts, which came to pass so many ages be-

fore (as there are now many in Christendom, who do not be-

lieve the facts concerning Jesus Christ) and continued in his

unbelief, until the very moment of his offering ; God pe-

remptorily requires him lo make this profession ; yet none

will say, that he may lawfully profess these things, at the

same time when he does not believe them to be true. How-
ever, here is no commanding and forbidding the same thing

at the same time : Because, though God required the Jews

to make this profession, yet the thing required was to believe

it and profess it. Though some might not believe it, nor be

able for the present to believe it ; yet this inability arose from

depravity and wickedness of heart, which did not at all excuse

their unbe}icf, for one moment.* Mr. Williams himself owns,

• This instance may shew us, that God's requiring all Israel to enter into

covenant with him, and seal their covenant in the passovcr, will not prove,

that it was lawful for any to avouch the Lord to be their God, and promise

and swear they would perform universal and pcrjcvering obedience, wken ac

she same moment they had no love to God, and even then, while speaking

the words, continued in an habitual, wilful disobedience to God's commands,

and were willing slaves to the devil. Nor will it follow, from these com-

mands given to the Israelites, concerning their covenanting with God, and

sealing their covenant, that God ever did, since the foundation of the world,

appoint or command any other covenanting with him, than a* giving up them

selvci wholly and without reserve, both soul and body, both heart and life;

or that ever he appointed or commanded any covenanting, wherein men give

1 part, and keep back a part, give him the outi.ide, and keep back the noblest

and best part, the heart, will and affections, fcr sin and S.iian ; or that there

IS any such covenant of God in being ; or that such eovcnanting baj rot al-
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p. 129, that God may require those things which are out of

men's natural power.

Now this may be laid down as a truth, of easy and plain ev-

idence : If God may require what wicked meriy while siecJi^ are

tmable to fierform^ then he may also require those things which

are connected with it^ aJid de/iend on it, and which^ if the other

be done
J

they would be able to do, and might do, apd without

which they may not do it. So, if God may require an unsancti-

fied man to love him, then he may require him to testify and

profess his love, as I suppose Chtistians do in the act of par-

taking of the Lord's supper ; and yet it not bi; lav/ful for him
to testify and profess love, when he has it not.

ways been as much without foundation in any institution of God, as any g»

the spurious sacraments of the church of Rome ; or that it has not always

been strictly forbidden of God ; or that it is not absolutely and in itself sin-

ful and unlawful, truly as the act of Ananias aud Sapphirn.

END OF 'I HE FIRST V GLUME.
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