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REPLY
TO

MR. PHILIP CAHY'S solemn CALL;
Wherein he pretends to answer all the Arguments of

Me. ALLEN,
Mr. BAXTER,
Mk. SYDENHAM,

Mr. SEDGWICK,
Mr. ROBERTS, anb
Dr. BURTHOGGE,

For the Right oi Believers Infants to BAPTISM.

By proving the law at Sinai, and the Covenant of Circumcision
with Abraham, were the very same with Adam's Covenant of
Works, and that because the Gospel-covenant is absolute.

A friendly Preface to the Author of the Soleirrm Call,

and the more discreet and charitable of the Party con-

cerned with him in this Controversy.

Christian Friends^

T HEN we open our Bibles, and read that text, 1 Cor. i. 10.

we have cause to deal with it as Origen once did by another scrip-

ture, even close the book and weep over it, in consideration of the

weak and feeble influences such melting words, delivered with such a
pathos, have upon the hearts of professors this day. " Now, I be-
*' seech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that
'' ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions among
'^ you, but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind,
" and in the same judgment."

/ beseechyou] He dips the nail in oil, that itmay drive the easier. /
beseech you, brethreii] A compellation breathing sweetness and affec-

tion, and should drop from our lips into each others ears with the same
effect that word once did upon the ears of Benhadad's servants, My
brother Benhadad. Sirs, (said Moses to the striving Israelites) yeare
brethren. O when shall the church become a true Philadelphia ?

I beseechyou, brethren, by the name ofour LordJesus Christ] or as

you love Jesus Christ, ut quantumipsum amant tantumsiudeant con-
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cordice, saith Calvin ; Be as studious ofconcord as you are free in pro-

fessing love to Christ.

That tJi£re be no divisions] or rents among you ; a 2;^/<r/xa^, schism,

or rent in the church, is much the same, and altogether as dangerous

as a 2ra<r/;, or sedition in the commonwealth, and harder to be cured.

For as the Lord Verulam truly observes, Differences amongst perse-

cuting enemies and the church, are like the strivings of the Egyptian
with the Israelite, which Moses quickly ended by knocking down the

Egyptian ; but dissensions in the church are like the striving of

one Israelite with another; and all that Moses can do to quiet and
part these, is only by fair and gentle words, and reiuinding them
that they are brethren.

Great is the mischief of divisions among Christians ; and the less

the grounds and causes are, the greater always is the sin and mischief

of them. In the primitive church contentions grew fervent about

meats lawful and unlawful, which did not profit, the meaning is, it

greatly damnified them that were occupied therein, Heb. xiii. 9.

Practical religion among them grew cold, as disputations about these

trifles grew fervent.

The readiest way to cool such heats is, by discovering the trivial na-

ture of the matter contended about ; as Demosthenes appeased the

tumult among the people raised by a small occasion, by relating to

them the story of a man that hired an ass to carry him a journey, but
the sun shining fervent, he was forced to quit her back, and betake

himself to her shadow ; the owner withstood him, alleging, that he
had hired the body of the ass, but her shadow was not in the bargain

;

and so the contention between them grew as hot as the sun. Many
such trifles have raised great contentions in the world, witness the

great contention betwixt the Eastern and Western church about
keeping of Easter.

Other points there are of greater moment, about which good men
contend, and yet these oftentimes are magnified much above their true

intrinsical value. So I am sure it is in the controversy before us. Mr.
Cary tells us, that these things will be found at length to be of highest

concernment unto us, and must therefore be our most serious prac-

tice, p. 243. If so, then the proper subject of baptism must be one of
those that is of greatest weighty and the profession thereof the very
Schibboleth to distinguish one person from another in matters of re-

ligion. No wonder therefore the fires of contention are blown up to

such a vehement heat, even in such an improper season ; much like

the contentions among the 'Engiishjugitives at Frankfort, when their

brethren were frying in the flames at Smithfield. Just so we must be
scuffling, whilst thousands of our brethren are bleeding in Ireland.

Had we a true sense of the quality of the subjects, or the unseasonable-
ness of the time, it should certainly allay those heats among us. Did
we see who stand by, and look with pleasure upon our follies, it

would quickly allay our hearts. Tertullian tells the Christians of his
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time, that they were Hke the Funarabulones, or men that walk upon

hopes, the least tread awry might be their ruin, so narrowly did their

enemies watch them.

Sirs, the peace, safety, and honour, of the dissenting interest are

things of too great value to be hazarded amongst the hands of our

common enemies. You may fancy they will neglect the advantage

you give them ; but if they do, the devil will call them fools for it.

Hr. Herle tells us of a king's fool, who wrote down the king himself

in his table among his brother-fools, because he had trusted an Af-

rican stranger with four thousand pounds to buy Barbary horses. The
kingasked him how he would make him amends, if the stranger should

come again .^ AVhy then (said he) I'll blot your name out ofmy table

of fools, and write down the African in your stead. Think not our

enemies are such fools to neglect the advantage we cast into their hands.

It is a weighty note of Livy, Consilia non dant homines rehus^ sed

res hominibus ; Men do not counsel things, but time and things

counsel men. Methinks the postures of times and affairs give us

better counsels than we seem to be governed by in such work as this.

Divisions of forty years standing and more, about infants baptism,

have eaten up the time, wasted the spirits, and alienated the hearts of

English professors, divided them both in society and love ; by reason

"vvhereof God's pleasant plant in this resembles the bramble, which

taking root at both ends, by reason of the rencounters of the sap, com-

monly withers in the middle. Your brethren, in their Narrative

from their General-Assembly, make a sad and sensible complaint of

withering in the power of godliness. And truly we as well as they

may complain with the church, We do allfade as a leaf: The Lord
help us to discern the true cause, whether it be not the misplacing

of our zeal, our being cold where we should be fervent, and fervent

hot where it should be cold ; and whether the eating up of so much
time and study about baptizing of infants, have not kept us these

forty years in the infancy of our graces ?

I well remember that blessed time, when o^irs and yours were terms

almost unknown amongst professors in England. When their affec-

tions and prayers melted and mingled together sweetly in days of hu-

miliation, and other duties of edifying and heavenly communion ; and

then churches began to flourish, and the graces of Christians every

where flourished, and became fruitful : but no sooner did the saints

divide in society and affection, but these pleasant blossoms were nipt by

it, as by a frosty morning, the church formed itself as it were, into

two armies set in battalia against each other. It was now with us

much like as it is said of the amphisbcna^ that hath an head at either

end, of which neither can well move without the consent of both ;

but, if each move a contrary way, the body tears in the middle. I

doubt not butmany that differed from us belonged to Christ, the same

Jicad with us; and yet it is past doubt, that many who seemed to be

of us were headed by Satan ; and quickly discovered themselves to
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be SO, by running farther than we first, or you next, imagined, even

into Quakerism, Socinianism, Ranterism, and the foulest puddle and
sink of complicated errors ; of which an imperial stranger, under the

name of HonoriusReggius, amy^aiiixarutug, Georgius Hornius having

heard the report in his own country, came over on purpose into

England for his particular and perfect information, and hath given

the foreign churches a full and sad account thereof in a Latin narra-

tive, which I have by me ; whereby I find, that, if the Lord in mercy
to us had not let in a third party with the common calamity upon
us all, we ourselves must in all probability have mutually ruined each

other. But God saw other hands fitter for such dirty work than

ours ; and now it was time to reflect upon former follies, and renew
our ancient acquaintance in the common gaols. And, through the

goodness of God, this did somewhat allay the heats of good men, and
gave us fresh hopes of an hearty and lasting redintegration. We
hoped the furnace might have purged our dross, and melted our
hearts into unity, both by discovering the evils for which the Lord
afflicted us, and the sincerity of the sufferers hearts under those trials.

' Christians, (saith Mr. Jenkins) if we must die, let us die like men,
' by an unanimous holy contention against the common enemy ; not
' like fools, by giving him our sword, and destroying one another
* by schisms in our own bowels.'

But alas ! alas ! no sooner is the rod of our backs, and a respite

from sufferings given us, but we are presently sounding an alarm to

the battle again, and, to my sorrow, myself unavoidably engaged
therein.

Friends, I have a witness in many of your bosoms, how peaceably

and respectfully I have always carried it towards you, even to such a
degree as began to bring me under the suspicion ofsome ofyour party,

that I was inclining to their opinion, though I did not openly pro-

fess it. But the true reasons of my moderation in this point were,

(1.) That I ever did, and still do look upon many of you as Christians,

sound in the other great doctrines of the gospel. (2.) That there are

difficulties in this controversy which may puzzle the minds of well-

meaning Christians. (3.) I highly value the peace of the churcJu
and durst do nothing that tended to keep open the breaches upon a
controversy of this nature, you being for purity in doctrine and
worship in most other controverted points, as well as we. (4.) I oh-

served how rare a thing it is for engaged parties to give ground.

Qui velit mgenio cedere, varus erit.

' Mad disputants to reason seldom yield.'

(5.) My head, heart, and hands have been filled with better em-
ployments, from which I am extremely loth to be diverted. If Bcl-
larmine turned with loathing from school-divinity, because it wanted
the sweet juice of piety, much more may I turn from such perverse dis-

putes as these : Sure I may find as fair expositions of scripture, and



322 A FKIEKBLY rHEFACE TO THE AUTIIOK.

and as accurate and legitimate distinctions among the school-men, as \n

Mr, Tombes' Examen and Apology ; or (which for the most part is

but a transcript of both) in Mr. Gary's Solemn Call. But I see I must

not be my own chuser ; I cannot now be both silent and innocent

;

for in this Solemn Call I find the great doctrines of God's covenants

abused by my neighbour ; the books dispersed into many families re-

lated to me in this place, one of them delivered to me by the Author's

own hands, with a pressing desire to give my judgment upon it:

Several objections which I privately and seasonably sent him to pre-

vent the sin and folly of his attempt, pretended to be answered from

p. 164. ad p. 183. Thus I am necessarily brought into the field of

controversy : whither I come not a volunteer^ but a pressed man

;

not out of choice, but necessity. And now I am here, I resolve to

be only Adversarius litis, nan personoe, an adversary in the con-

troversv, not to the person, especially of my friendly neighbour.

Neither would I have appeared thus publicly against him, if dif-

ferences could have been accommodated, and the evil prevented, in

a more private way ; in order thereunto, I have punctually observed

and kept the rules and measures of friendship.

It is possible some may judge ray stile against him to be too sharp;

but if they please to read the conclusion of his Call, and myAnswer,
I presume they will find enough to make atonement for that fault,

if it be a fault. It is from the nature of the matter before me, not

from defect of charity to the person or party, that I am forced to

be so plain and pungent as I am.

To conclude, I suspect this very preface may be also censured

for its plainness and tediousness. I confess, when times are busy

we should be brief; and I am persuaded a sufficient preface may
be contracted into four words, auu Teoi/Miojv y.ai 'ra&ujv, without pre-

face or passions. However, I have a little eased my own heart, by

discharging my duty to my differing brethren, and pleased myself,

if not them.

The God of peace create peace in all the borders of Sion, beat

our swords into plow-shares, and our spears into pruning-hooks ;

I mean, our polcmicals into practicals ; that Jerusalem may once

more be a city compact, and no more terrible to herself, but only

to her enemies, as an army with banners. This, brethren, is the

prayer, and sliall ever be the endeavour of,

Your Friend and Servant in Christ,

JOHN FLAVEL.
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PROLEGOMENA.

XjEFORE we enter into the main controversy, it will be necessary

to acquaint the reader, why I begin with the middle of the book

;

and it is because I there find these three principles or positions, on
which the other parts of his discourse are superstructed ; and these

being destroyed, his other discourses are but arence, sine calse. I

properly therefore begin with the foundation.

Next I shall shew how far we are agreed in the matters here con-

troverted, and where it is in each of these that the controversy indeed

Hes betwixt us. And as to

I. Position^ viz.

That the Sinai law is the same with Adam's covenant (yf worhs^

made in paradise.

The difference betwixt us here is not (1.) Whether both these

be called covenants in Scripture ? Nor (2.) Whether there was no
grace at all in both, or either of them ; for we are agreed, it is grace

in God to enter into covenant with man, whatever that covenant be.

Nor (3.) Whether the Sinai law be not a covenant of works to some
men, by their own fault and occasion ? Nor (4.) Whether the scrip-

tures do not many times speak of it in that very sense and notion

wherein carnaljusticiaries apprehend and take it ; and by rejecting

Christ, make it so to themselves ? Nor (5.) Whether the very mat-
ter of the law ofnature be not revived and represented in the Sinai
law? These are not the points we contend about. But the ques-

tion is, Whetlier the Sinai law do in its own nature, and according to

God's purpose and design in the,promulgation of it, revive the law of
nature, to the same ends and uses it served to in Adam's covenant;
and so be properly and truly a covenant of works ? Or whether God
had not gracious and evangelical ends and purposes, viz. By such a
dreadful representation of the severe and impracticable terms of the
first covenant, instead of obliging them to the personal and punctual
observance of them for righteousness and life, he did not rather de-

sign to convince them of the impossibihty of legal righteousness, hum-
ble proud nature, and shew them the necessity ofbetaking themselves
to Christ, now exhibited in the new covenant, as the only refuge to

fallen sinners. The latter I defend according to the Scriptures, the

former Mr. Cary seems to assert and vehemently argue for.

2dZz/, In this controversy about the Sinai law, I do not iind Mr.
Cary distinguish (as he ought) betwixt the law considered more large-

ly and complexly, as containing both the moral and ceremonial law,

for both which it is often taken in Scripture, and more strictly for the

moral law only, as it is sometimes used in Scripture. These two he
Vol. VI, X
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makes one and the same covenant qficorks ; though there be some
that doubt whether the mere moral laze, may not be a covenant of
works ; yet I never met with any man before, that durst affirm the

ceremonial laic, which is so full of Christ, to be so; and to this law
it is that circumcision appertains.

^dJy, The moral law, strictly taken for the ten commandments, is

not by him distinguished (as it ought to be, and as the scripture fre-

quently doth) according to God's intention and design in the promul-
gation of it, which was to add it as an appendix to the promise. Gal.

iii. 19. and not to set it up as an opposite covenant, Gal. iii. 21. as

the carnalJews, mistaking and perverting the use and end of the

law, and making it to themselves a covenant of works, by making it

the very rule and reason of their justification before God, Rom. ix.

32, 33. Rom. x. 3. These things ought carefully to have been distin-

guished, forasmuch as the whole controversy depends on this double

sense and intention of the law ; yea, the very denomination of that

law depends hereon : for I affirm, it ought not to be denominated from

the abused and mistaken end of it amongst carnal men, but from the

true scope, design and end for which God published it after the fall :

and though we find such expressions as these in Sci'ipture, " The man
" that doth them shall live in them ;" and, " Cursed is every one
'' that continueth not in all things," Sec. yet these respecting the law,

not according to God's intention, but man's corruption and abuse of

it, the law is not thereby to be denominated a covenant of works.

God's end was not to justify them, but to try them by that terrible

dispensation, Exod. xx. 20. whether they would still hanker after

that natural way of self-righteousness ; for this end God propounded

the terms of the first covenant to them on Sinai, not to open the way
of self-justification to them, but to convince them, and shut them up
to Christ ; just as our Saviour, Matth. xix. 17. puts the young man
upon keeping the commandments not to drive him from, but neces-

sitate him to himself in the way of faith.

The law in both these senses is excellently described, Gal. iv. in

that allegory of Hagar and Sarah, the figures of the two covenants.

Hagar, in her first and proper station was but a serviceable handmaid

to Sarah, as the law is a schoolmaster to Christ ; but when Hagar the

handmaid is taken in Sarah's bed, and brings forth children that as-

pire to the inheritance, then saith the Scripture, " Cast out the bond-
" woman with her son." So it is here ; take the law in its primary

use, as God designed it, as a schoolmaster or handmaid to Christ and

the inomisc, so it is consistent with them, and excellently subservient

to them ; but if we marry this handmaid, and espouse it as a covenant

of works, then are we bound to it for life, Rom. vii. and must have

nothing to do with Christ. The believers of the Old Testament had
true apprehensions of the right end and use of the law, which direct-

ed them to Christ, and so they became children of the free-woman.

The carnal Jews trusted to the works of the law for righteousness.
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hnd so became the children of the bond-woman ; but neither could

be children of both at once, no more than tlie same man can na-

turally be born of two mothers. This is the difference betwixt U9

about the first position. And as to the

II. Position,

That Ahrahairi's covenant^ Gen. xvii. is an Adani's covenant of
works also^ because circumcision was annexed to it, which obliged

men to keep the n^hole law.

The controversy betwixt us in this point, is not whether circunici-

sion were an ordinance of God, annexed by him to his covenant with

Abraham ? Nor (2.) Whether Abraham's ordinary and extraordina-

ry seed ought to be, and actually were signed by it? Nor, (-S.) Whe-
ther it were a seal of the righteousness of faith to any individual per-

son, for he allows it to be so to Abraham ? Nor (4.) Whether it per-

tained to the ceremonial law, and so must cease at the death of Christ?

J3ut the difference betwixt us is, Whether (1.) It was a seal of the

covenant to none but Abraham ? And (2.) W^hether in the very na-

ture of the act-, or only from the intention of the agent, it did oblige

men to keep the whole law, as Adam was obliged to keep it in inno-

cency ? (.'^5.) Whether it were utterly abolished at the death ofChrist,

as a condition of the covenant ofworks ? or being a sign of the same
covenant ofgrace we are now under, it be not succeeded by the new
gospel-sign, which is baptism? Mr. Cary affirms, that it was in itselfa
condition of the covenant of works, and being annexed to God's cove-

nant with Abraham, Gen. xvii. it made that a true Adam's covenant

ofworks also. This I utterly deny, and say, Abraham's covenant was
a true covenant of grace. (2.) That circumcision was a seal of

righteousness of faith, and therefore could not possibly belong to the

covenant of works. (3.) That as it was applied both to the ordinary

and extraordinary infant-seed of Abraham, during that administra-

tion of the covenant, so it is the will of Christ that baptism should
take its place under the gospel, and be applied now to the infant-seed

of all Abraham's spiritual children. These are the things wherein
we differ about the second position. And lastly, as to the

III. Position.

That neither Moses"" law, Exod. xx. nor God's covenant with Abra-
ham. Gen. xvii. can be any other than an Adam^s covenant ofworks^
because they have each ofthem conditions in them on man s part ; but

thegospel-CQvenanthath none at all, but is altogetherfree andabsolute.

The controversy here betwixt us is not (1.) Whether the gospel-

covenant requires no duties at all of them that are under it ? Nor
(2.) Whether it required any such conditions as were in Adam's co-

venant, namely, perfect, personal, and perpetual obedience, under
the severest penalty of a curse, and admitiing no place of repentance ?

Nor, (3.) Whether any condition required by it on oz^?*part, have any
thing in its own nature meritorious of the benefits promised ? Nor
(4.) Whether we be able in our own strength, and by the power of

X2
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our free-will, ^\4t"hout the preventing as well as the assisting grace of
God, to perform any such work or duty as we call a condition 9 In
these things we have no controversy ; but the only question betwixt
us is,

Whether in the new covenant some act ofours (though it have no
merit in it, nor.can be done in our own single strength) be not re-

quired to be performed by us, antecedently to a blessing or privilege

consequent by virtue of a promise ? And whether such an act of
duty, being ofa suspending nature to the blessing promised, it have
not the true and proper nature o^ a gospel-condition ? This I affirm,

and he positively denies.

These three ^o.577io?i* being confuted, and the contrary well con-
firmed, viz. that the law at Sinai was not set up by God as an Adam's
covenant, to open the old way of righteousness and lifeby works; but
was added to the promise, as subservient to Christ in its design and
use, and consequently can never be a pure Adam's covenant of works.
And, secondly^

That Abraham's covenant, Gen. xvii. is the very same covenant of
grace we are now under ; and, (9,dlij,) That circumcision in the na-

ture of the act did not oblige all men to keep the whole law for righ-

teousness. And (3f%,)

That the neiv covenant is not absolutely and wholly unconditional,

though notwithstanding a most free and gracious covenant; the pil-

lars on which Mr. Gary sets his new structure sink under it, and the
building falls into ruins.

I have not here taken i\Ir. Gary's two Syllogisms, proving Abra-
ham's coc;^?ia?z^ to hQ2i covenantofworks, because I find myself therein

prevented by that ingenious and learned man, Mr. Whiston, in his late

answer to Mr. Grantham. Neither have I particularly spoken to his

twenty-three arguments to prove the Sinai law to be a pureAdam's co-

venant, hQQ,?LU?>Qfrustrajitper2:)lura, qiiodfieri, 'potest perpauciora :

I have overthrown them all together at one blow, by evincing every

argument to have four terms in it, and so proves nothing. But I

have spoken to all those scriptures which concern our four jyo.yi^iow^,

andfully vindicated them from the injurious senses to which Mr. Gary
(following Mi\ Tombes) had wrested them.

These things premised, I shall only further add, that if Mr. Gary
shall attempt a reply to my answer, and free his own theses from
the gross absurdities with which I have loaded them, he must plainly

and substantially^ prove against me,

(1.) That the Sinai law, according to its true scope and end, was
promulgated by God for man's justification and happiness in the

way of personal obedience ; and that the Jews, that did accordingly

endeavour after righteousness by the works of the law, did not mis-

take its true end and meaning ; or if they did, and thereby made it

what God never intended it to be, a covenant ofworks to themselves,

that the Sinai law ought rather to be denominated from their mistake
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and abuse of it, than from its primary and proper use, and God's

design in its promulgation.

(2.) He must prove against me, with the Uke evidence of truth, that

circumcision discovered no more of man's native corruption, nor any

more of his remedy by Christ; nor sealed to any person whatsoever

the righteousness of faith, than Adam's covenant in paradise did ; and
that it did in its own nature oblige all upon whom it passed, to the

same terms of obedience that Adam's covenant obliged him. And,
(3.) That there is not to be found in the new covenant any such

act or duty of ours, as hath been described and limited above ; which

is of a suspending nature to the benefits therein granted. x\nd,

(4.) That the respective expositions he gives of the several texts to

be explained and vindicated, are more congruous to the scope and
grammar than mine are, and more agreeable to the current sense of

orthodox' expositors ; and then he shall be sure to receive an answer-

able return from me, else it is but labour lost to write again.

A •

REPLY
TO

Mr. PHILIP GARY'S Solemn Call, &c.

X HE book I have undertaken to animadvert briefly upon, bears

the title of a solemn call ; but I am not so much concerned with the

solemnity, as I am with the authority of this call. Not how it is,

but whose it is. If it be the call of God, it must be obeyed though
it be to part not only with \\\q privileges, but lives of our dearest chil-

dren ; but then we had need to be very well assured it is the call of

God, else we are guilty at once of the highest folly, and basest treach-

ery, to part with so rich an inheritance, conveyed by God's covenant

with Abraham, to us believing Gentiles, and our seed, at Mr. Gary's

call.

You direct your Solemn Call to all that would he oztmedas Chrisfs

JmthJiU witnesses.

Here you are too obscure and general : do you mean, all that would
be owned by you, or by Christ ? If you mean, that we must not ex-

pect to be owned by you till we renounce infants baptism, you tell us

no news, for you have long since turned your back upon our minis-

try and assemblies: yet,methinks it is strange, that we who were lately

owned as Christ's faithful witnesses, under our late sufferings, must
now be disowned by you, when we liave liberty to amplify and con-

X3
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firm our testimony in the peaceful improvement of our common
liberty.

But if your meaning be, (as I strongly suspect it is) that we must
not expect to be owned bv Christ, except we give up infants baptism ;

then, I sav, it is the most uncharitable, as well as unwarrantable, and
dangerous censure that ever dropt from the pen ofa sober Christian.

It is certainly your great evil to lay salvation itself on such a point as

the proper subject of baptism, and to make it articulus stantis velca-

dentis religion'is^ the very basis on which the whole Christian religion,

audits professors salvation must stand. I hope the rest ofyour breth-

ren are more charitable than yourself; but however it be, I do openly

profess, that I ever have, and still do own you, and many more of your

persuasion, for my brethren in Christ, and am persuaded Christ will

own you too, notwithstanding your many errors and mistakes about

the lesser and lower matters of religion. Nor need your censure

much to afreet us, as long as we are satisfied you have neither a fa-

culty nor commission thus solemnly to pronounce it upon us.

But what is the condition upon which this dreadful sentence de-

pends ? wh}^, it is our attendance or non-attendance to the primitive

purity of the gospel-doctnne.

Sir, I hope we do attend it, and, in some respects, better than some

great pretenders to primitive purity, who have cast off not only the

initiating sign of God's covenant, (this did not Abraham) but also

that most comfortable and ancient ordinance o^ singing Psnlms : and

what other primitive ordinance of God may be cashiered next, who
can tell ?

AVe have a witness in our bosom, that the defence of Chrisfs pure

icoj'ship and institution hath cost us something; and as for me, were I

convinced by all that you have here said, or any of your friends, that

in baptizing the infants of believers, we did really depart from the pri-

mitive purity, I would renounce it, and turn Anabaptist the same day.

But really, sir, this discourse ofyours hath very much convinced

me of the weakness and sickliness of your cause, which is forced to

seek a new foundation, and is here laid by you upon such a founda-

tion as must inevitably ruin it, if your party, as well as yourself,

have but resolution enough to venture it thereupon.

And it appears to me very probable, that they intend to fight us

upon the new ground you have here chosen and marked out for them,

bvthehigh encomiums they give your hook in their epistles to it, where-

in they tell us, your notions are ofso rare a nature, that you are not

beholden to any otherJvr them ; and it is a wonder if you should, for

I think it never entered into any sober Christian's head before you,

that Abraham's covenant. Gen. xvii. was the very same with Adam's

covenant made in paradise ; or that Moses, Abraham, and all the

elect of God in those days were absolutely under the very rigour and

tyranny of the covenant gfzvorl's, and at the same time under the

covenant ofgrace, and all the blessings and privileges thereof; with
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•many otlier such rare notions, of which it is pity but you should

have the sole propriety.

I am particularly concerned to detect your dangerous mistakes,

both in love ioyoitr oicn soul, and care of itit/ people's, amongst whom
you have dispersed them ; though I foresee by M. E's epistle to

9/our boolc, what measure I am like to have for my plain and faithful

deahng with you : for if that gentleman, upon a mere surmise and pre-

sumption that one or otlier would oppose your book, dare adventure
to call your unknown answer, before he ever put pen to pa])er, a
man-piease?; a quarreller at reformation, and rank him with the Pa-
pists, which opposed the faithful for their non-conformity to their

inventions ; what must I expect from such rash censurers, for my
sober, plain, and rational confutation of your errors ?

As to the controversy betwixt us, you truly say, in your title page,
and many parts of your boolc, and your brethren comprobate it in

their epistles, that the main arguments made use ofby the Pasdo-bap-
tists, for the support of their practice, are taken from the covenant
of God with Abraham, Gen. xvii. You call this the very hinge of
the controversy ; and therefore ifyou can but prove this to be the very
same covenant ofworks with that made with Adam m paradise, we
shall then see what improvements you will quickly make of it.

Ay, sir, you are sensible of the advantage, no less than a complete
victory you shall obtain by it : and therefore being a more hardy and
adventurous man than others, put desperately upon it, (which never
any before you durst attempt) to prove Abraham's covenant, which
stands so much in the way of your cause, to be a mere covenant of
works, and therefore now abolished.

My proper province is to discover here, that part of thefoundation
(I mean Abraham's coveiiant) whence our divines with great strength
and evidence, deduce the right of believers infants to baptism now.
Next, to evince the absurdity of your assertions, and arguments you
bring to destroy it : And, lastly, to reflect, briefly upon the answers
you give in the beginning of your book, to those several texts of scrip-

ture pleaded by the learned and judicious divines you oppose, for
the justification of infants baptism.

(1.) Those that plead God's covenant with Abraham, Gen. xvii. as
a scripture-foundation for ba])tizing believers infants under the gos-
pel, proceed generally upon these four grounds or principles.

(1.) That God's covenant with Abraham, Gen. xvii. was the same
covenant for substance we Gentile believers are now under; and they
substantially prove it from Luke i. from the 54th to the 74th verse

;

which place evidently shews the sameness of the covenant of grace
they were, and we are now under; and from Matth. xxi. 41, 43. the
same vineyard and kingdom the Jews then had, is now let out to us
Gentiles; and from Rom. xi. that the Gentile Christians are grafted
into the same olive-tree, from which the Jews were broken off for

X4



830 A REPLY TO Mil.

their unbelief; and that the blessing ofAbraham cometh now upon
the Gentiles, Gal. iii. 8, 14, 16. And in a word, that the partition-

wall bet\\axt them and us is now pulled down ; and that we, through
faith, are let into the self-same covenant, and all the privileges they

then enjoyed, Eph. ii. 13.

(2.) They assert and prove, that in Abraham's covenant the infant-

seed were taken in with their parents, and that in token thereof,

they were to have the sign of the covenant applied to them, Gen.
xvii. 9.

(3.) They affirm and prove. That the promise of God to Abra-
ham and his seed, with the privileges thereof to his children, do, for

the substance of them, descend to believers now, and their seed, Actsii.

38, 39. and though the external sign, viz. circumcision^ be changed,

yet baptism takes its place under the gospel. Col. ii. 11, 12.

(4.) They constantly affirm, that none of those grants or privileges

made to the infant-seed of Abraham's family, were ever repealed or

revoked by Christ or his apostles; and therefore believers children

are now in the rightful possession of them ; and that therefore there

needed no new command or promise : In Abraham's covenant we
find our duty to sign our children ^vith the sign of the covenant ; and

in Abraham's promise we find God's gracious grant to our children,

as well as his, especially since the apostle directs us, in this very re-

spect, to the covenant of God with Abraham, Acts ii, 38, 39.

These, sir, are the principles on which we lay (as you say) great

stress, and which to this day you have never been able to shake down;
here therefore you attempt a new method to do it, by proving this

covenant is now abolished ; and this is your method, in which

you promise yourself great success : Three things yon pretend to

prove

;

(1.) That the Sinai covenant, Exod. xx.

(2.) That Abraham's covenant, Gen. xvii. are no gospel-cove-

nants ; and that because,

(3.) The gospel-covenant is absolute and unconditional.

How you come to hook in the Mosaic covenant into this controver-

sy, is not very evident, unless you think it were easy for you to prove

that to be a covenant ofucorks ; and then Abraham's covenant, Gen.

xvii. being an Old Testament covenant, were the more easily proved

to be of the same nature. I am obliged to examine your three posi-

tions above noted, and if I evidence to the world the falsity of tliem,

the cause you manage is so far lost, and the right of believers infants

to baptism stands firm upon its old and sure foundation. I begin

therefore with your

1. Position.

That the covenant made with Israel, on mount Sinai, is the very

same covenant qficorks made zcith Adam in innocency, p. 122. and
divers other places of your book, the very same.
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Now, ifyou prove that this assertion of yours doth naturally and re-

gularly drawmany false and absurd consequents upon vou, which yoii

are, and must be Ibrced to own, then this your ^067^7o/? cannot be true;

for from true premises, nothing but truth can naturally and regularly

follow ; but I shall make it plain to you, that this your position regu-

larly draws many false conclusions, and gross absurdities, upon you ;

some of which vou own expressly, and others you as good as own, be-

ing able to return nothing rational or satisfactory in your own de-

fence against thtm.

(1.) From this assertion, that the Sinai covenant was a pure cove-

nant o/'zcorJis, the very same with Adam's covenant^ it regularly and
necessarily follows, that either Moses and all Israel were damned,
there being no salvation possible to be attained by that first cove-

nant ; or else, that there was a covenant of grace at the same time

running parallel with that covenant of works ; and so the elect peo-

ple of God were at one and the same time under the first, as a cove-

nant of death and condemnation ; and under the second, as a cove-

nant of grace and justification.

This dilemma pinchesyou. To assert, that Moses, and all the elect

of God, under that dispensation, were damned, you dare not ; and if

you had, you must have expunged the eleventh chapter to the He-
brews, and a great part of the New Testament, together with all your
hopes of sitting down with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, in the kingdom
of heaven. The latter, therefore, (seeing you cannot avoid) you are

forced upon, and in plain words yield it, p. 174, 175. ' That Moses
and the whole body of the children of Israel, without exception of

any, were under, yea, absolutely under the severest penalties of a
dreadful curse ; that the covenant they were under, could be no other

than a covenant of works, a ministration of death and condemnation

;

when yet it is also evident from the same holy scriptures of truth, that

at the same time both Moses and all the elect among that people were
under a pure covenant of gospel-grace; and that these two covenants

were just the opposite the one to the other; but to this you have
nothing to say, but with the apostle in another case, O the depth !'

Here, sir, you father a pure and perfect contradiction upon the

holy scriptures, that it speaks things just opposite and contradictory-

one to the other, and of necessity one part or member of a contradic-

tion must be false : this all the rational world knows ; but so it is, say

you, and fly to the infinite wisdom to reconcile them ; for you say,

You know not what to say to it. Just so the papists serve us in the

confroversy about transubstantiation, when they cannot reconcile

one thing with another, they fly to the omnipotent power to do it.

But, sir, I wonder how you hold and hug a principle that runs na-

turally into such gross absurdities: Do you see wh.at follows from
hence by unavoidable consetjuences? You must, according to thisprin-

ciple, hold, That Moses, and all God's pecidiar elect people in Israel,
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most, during their life, hang mid-way between justification and con-

demnation ; and, after death, between heaven and hell.

(1.) During life, they must hang mid-way between justification

and condemnation; justified they could not be, for justification is

the soul's passing from death to life, 1 John iii. 14. John v. 24.

This they i:ould not possibly do, for the ministration of death and
condemnation hindered. He that is under condemnation by the law,

cannot, during thai state, pass into life. And yet to be under con-

demnation is as impossible on the other side; for he that is justified,

cannot at the same time be under condemnation, Rom. viii. 2. John
v. S4. What remains then, but that during life they must stick

mid-way betwixt both, neither justified nor condemned; and yet

both so and so. Justification is our life, and condemnation our death,

in law : Betwixt these two, which are privately opposed, there can

be no meditim of participation, and yet such a medium you here fancy*

(2.) And then after death they must necessarily hang betwixt hea-

ven and hell ; to heaven none can go that are under the very rigour

and tyranny of the law, a pure covenantofworks^SiS you say they were.

To hell they could not go, being under the pure covenant of
grace : What remains then, but some third state must be assigned

them ? and so at last w^e have found the limhm: patiirim, and your

position leads us right to purgatory : a conclusion which, I believe,

you yourself abhor as much as I.

(^dly.) This hypothesis pinches you with another dilemma, viz.

Either there was pardon or repentance in Moses' covenant, and the

Sinai dispensation of the laic, or there was none ; if you say none,

you directly contradict Lev. xxvi. 40, 46. if there were, then it can-

not be Adam's covenant of works.

You answer, p. 179. ' That God promiseth pardon for the breach

of Moses' covenant, and of Adam's covenant too, but neither Adam's

covenant, nor the Jewish legal covenant, promised any pardon upon

repentance, but rather threatens and inflicts the contrary.'

Reply. Either this is a direct answer to my argument, to prove the

law at Sinai cannot be a pure Adam's covenant, because it had a pro-

mise ofpardon annexed to it. Lev. xxvi. 40. but Adam's covenant had

none. If your answer be direct, then it is a plain contradiction in say-

ing it had* and it had not a promise of pardon belonging to it. Or

else it is a mere evasion, and an eluding of the argument ; and your

only meaning is, that the relief I speak of is not to be found in any

promise belonging to the Sinai dispensation, but in some other gospel

covenant or promise. But, sir, this will not serve your turn ; you see

I cite the verv promise of grace made to the Israehtes on mount Sinai

by the hand of Moses, wherein God promiseth upon their humiliation

to remember his covenant for their good. Now, sir, you had as good

have stood to your first answer, which is less contradictory, as to this

which is no less so ; as will evidently appear, by a nearer and more

particular view of the place, and gathering up your own concessions
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4^1)out it. That this text, Lev. xxvi. 40. hath tlie nature of a gracious

promise in it, no man will deny, except he that will deny that God's

remembering of his covenant^ for the relief of poor broken-hearted

sinners, is no gospel promise pertaining to the covenant of grace

:

That it was made to the penitent Israelites upon mount Sinai, and
tliere delivered them by the hand of Moses for their relief, is as

visible and plain as the words and syllables of the 4Gth verse are to

him that reads them. Let the promise then be considered both ways,

(L) In your sense, as ii plain direction to tlic covenant ofgrace made
•With Abraham for their relief; for you say it was, p. 1 SO. or let it

be considered absolutely, as that which contained relief in itself for

the penitent Israelites that should live towards the end of the v/orld,

after they should be gathered from all their dispersions and capti-

vities, as you there speak, and more fully explicate in your accom-

modation of a parallel promise, p. Ill, IIS, 113. First, Ictus

view it in your sense, as a relative j)romise to the covenant ofgrace
made with Abraham, Gen. xii. to which, say you, it plainly directs

them ; and then this legal dispensation can never be the same with

Adam's covenant, for to that covenant no such promise was ever

annexed, which should guide and plainly direct them to Christ and
pardon, as that star which appeared to the wise men directed their

way to Christ. If there be any such relative promise belonging to

Adanfs covenant in paradise, as this which I plainly shew you was
made on mount Sinai, be pleased to produce it, and you end the

controversy ; but if you cannot, (as you know you cannot) then

never say the legal dispensation at Sinai, and the covenant of works
with Adam in paradise, are the very same covenant. Secondly, Let
us consider this promise absolutely in itself, aud then I demand, was
there mercy, relief and pardon contained in it for any penitent sin-

ner present or to come? Yes, say you, it extends relief to penitents,

after God shall gather them from all their captivities at the end of

the world ; very good. Then it is a very vigorous promise of grace,

which not only reaches 430 years backward, as far as the first pro-

mise to Abraham, but also extends its reliefs and comforts many
thousand years forwards, even to the purest times of the gospel, just

before Christ's coming to judgment: And can such a promise as

this be denied to be in itself a gospel-promise ? Sure it can neither

be denied to be such, nor yet to be made upon mount Sinai by the

hand of Moses. This dilemma is as pinching as the former.

Perhaps you will say. This promise did not belong to the moral
lazv given at Sinai, but to the ceremonial laic : If so, then I shoidd

reasonably conclude, that you take the ceremonial law (of which you
seem to make this a branch, p. 181.) to be a covenant of grace, see-

ing one of its branches bears such a gracious promise upon it. No,
that must not be so neither; for say you, p. 151. the ceremonial

covenant is of the same nature with the covenant of zoorhs, or law-

written in tables of stone : Whillier then shall we send x\\u promise.^
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To the covenant of grace we must not send it, unless only as an
inde^: or finger to point to it, because it was made upon mount Sinai,

and delivered to Israel by the hand of Moses : To the gospel-cove-

nant we must not therefore annex it; and to the legal dispensation

at Sinai you are as loth to annex it, because it contains so much re-

lief and grace in it for poor penitents ; and that will prove, that

neither the moral nor ceremoniul laio (place it in which you please)

can be a pure covenant of works as Adam's was.

Moreover, in making this the promise which must relieve and com-
fort the distressed Israelites in the purest gospel-times, towards the

end of the world, you as palpably contradict yourself in another res-

pect ; for we shall find you by and by stoutly denying, that the gos-

pel promises have any conditions or qualifications annexed to them ;

but so hath this, which you say relates to them that shall live at the

end of the world, " If their uncircumcised hearts be humbled, and
if they accept the punishment of their iniquities, then will I remem-
ber my covenant," S^c. But be this promise conditional or abso-

lute, two things are undeniably clear : (1) That it is a promise full

of grace, for the relief of law-transgressors, ver. 40. (2.) That it

was a mount Sinai promise^ ver. 46. And such a promise as you
can never shew in Adam's covenant.

Besides, it is to me an unaccountable thing, that a promise which

hath a double comfortable aspect 430 years back, and some thousands

of years forward, should not cast one comfortable glance upon the

penitents of the present age, when it was made, nor upon any till

near the end of the world. What think you, sir, of the 3000 Jews
pricked at the heart. Acts ii. had they no relief from it, because

their lot fell not late enough in time ? Were the penitent Jews in

Closes and Peter's days all born out of due time for this promise to

relieve ? O what shifting and shuffling is here ? Who can think a man
that twists and winds every way, to avoid the dint of an argument,

can possibly have a moral assurance of the truth of his own opinion.^

(3.) You say, page 134. ' That through Christ's satisfaction there

' is no repugnanc}", or hostile contrariety, betwixt the law and pro-

' mise, but an agreement betwixt them, and that they differ only in

' respect of strength and weakness ; the gospel is able to go througli-

* stitch with it, which the law cannot do.'

Reply. Well then, the law considered as a covenant of works,

whose terms or condition is, " Do this and live ;" and the promise or

gospel, whose condition is, " Believe and thou shalt be saved ;" are

not specifically different, but only gradually, in point of strength and

weakness : and the reason you give is as strange, that this comes to

jmss through the satisfaction of Christ. Good sir, enlighten us in this

rare notion. Did Christ die to purchase a reconciliation betwixt the

covenant of works as such and the covenant of grace, as if both were

now by the death of Christ agreed, and to be justified by works and by

faith, should after Christ's death, make no odds or difierence between
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lliem ? If it be so, why liave you kept such a coil to prove Moscs^

and Adam's covenant, yea, Abraham's too, being a covenant ofivorks^

can never consist or mingle with the gospel-covenant f And then I

say, you contradict the apostle^ who so directly opposes the covenant

ofworks as such, to the covenant ofgrace^ Gal. iii. 18. and tells us

tliey are utterly inconsistent and exclusive of each other; and this

he spake after Christ's death and actual satisfaction. But,

(4.) That which more amazes me, is the strange answer you give

to Mr. Sedgwick,;?. 132, 153. In your return to his argument, ' That
' if the law and the promise can consist, then the law cannot be set

* up as a covenant of works. You answer^ That the law and the pro-

' mise having divers ends, it doth not thence follow, that there is an
' inconsistence betwixt them, and that the law, even as it is a cove-.

* nant of works, instead of being against the promise, tends to the
* estabhshment of it. And j9. 13S. that by convincing men of the
' impossibility of obtaining rest and peace in themselves, and the ne-
* cessity of betaking themselves to the promise, &c. the law is not
' against the promise, having so 5/f?5^<?f/«^i«te?'i'i£^7ic?/ towards the esta-

* blishment thereof.' Here you own a subserviency^ yea, a hlcssed suh-

serviencyo^the\siv/ to the promise, which is that Mr. Sedgwick and my-
self have urged to prove it cannot be so, as it is a pure Adam's cove-

nant, but that thereof it must come under another consideration

;

only here we differ ; you say it hath a blessed subserviency to the pro-

mise, as it is the same with Adam's covenant ; we say it can never be
so as such, but as it is either a covenant ofgrace, though more obscure,

as he speaks ; or though the matter of it shouldbe the same with x\danfs

covenant, yet it is subserviently a covenant of grace, as others speak;

and under no other consideration can it be reconciled to the promise.

But will you stand to this, that the law hath no hostile contradic-

tion to the promise, but a blessed subserviency to it, as you speak, ^7.

173. where you say, * That if we preach up the law as a covenant of
life, or a covenant of faith and grace (which are equipollent terms)

let us distinguish as we please between a covenant of grace absolutely

and subserviently such ; then we make an ill use of the law, by per-

verting it to such a service as God never intended it for, and are
guilty of mingling lavv^ and gospel, life and death together.'

Reply. Here, sir, my understanding is perfectly posed, and I know
not how to make any tolerable orthodox sense out of this }X)sition : Is
the law preached upas a Y^^ve, covenant ofworks, (that is, pressing men
to the personal and punctual obedience of it, in order to their justifi-

cation by works) no way repugnant to the promise, but altogether so,

when preached in subserviency toChrist and faith ? This is new divinity

with me, and I believe must be so to every intelligent reader. Do not
I oppose the promise when I preach up the law as a pure covenant of
works, which therefore as such must be exclusive of Christ and the
promise .? And do I oppose either, when 1 tell sinners the terrors of
the law serve only to drive them to Christ, their only remedy, who is
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•' the end of the law for righteousness, to every one that believeth,'*

Rom. X. 4. Are works and grace more consistent than grace with
grace ? Explain your meaning in this paradoxical eocpression, and
leave not yourself and others in such a maze. I read, Gal. iii. 19.

for what end God published the law 430 years after the promise
•was made to Abraham, and tind it zcas added because of' transgres-

sion, rr^cGiTidn, it was put to, not set up by itself alone as a distinct

covenant, but added as an appendix to the cove^iajit ofgrace ; whence
it is plain, that God added the Sinai laiv to the profnise, with evaii-

gelical ends and purposes. If then I preach the law to the very same
evangelical uses and purposes for which God added it to the promise,

do I therein make an ill use of the law, and mingle life and death
together .'^ But preaching it, as a pure covenant ofivories, as it holds

forth justification to sinners by obedience to its precepts, do I thcri

make it blessedly subservient (as you speak) to the promise or cove-

'iiant ofgrace .? The law was added because of transgression, that is.

to restrain sin in the world, and to convince sinners under guilt, of tlie

necessity of another righteousness than their own, even that of Chri,'3t,

and for the same ends God added it to the promise. I always did,

and still shall preach it, and I am persuaded, without the least danger
of mingling law and gospel, life and death together, in vour sense.

It is plain to me, that in the publication of the law on Sinai, God
did not in the least intend to give them so much as a direction how
to obtain justification by their most punctual obedience to its precepts,

that being to fallen man utterly impossible ; and beside, had he pro-

mulged the law to that end and purpose, he had not added it, but di»

rectly opposed it to the promise ; which it is manifested he did not

;

Gal. iii. 21. " Is the lavr then against the promise of God .? God for-*

bid." And verse 18. makes it appear, that had it been set up to that

end and purpose, it had utterly disannulled the promise ; for iftln;

inheritance he of the law, it is no more hy promise. What then can
be clearer, than that the law at Sinai was published with graciou3

gospel-ends and purposes, to lead men to Christ, which Adam's co-

venant had no respect or reference to 't And therefore it can never

be a pure Adam's covenant, as you falsely call it, neither is it capable

of becoming a pure covenant oficorks to any man, but by his own
fault, in rejecting the righteousness of Christ, and seeking justifica-

tion by the works of the law, as the mistaken carnal Jews did, Rom.
X. 3. and other legal justiciaries now do. And upon this account

only it is that Paul, who so highly praises the law in its subserviency

to Christ, thunders so dreadfully against it, as it is thus set by igno-

rant mistaken souls in direct opposition to Christ.

(pthly,) And further, to clear this point, the apostle tells us, Rom.
X. 4. " For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to every

one that believeth.'' Whence I argue. That if Adam's covenant had
an end, namelv, the justification of men by their own personal obe-

dience ; and the law at Sinai had a quite contrary end, namely, to
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Wing sinners to Christ by faith for their rii^hteousncss ; the one to

keep him witliin himself, tlie other to take him quite out of himself,

and bring liim for his justification to the righteousness of another,

even that of Christ ; then that Sinai law cannot possibly be the same
thing with Adam's covenant of' Kvrks. But the antecedent is true

and plain in the forecited text, therefore so is the consequent.

Christ is the end of the law for righteousness. Take the law here

either more strictly, for the moral la:i\ or more largely, as it compre-
hends the ceremonial laza, still Christ is the end of the laze. The
moral law shuts up every man to Christ for righteousness, by con-

vincing him (according to God's design in the publication of it) of
the impossibility of obtaining justification in the way of works.

And the ceremonial law many ways prefigured Christ, his death and
satisfaction, by blood, in our room, and so led men to Christ their true

propitiation ; and all its types were fulfilled and ended in Christ. Was
there any such thing in Adam's covenant? You must prove there was,

else you will never be able to make them one and the same covenant.

(6thl//,) It seems exceeding probable from Acts vii. 27, 38. that

the Sinai cove}ia7it wasdelivercd to Mosesby Jesus Christ, therecalled

the ayigel. " This is he that w^as in the church in the wilderness,

with the angel that spake to him in the mount Sinai, and with our
fathers, who received the lively oracles to give unto us." Now, if

Christ himself were the Angel, and tlie precepts of the law delivered

by him to Moses were the lively oracles ofGod^ as they are expressly

aifirmed to be ; then the law delivered on mount Sinai cannot be a
pure Adam's covenant ofworks : for it is never to be imagined that

Jesus Christ himself should deliver to Moses such a covenant, di-

rectly opposite to all theends of hisfuture incarnation; and that those

precepts (which, if they were of the same nature, and revived to the
same end, at which Adam's covenant directly aimed) should be call-

ed the lively oracles ofGod ; when contrariwise, upon your supposi-

tion, they could be no other than a ministration ofcondemnation and
death : but that they were lively oracles, viz. in their design and in-

tention, is plain in the text ; and that they were delivered to Moses
by Jesus Christ, the angel of the covenant, seems more than proba-
ble, by comparing it with the former verses.

(7^/%,) Neither is it easy to imagine how such a covenant, which by
the fall of Adam had utterly lost all its promises, privileges and bles-

sings, and could retain nothing but the curses and punishments an-
nexed to it, in case of the least failure, could possibly be numbered
among the chief privileges in which God's Israel gloried ; as it appa-
rently was, Rom. ix. 4. " Who are Israelites ; to whom pcTtaineth
the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the givino- of
the law, and the service of God, and the promises."

These things considered, with many more (whicli the intended bre-
vity of this discourse will not now admit) I am fully satisfied of the
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falsity ofyouvposition, and so may you too, when you shall review tnc?

many gross and palpable absurdities with which I have clogged and
loaded it, with many more, regularly and fairly deducible from it

;

which I could easily produce, did I not suspect these I have produced,
liave already prest your patience a Httle too far ; but if ever I shall see

(which I never expect) a fair and scriptural solution of these weighty
objections, you may expect from me more arguments against your
unsound jjosition^ which, at the present, I judge needless to add.
To conclude: Thesepremises (as before I noted) can never be true,

from whence such, and so many gross and notorious absurdities are
regularly and unavoidably deducible. For ex veris nil nisi verum,
from true premises nothing but truth can regularly follow.

Had 3^ou minded those things which I seasonably sent you, you had
avoided all those bogs into which you are now sunk, and been able

fairly to reconcile all those seeming contradictions in Paufs epistles^

with respect to the law at Sinai: But, however, by what hath been
said, your first position, That the Sinai covenant is the same covenant

of' icorks li'ith Adam's in paradise, vanishes before the evidence of
scripture, truth, and sound reason.

But yet, though v.hat I have said destroys your false position, I

am not wilhng to leave you, or the reader ignorant, wherein the

truth lies in this controverted point betwixt us ; and that will appear,

by a due consideration of the follov/ing particulars.

(1.) It is plain and uncontroverted, that Adam's covenant in para-
dise, contained in a perfect law and rule of natural righteousness,

founded both in God's nature and in man's ; which, in its perfect

state of innocency, was every way enabled perfectly to comply there-

with : For the scripture tells us, Eccl. vii. 29. That God made man
upright ; and his punctual complying therewith, was the righteous-

ness by which he stood.

(2.) This covenant oficorlis being once broken, can never more be
available to the justification and salvation of any fallen man. There
was not now a law found that could give righteousness : The broken
covenant qf works lost immediately ail the blessings and privileges

which before it contained, and retained only the curseand pun ish ment

;

in token whereof, cheruhims, with flaming swords, turning every

way, were set to keep the way of the tree of life. Gen. iii. 24*.

(3.) Soon after the violation of the covenant ofzco?'ks, God was gra-

ciously pleased to publish for therehef of mankind, now miserableand

hopeless, the second covenant, which we caWthe covenantofgrace. Gen.

iii. 15. which is the first opening of the grace of God in Christ to

fallen man. And though this first promise of Christ was but short and

obscure, vet it was in every age to be opened clearer and clearer, until

the promised seed should come. After the first opening of this new
covenant, in the first promise of Christ, the first covenant is shut up
forever, as a covenant of life and salvation; and all the world are shut

up to the only way of salvation by Christ, Gal. iii. 23. It being con*
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trary to the will of God, that two ways of salvation should stand open

to man at once, and they so opposite one to another, as the w-ay of

works, and the way of faith are, Acts iv. 12. John xiv. 6. Gal. ii. 21.

(4.) It is evident, however, that after the first opening of the pro-

mise of Christ, Gen. iii. 15. God foreseeing the pride of fallen man,

who naturally inclines to a righteousness of his own in the way of do-

ing, was pleased to revive the law of nature, as to its matter, in the Si-i

nai dispensation; which was430 years after the first promise had been

renewed, and further opened unto Abmham, of whose seed Christ

should come : And this he did, not in opposition to the promise, but

in subserviency thereto. Gal. iii. 21. And though the matter and

substance of the law of nature be found in the Sinai covenant, strictly

taken for the ten commandments; yet the ends and intentions of God
in that terrible Sinai disj^ensation were twofold; (1.) To convince

fallen man of the s'mfulneas and impotency of his nature, and the im-

possibility of obtaining righteousness by the law, and so by a blessed

necessity, to shut him up to Christ, his only remedy. And, (2.) To
be a standing rule of duty, both towards God and man, to the end

of the world. But if we take the Sinai covenant more largely, as

inclusive of the cc7'emonial with the moral law (as it is often taken,

and is so by you, in the New Testament ;) then it did not only serve

for a conviction of impotency, and a rule of duty ; but exhibited and
taught much of Christ, and the mysteries of the new covenant in

those its ceremonies, wherein he was prefigured to them.

(5.) Whence it evidently appears, that the Sinai covenant was nei-

ther repugnant to the nexo covenant in its scope and aim ; " The law-

is not against the promise,"" Gal. iii. 21. nor yet set up as co-ordi-

nate with it, with a design to open two different ways of salvation to

fallen man; but was added to the promise in respect of its evangelical

purposes and designs; On which account it is called by some a

covenant of faith, or grace, in respect of its subserviency unto Christ,

who is the end of the law for righteousness, Rom. x. 4, and by
others a subservient covenant, according to Gal. iii. 23, 24. And
accordingly we find both tables of the law put into the ark, Heb. ix.

4. which shews their consistency and subordination with, and to the

method of salvation by Christ in the new-covenant.

(6.) This design and intention of God was fatally mistaken by the

Jews, ever since God promulgated that law at Sinai, and was by them
notoriously perverted to a quite contrary end to that which God pro-

mulged it for, even to give righteousness and life, in the way of per-

sonal and perfect obedience ; Rom. x. 3. " For they being ignorant
" of God's righteousness, and going about to establish their own
righteousness, have not submitted themselves unto the righteousness

of God.'' Hence Christ came to be slighted by them, and his righ-

teousness rejected; For they rested in the law, Eoin.. ii. 17. were
married to the law, as an husband, Rom. vii. 2, 3. and so might
have no conjugal coajmuniou with Christ. However, Moses, Abra-

VoL. VI. Y
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elect, discerned Christ as the end of the law for righteousness, and
were led to him thereby.

(7) This fatal mistake of tlie use and intent of the law, is the

ground of those seeming contradictions, in Paul's epistles. Sometimes
he magnifies the law, when he speaks of it according to God's end
and purpose in its promulgation, Rom. vii. 12, 14, 16. But as it was
fatally mistaken by the Jews, and set in opposition to Christ ; so he
thunders against it, calls it a ministration of death and cmidemnor-

i'lon : and all its appendant ceremonies weal: and beggarly elements.

And by this distinction, whatsoever seems repugnant in PauPs epis-

tles, may be sweetly reconciled ; and it is a distinction of his own
making, 1 Tim. i. 8. " We know that the law is good if we use it

lawfully."" There is a good and an evil use of the law. Had you
attended to these things, you had not so confidently and inconsider-

ately pronounced it a pure covenant of works.

II. Position.

Secondly, You affirm with like confidence. That the covenant of
circumcision is also the same ; viz. the covenant qfworlis made with

Adam in paradise.

This I utterly deny ; and will Xxy whether you have any better

success in the proof of your second, than you had in your ^Y$,t posi-

tion. And to convince you of your mistake, let us consider what

the general nature of this ordinance of circumcision was ; what its

ends were ; and then prove, That it cannot be what you affirm it to

be, the very same covenant God made with Adam before the fall,

but must needs be a covenant ofgrace.

(1.) Circumcision^ in its general nature, was, (1.) An ordinance of

God's own institution, in the 99th year of Abraham's age ; at which

time of its institution, God renewed the covenant with him. Gen. xvii.

9, 10. (2). That it consisted (as all sacraments do) of an external

sign, and a spiritual mystery signified thereby. The external part

of it (which we call the sign) was the cutting off the foreskin of the

genital part of the Hebrew males, on the eighth day from their birth.

The spiritual mystery thereby signified and represented, was the cut-

ting off the filth and guilt of sin from their souls, by regeneration and

justification, called " the circumcision of the heart," Deut. x. 16.

And though this was laid upon them by the command, as their duty,

yet a gracious promise of power from God to perform that duty, was

added to the command; Deut. xxx. 6. "The Lord thy God will

circumcise thy heart to love him," &c. just as promises of grace in the

New Testament are added to commands of duty. (3.) Betwixt this

visible outward sign, and spiritual mystery, there was a sacramental

relation ; from which revelation it is called the " token of the cove-

nant," Gen. xvii. 12. " The sign and seal of the covenant," Rom.
iv. 11. Yea, " the covenant itself," Acts vii. 8.
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(S.) Next, let us consider the ends for which circumcision was insti-

tuted and ordained of God ; Of which these were the principal.

(1.) It was instituted to be a convictive sig^i of their natural cor-

ruption, propagated by the way of natural generation : For which

reason, this natural corruption goes in scripture under the name of

the uncircumcision of the hearty Jer. ix, 26.

(2.) It also signified the putting off of this body of sin, in the vir-

tue of Christ's death. Col. ii. 11.

(3.) It was appointed to be the initiating sign of the covenant, or

a token of their matriculation, and admission into the church and
covenant of God, Gen. xvii. 9, 10, H.

(4.) It was ordained to be a discriminating mark betwixt God's

covenanted people, and the Pagan world, who were strangers to the

covenant, and without God in the world. And accordingly both

parties were, from this ordinance, denominated the circumcision and
the uncircumcision. Col. iii. 11.

(5.) It was also an obliging sign to Abraham and his seed, to walk

•with God in the uprightness and sincerity of their hearts, in the per-

formance of all covenanted duties ; in which duties, Abraham, and
the faithful, walked obediently, Avith God, looking to Christ for righ-

teousness: but the carnal Jews resting in, and trusting to those duties

and ordinances for righteousness and justification, made it a covenant

ofworks to themselves, and circumcision itselfa bond o^ thai covenant.

(6) Now, forasmuch as circumcision prefigured Christ, who was to

come of this holy circumcised seed of Abraham, and his death also

was pointed at therein, Heb. ii. 16. Col. ii. 11. of necessity this ordi-

nance must vanish at the death of Christ : and accordingly did so.

These things duly pondered, how irrational is it to imagine this

covenant of circumcision to be the very same with the paradisical

covenant ? Did that covenant discover native corruption, and direct

to its remedy in Christ, as this did ? Surely it gave not the least

glimpse of any such thing. Did that covenant separate and distin-

guish one person from another, as this did ? No, no ; it left all under
equal and common misery, Eph. ii. 3.

Had Adam's covenant a seal of the righteousness of faith annexed
to it, as thishad.^ Rom. iv. 11. " He received circumcision, a seal of
the righteousness of faith." The righteousness of faith is evangelical

righteousness; and tliis circumcision sealed. Say not it was to Abra-
ham only that it sealed it ; for it is an injurious restriction put upon
the seal of a covenant, which extended to x\\g Jhthers as well as to

Abraham, Luke i. 72. But you admit, however, that it sealed

evangelical righteousness to Abraham : but I hope you will not say,

that a seal of the covenant oficorTts ever did, or could, seal evange-
lical righteousness to any individual person in the world. So then,

turn which way you will, this truth still follows you, and will fasten

upon you, that the covenant ofcircumcision was not a pure covenant

ofzvorks, but a gospcl-covcnanf. Which I thus prove :
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Argument I.

If circumcision be a part of the cermonial law, and the ce^'emO"

nial lazv was dedicated by blood, and whatsoever is so dedicated, is

by you confessed to be ho part of the covenant ofworks ; then cir-

cumcision is no part of the covenant of works, even by your own
confession. But it is : ergo.

That it is a part of the ceremonial lato, was never doubted, or de-

nied by any man : that it was dedicated by blood, and therefore no

part of the moral law, you yourself not only acknowledge, but vehe-

mently plead for it, page 148, where you blame Mr. Sedgwick with

some sharpness, and unbecoming reflection, for making no distinction

heX.'ivhiiiheceremonialcovenant,\v\\\ch was dedicated by blood, and the

law written in tables of stone; which was not so dedicated, and there-

fore could not be the same with the moral law, which you make the

covenantofworh ; telling him, that this dedication by blood ought to

distinguish it from the moral law, or Sinai covenant o^ y!oxk%, as you
say it doth, and ought to do ; how then can circumcision be the same

with, and yet quite another thing from the Sinai covenant ? Was the

ceremonial law dedicated by blood? Yes, the apostle plainly asserts it,

(Heb. ix. 18, 19.) from Exod. xxiv. 7, 8. ' Moses took the book of

the covenant, and read it m the audience of the people ; and took the

blood, and sprinkled it upon the people, and said, Behold the blood

of the covenant, which the Lord hath made with you, concerning

these things." But what kind of covenant then was this covenant

that was sprinkled with blood ? You tell us, p. 147, it could not pos-

sibly be the law written in stones, (which you make the covenant of
works;) h\ii was indeed another covenant, delivered at a distinct sea-

son, and in a distinct method. What covenant then must this be,

seeing it could not possibly (as you say) be the Sinai covenant written

in stones .? It must either be the covenant ofgrace, or none. No,

say you, that it was not, neither ; for it was of the same nature with,

and is no other than a covenant of works, p. 151. It was the same,

and yet could not possibly be the same.

Mr. Sedgwick, that learned and grave divine, is checked, p. 148. for

confounding the ceremonial lazv that was sprinkled with blood, with

themorallaw (which you call thecovenantofworks)t.hgit was not sprink-

led with blood ; and say you, p. 147. It could notpossibly he thesame.

And then, p. 151, you say. It is clear, these two, viz. the moral and

ceremonial law, were both ofths same nature; that is, no other Hian a
covenant of works. How doth this hang together ? Pray reconcile

it if you can. You say. It is an ungrounded supposition of Mr.

Sedgmck's, that that covenant which was so confirmed by blood, must

ofnecessity be confirmed by the blood of Christ also: p. 148. But, sir,

the truth you oppose, viz. That the book of the ceremonial law was

sprinkled by typical blood, and therefore confirmed by the blood of

Christ, for the time it was to continue, shines like a bright sun-beam
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in your own eyes, from Heb. ix. 14, 23. Was not the blood that

sprinkled this law, the figure or type of Christ's own blood ? Whose
blood was it then, if not Christ's .? How dare you call this an un-

grounded supposition ? Was not that blood typical blood ? And what,

I pray you, was the antitype, but Christ's blood ? And did not the

Holy Ghost signify the one by the other ? Heb. ix. 8. I stand amazed
at these things ! You distinguish, and confound all again. You say,

it could not possibly be the same with the law written in stone ; and
you say, it is clear both were of the same nature, no other than a

covenant ofworks. At this rate you may say what you please; for

I see contradiction is no crime in your book.

Argument II.

If circumcision was the seal of the righteousness of faith, it did not

pertain to the covenant ofworlcs ; for the righteousness o f̂aith and
works are opposites, and belong to the two contrary covenants.

But circumcision was the seal of the righteousness of faith; Rom.
iv. 11. "He (i. e. Abraham) received the sign of circumcision, a

seal of the righteousness of faith." Therefore it pertains not to the

covenant of works, but grace.

A man would think it impossible to evade so clear and scriptural

an argument as this is. The major proposition is even self-evident

and undeniable ; the minor, the plain words of the apostle.

And what is your reply to this ? Certainly as strange a one as ever

I met with ; p. 105. you say. It is true, circumcision was a seal of
the righteousness offaith to Abraham ; but it was so to him only in

his extraordinary circumstances ; but it was not so to any of his

natural seed in its ordinary use.

I cannot deny but I have met with such an assertion before in Mr.
Tombes ; and I can tell you too, that Bellarmine invented it before

Mr. Tombes was born, and that Dr. Ames fully confuted it in his third

tome, p. 27. proving, that there was no extraordinary cause on Abra-
ham's account, why God should justify or seal him more than any
other believer; and that Abraham had nothing to glory in before God.
But to restrain as you do, the public seal of a covenant, that compre-
hended and equally concerned the whole church and people ofGod, to

one single person; so that neither Isaac nor Jacob, who were by name
enrolled in that great charter, should have any right to the seal of it,

is such a conceit as amazes an intelligent reader. We know Abra
ham was the first that received it, but utterly deny that he received it

only for himself; but he received it as the father of all them that be-

lieve, whither Jews or Gentiles, as the very next words tell us, " He
received it, that he might be the father of all them that believe;"** that

is, for himself, and all his spiritual children. Onehalfofthis sacrament
of circumcision you allow, p. 205. to the rest that were under it, viz.

to be a sign ofthe covenant; but the other half you cut off, and say, it

was only a seal to him. What good vouchers have you for this ex-

Y3



S44

position of the text? Have you the concurrence oi^orthodox expositors?

Or is it the rash and bold adventure of your own head ? I am sure it

no way agrees with the drift and scope of the apostle's argument,

which evidently is to prove, that both Jews and Gentiles are justified

by faith, as Abraham was; and that the ground of justification and
blessedness iscommon both to theuncircumcised Gentiles, and circum-

cised Jews; and that Abraham and all other believers, have but one

way of justification, and salvation, and that how great soever Abra-
ham was, in this case he hath found nothing whereof to glory, ver. 1,

2. And is not your exposition a notable one, to prove the com-

munity of the privilege of justification, because the seal of it was

peculiar to Abraham alone ? Rectify it, and better consider it.

Argument III.

In the covenant of circumcision, Gen. xvii. God makes over him-

self to Abraham and his seed to be their God, or give them a special

interest in himself

But in the covenant qfworlcs, God doth not, since the fall, make
over himself to any, to be their God by way of special interest.

Therefore the covenant of circumcision cannot be the covenant

qfi£07'ks.

This is so plain and clear, that none can doubt or deny it, that un-

derstands the nature of the two covenants. And now, sir, what course

do you take to avoid this argument "^ Such a one sure as no man that

ever I met with took before you, and that is this ; you boldly cut

Abraham's covenant. Gen. xvii. into two parts, and make the first to

be the pure covenant of grace, which is the promissory part, to the

ninth verse; and the restipidation (as you call it,p.S05.) to be as pure

a covenant of works. What hard shift will some men make to main-

tain their opinion ! You say truly, p. 205, that at the seve7ithar\d eighth

lyerses was their restipulation : why then do you say, p. 224, that at ver.

1th he proceeds to speak of another covenant than what he had been

speaking of before.^ Does the promise and the restipulation make two

covenants; or are they just and necessary parts ofone and the same co-

venant f You also tell us, that the covenant, Gen. xvii. 1, 2, 3, 4. was

a plain transcript of several free promises of the gospel under the de-

nomination oi 3. covenant. But why then don't you take the restipu-

lation, ver. 7, 8, 9, 10. to be a part of it ? O no ; there is something

required on Abraham's and his posterity's part ; they must be circum-

cised, and that spoils all. Why but, sir, if the requiring ofcircumcision

alters the case so greatly, as to make it a quite contr3iry covetiant ; how
comes it to pass, that in the covenant to Abraham, he himself was first

required to he circumcised? Why, this is the reason ; here is somewhat

required on their part as a condition ; and a condition quite alters the

nature of the covenant. Very well ; but tell me then why you say,

p. 223, and in many other places, that the covenant made with Abra-

ham, in Gen. xii. was a gospel-covenant ; and yet there Abraham is
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obliged to walk before God, and be perfect ? Does not that also there

alter the nature of the covenant, as well as here in the seventeenth

chapter? You also grant, the covenant made with Abraham, Gen.

xxii. was a puregospel-covenant ; or if you deny it, the apostle proves

it, Heb. vi. 1^5. And yet there is more appearance of respect to Abra-
ham's obedience in that covenant, than is in submitting to circum-

cision: see Gen. xxii. 16, 17. "By myself have I sworn, saith the

Lord ; for because thou hast done this thing, &c. That in blessing,

I will bless thee; and in multiplying, I will multiply thee.'"*

I will trouble you, on this head, but with one quei-y more : if the

four first verses of the xvii. of Genesis contain a pure gospel-covenant,

as you say, and the restipulation in the following verses make a cove-

nant of works, because it thereby becomes conditional ; then tell me,

ifyou please, whether what God graciously granted toAbraham in the

former verses be not all nulled, and made void again by their restipula-

tion ? Does not this seem harsh ? Here you have brought Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob, and all the believers ofAbraham's race, just into the

same case you brought Moses and all the Israelites before, under two

opposite covenants, where one cuts off all that the other granted.

But there is a stronger reason urged than the conditionality of the

covenant, to prove it a covenant of works ; and that is, circumcision

is made the condition of Abraham's covenant ; and that is the worst

of all conditions, for it obliges a man to keep the whole law, Gal. v.

3. it is the yoke of bondage, and to whatsoever covenant it be so an-

nexed, it makes it become a bondage legal covenant. " If we be

circumcised, Christ shall profit us nothing." Thus it was in the

covenant, Gen. xvii.

Great use is made of this in many parts ofyour discourse. But, sir,

you are greatly mistaken in applying these texts to the purposes you
do ; for the apostle all along in that epistle to the Galatians, argues

against the false teachers, who taught and pressed the necessity of cir-

cumcision, as a bond obliging them to the strict and perfect obedience

of the law, in order to their justification thereby, or at least to join it

with the righteousness ofChrist, as a con-cause q/'justijicatfon ; see Gal.

ii. 4, 5. and iii. 1. Now against this abuse of circumcision, it is

that the apostle argues thus, and tells them, that in submitting to it

on thai account, they made the deathof Christofno effect, and obliged

themselves by it to the whole law ; for circumcision did not simply

and absolutely in the nature of the work or action, oblige men to

the whole law in the way of justification by it, but it did so from the

intention of the worker, and the supposition of such an opinion of it,

and design in it; for in itself, and with respect to God's design in the

institution of it, it was to be a seal of the righteousness of faith, Rom.
iv. 11. and so it was an excellent, useful, instructive ordinance to all

believers, as long as the ceremonial law stood : and even when it was
expiring, as the gospel began to open more and more clearly, there

Y 4
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was yet some kind of toleration of it to such as were born of Jewish
parents : Thus Paul himself circumcised Timothy, his mother being
a Jewess, Acts xvi. 1, 3. but Titus, being a Greek, was not circum-
cised, and that because of these false teachers, that would makean ill use
of that their liberty. Gal. ii. 3, 4. This Paul could never have done,
in case circumcision, in the nature of the act, had bound Timothy to

keep the law for justification. By which it appears, that the action in its

own nature did not oblige to the keeping of the whole law, but from
the intention of the agent; and therefore, as the apostle rightly argues,

if a man be circumcised with a design to be justified by it, he would
thereby bind himself to the whole law, and frustrate the death of
Christ to himself; but it was now to have its funeral with all other

parts of the ceremonial law, which vanished, and were accomplished

in the death of Christ; and it falling out that such a vile use was made
of it at that time, the apostle thus thunders against it. Had this been
observed, as also the like abuse of the moral law. you would have
known how to have reconciled the apostle's encomiums of them both,

with his sharp invectives against the one and the other. But being

ignorant of these two great and necessary distinctions of the law, ac-

cording to God's intention in the promulgation of it at Sinai, and the

carnal Jews sense of it, as apure covenant ofworlds ^ against which the

apostle so sharply inveighs in the places by you cited, all your 23
arguments from page 183, to page 187, fall to the ground at one
stroke ; your medius terminus having one sense in your major pro-

position, and another in your minor ; and so every argument had
four terms in it, as will easily be evinced by the particular conside-

ration of the respective places from whence you draw them.

So in like manner, in your arguing here against circumcision, as a

bond to keep the whole law, and as such vacating the death of Christ,

isastumble at the same stone, not distinguishingas you ought to have
done, betwixt an obligation arising out of the nature of the work,

and out of the end and intention of the workers ; and this every

learned and judicious eye will easily discern. But we proceed to

Argtiment IV.

That which in its direct and primary end teacheth man the cor-

ruption of his nature by sin, and the mortification of sin by the Spirit

of Christ, cannot be a condition of the covenant ofworks ; but so did

circumcision in the very direct and primary end of it.

This ordinance supposeth the fall of man, points to the means and
instruments of his sin and misery, and also to the remedy thereof by
Christ: (1.) It singles out that genital part by which original sin was

propaj^jated. Gen. xvii. 11. Ps. li. 1. To this the sign of the covenant

isapplied mcircumcision^ioY theremissionof sins past, and theextirpa-

tion of sin for the future. (2.) Therefore it was instituted of God,
hat men might see both the necessity and true way of mortifying
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their lusts, in the virtue of Clirist's death and resurrection, whereof

baptism that succeeds it, is a sign now, as circumcision was then ; as

is plain from Col. ii. 11, 12. 'In whom also ye are circumcised with

the circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of the

sins of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ, buried with him in

baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him, through the faith of the

operation of God, who raised him from the dead."* It is clear then

that circumcision directed men to the death and resurrection of Christ,

as the true and only means of mortifying their lusts ; and if it did

so, sure it was not the covenant of works, for that gives fallen man
no hint of a remedy. (3.) It was also a discriminating' sign, or tohen^

betwixt the church and the world : God's people, and the heathens,

who were accordingly denominated from it the circumcision and the

uncircumcision, the holy seed and the Gentiles ; and now under the

New Testament, the children of Abraham by faith, and the children

of the flesh : This also shews it cannot be the cove7ia7it of worhs ;

for in that covenant all are equally and alike concluded under sin

and misery, Eph. ii. 3. and there is no difference made by that cove-

nant betwixt person and person, state and state.

If this be not enough to evince, that the covenant of circumcision is

a covenant ofgrace, I promise you many more arguments to prove it,

as soon as I shall find these refuted, and your contrary assertion well

discharged from the gross absurdities with which it is clogged and
loaded. You see how genuine, natural, and congruous to scripture

the notion of it as a covenant of grace is, and all the world may see

how harsh, alien, and repugnant to scripture your notion of circum-

cision, as a covenant ofworks, is. You see into what bogs you are

again driven in defence of your opinion : Exemp. girt.

That circumcision is a part of the ceremonial law, which was dedi-

cated with blood, and therefore could be no part of the moral law or

ten commandments, which was (say you) the covenant ofworks; and
yet that it is of the same nature, and that it is clear it is no other than

a covenant ofworks : do you not there distinguish and confound all

again, blame and check Mr. Sedgwick without cause, and commit a

greater absurdity presently than you charged him with ? Do not you
question whether that covenant was typically sealed by Chrisfs blood?

Pray, sir, consider wherever God commands typical blood to be ap-
plied, it relates to Christ's blood spiritually applied^ or to nothing.

Are not you forced, in defence of your erroneous thesis, to say with

Bellarmine, That circumcision was extraordinary in its institution,

and applied as a seal to none but Abraham himself? It excluded even
Isaac, the type of Christ, and Jacob, a prince with God. O what
will not men venture upon in defence of their darling opinions

!

Are you not forced, for your security from the danger of the third

argument, to cut one of the same covenants made with Abraham just

in two, and of the pure promissory part to make a covenant ofgrace

;

and of the other part, which you yourself call a restipulation, to make
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another quite opposite covenant ? Do not you magnify the bounty
and grace of God to Abraham in the first four verses, and then de-

stroy it all, by putting him at once under a contrary covenant, and
so cut off all capacity to enjoy one of those mercies?

Do not you make circumcision, in its own nature, without respect

to the intention of the person, an obligation to the whole law, and that

which frustrates the death of Christ, and yet must grant, that Paul
himself took Timothy, and circumcised him, and yet therebybrought
him under no such dangerous obligation to the law ? In a word,

You reject all those covenants as legal, that have any conditions

in them, or respect to any thing that is to be done by us, and allow

Gen. xii. and Gen. xxii. to be pure gospel covenants ofgrace ; and
yet in the first, Abraham is bound to ' walk before God and be per-

fect ;' and in the other God saith, ' For because thou hast done this

thing, surely blessing I will bless thee.'

And so much for Abraham's covenant.

III. Of the conditionallty of the new covenant.

Come we next to consider that opinion of yours, which led you into

these other gross mistakes and absurdities, and that is this, that the

covenant ofgrace is absolute ; and whatever covenant is not so, but
hath any condition upon our part, must needs for that reason be a
covenant of worlds. See page 229- It is observable (say you) that as
the covenants mentioned Gen. ii. Exod. xx. ^c. we?'e all conditional^

and therefore legal covenants, requiring strict and perfect obedience,

as the ccmdition propounded, in order to the enjoyment ofthe mei'cies

contained in them, which are all therefore done away in Christ ; so

on the other hand we see, that the covenant God made with Abraham,
Gen. xii. 2, 3. and Gen. xvii. 2, 3. and Gen. xxii. 16, 17, 18. was
whollyfree and absolute, and therefore purely evangelical, <^c. We
will review these things anon, and see if you truly represent the

matter ; but in order to it, let me tell you,

First, What we mean by a gospel-condition.

Secondly, Prove that there are such in the gospel-covenant.

Thirdly, Shew you the absurdity of your opinion against it.

(1.) What we mean by a coiidition in the gospel-covenant. By a
condition of the covenant, we do not mean in the strictest rigid sense

of the word, such a restipulation to God from man of perfect obe-

dience in his own person, at all times, so as the least failure therein

forfeits all the mercies of the covenant ; that is rather the condition

of Adam's covenant of works, than of the evangelical covenant : nor

do we assert any meritorious condition, that in the nature of an im-

pulsive cause shall bring man into the covenant and its privileges,

or continue him in when brought in. This we renounce as well as

you : but our question is about such a condition as is neither in the

nature of an act perfect in every degree, nor meritorious in the least

of the benefit conferred, nor yet done in our own strength. But
plainly and briefly, our question is. Whether there be not something
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cp»s an act required ofus in point ofduty ^ to a blessing consequent by

'virtue ofa promise ? Such a thing, whatever it be, hath the nature

of a condition, inasmuch as it is antecedent to the benefit of the

promise; and the mercy or benefit granted, is suspended until it be
peribrmed. The question is not, whether there be any intrinsical

wortli or value in the thing so required, to oblige the disposer to

make or perform the grant or promise, but merely that it be antece-

dent to the enjoyment of the benefit ; and that the disposer of the

benefit do suspend the benefit until it be performed? Thus an act

or duty of ours, which has nothing at all of merit in it, or answer-

able value to the benefit it relates to, may be in a proper sense a
condition of the said benefit. " For what is a condition in the true

notion of it, but * the suspension of a grant until something future

be done?'^ " Or, -|-as others to the same purpose. The adding of

words to a grant, for the future, of a suspending quality, according

to which the disposer will have the benefit he disposeth to be regu-

lated ?'' This properly is a condition, though there be nothing of

equivalent value or merit in the thing required.

And such your brethren, in their narrative, page 14. do acknow-

ledge faith to be, when they assert none can be actually reconciled,

justified, or adopted, till they are really implanted into Jesus Christ

by faith ; and so, by virtue of this their union with him, have these

fundamental benefits actually conveyed unto them ; which contains

the proper notion of the condition we contend for.

And such a condition ofsalvation we assertfaith to be in the new
covenant grant ; that is to say, the grant of salvation by God in the

gospel-covenant is suspended from all men, till they believe, and is

due by promise, not merit, to them as soon as they do truly believe.

The notes or signs of a condition given by civilians, or moralists, are

such as these, If fnot, unless, but if except, only, and the like. When
these are added in the promise of a blessing or benefit for the future,

they make that promise conditional ; and your grammar (according

to which you must speak, if you speak properly and strictly) will tell

you, that *SV, sin, modo, dum, dummodo, are all conditional particles;

and it is evident, that these conditional particles are frequently insert-

ed in the grants of the blessings and privileges of the New Testament.

As for example; Mark ix. 23. n h-ovaccn ^/^^^(ya/, " If thou canst be-

lieve."" Acts viii. 37. a -t/? gye/g sg oXt;? rTj^zagS/a;, " If thou believest

with thy whole heart thou may est,'' &;c. Rom. x. 9. (*^/ ?«"> " That
if thou shalt confess with thy mouth, and believe witli thy heart,"" &c,

thou shalt be saved."" Mat. xviii. 3. £«(/ /x/j, " Except ye be converted,

and become as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of

heaven."- Mark v. 36. /xovo^, *' Only believe."" Mark xi. 26. e^ ^ ax*

• Conditio est suspcmiQ alicujiu dispositionist tantisper dumaliquidfuturimjiat. Navarr*
Enchirid. 482.

f Est verborum adjcctio infuturum sitsjiendentium^ fccundum quam disj^onens mdt dis*

puiUum regulari.



350 A REPLV to MR. CARy's solemn CALt.

*« But if ye forgive not," &c. Mith multitudes more, which are all

conditional particles inserted in the grants of benefits.

(2.) Having shewn you what the nature of a condition is, I shall,

I hope, make it plain to you, that Jhith is such a condition in the
gospel-grant of our salvation ; for we find the benefit suspended till

this act of faith be performed ; John iii. 36. " He that believeth on
the Son, hath everlasting life ; and he that believeth not the Son,
shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth on him." And most
plainly, Rom. x. 9. having she^vn before what the condition of legal

righteousness was, he tells us there what the gospel-condition of sal-

vation is ; " The righteousness which is of faith, speaketh on this

wise ; That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus,

and sh alt believe in thy heart, that God raised him from the dead,

thou shalt be saved." I ask you, sir, whether it be possible to put
words into a frame more lively expressive of a condition than these

are.? Do but compare Mark xvi. 16. " He that believeth, and is

baptized, shall be saved; but he that believeth not, shall be damned:"
Do but compare, I say, that scripture-phrase with the words of Ja-
cob's sons, which all allow to be conditional, Gen. xliii. 4, 5. " If
thou wilt send our brother with us, we will go down ; but if thou
wilt not send him, we will not go down ;" and judge whether the one
be not as conditional as the other : more particularly.

Argument I.

If we cannot be justified or saved till we believe, then faith is the

condition on which those consequent benefits are suspended.

But we cannot be justified or saved till we beheve ; Ergo.
The sequel of the major is evident ; for, as we said before, a con-

dition is the suspension of a grant till something future be done. The
minor is plain in scripture ; Rom. iv. 24. " Now it was not written for

his sake alone, that righteousness was imputed to him ; but for our
sakes also, to whom it shall be imputed if we believe." Otg fnXXsi

Xoy/^sff^a/, Quibus futurim est ut imputetur, to whom it shall come
to pass, that it shall be imputed, if we believe : And Acts x. 43.
*' Whosoever believeth on him, shall receive remission of sins."

John iii. 36. " He that believeth not, shall not see life, but the wrath
of God abideth on him ;" with multitudes more. Now, sir, lay seri-

ously before your e^^es such scriptures as these, that promise salva-

tion to believers, and threaten damnation to all unbelievers, as Mark
xvi. 16. doth, and then give a plain and clear answer to this ques-

tion; either the positive part of that text promises salvation absolutely

to men, whether they believe or believe not, and consequently un-

believers shall be saved as well as believers ; and the negative part

threatens damnation absolutely to sinners, as sinners ; and conse-

quently all sinners shall be damned, whether they believe or not : or

else, if you allow neither to be absolute, but that none can be saved
till they believe, nor any damned when they do believe; is not that

a conditional promise and threatening ?
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Argument II.

If God's covenant with Abraham, Gen. xii. 2, 3. and that Gen.

xvii. 2, 3. were (as you say) pure gospel-covenants of grace, and yet

in both some things are required as duties on Abraham's part, to

make him partaker of the benefits of the promises ; then the cove-

nant of grace is not absolute, but conditional.

But so it was in both these covenants ; Ergo.
The minor only requires proof; for which let us have recourse to

the places, and see whether it be so or not.

(1.) For the first you instance in as a pure gospel-covenant made
with Abraham, Gen. xii. 2, 3. I must confess, as you dismember the

text, p. 229. by chusing out the second and third verses, and leaving

out the first, which was the trial ofAbraham's obedience, in forsaking

his native country, and his father's house ; I say, give me but this li-

berty to separate and disjoin one part of a covenant from the other,

and it is easy to make any conditional covenant in the world to be-

come absolute ; for take but the duty required, from the promise that

is made, and that which was a conditional, presently becomes an abso-
lute grant. Suppose, sir, that Abraham had refused to leave his dear
native country, and dearest relations, as many do ; think you that the
promised mercies had been his.^ I must plainly tell you, you assume a
strange liberty in this matter, and make a great deal bolder with the
scriptures than you ought : and the very same usage the other scrip-

tures hath.

(2.) For when you cite your second covenant with Abraham, you
only cite Gen. xvii. 2, 3. and thencallitan absolute gospel-covenant

;

when indeed you make it so, by leaving out the first verse, which con-

tains the condition or duty required on Abraham's part; for thus run
the three first verses ;" And when Abraham was ninety-nine years
old, the Lord appeared to Abraham, and said unto him, I am the Al-
mighty God ; walk thou before me, and be thou perfect, and I will

make my covenant between me and thee," &c. Here an upright
conversation before God is required of him, at God's entrance into

this covenant with him ; but that is, and must be omitted, and cut
off, to make the covenant look absolute, I am really grieved to see

the scriptures thus dealt with to deserve a design

!

Argument III.

If all the promises of the gospel be absolute and unconditional,

requiring no restipulation from man, then they cannot properly and
truly belong to the new covenant.

But they do properly and truly belong to the new covenant;
therefore they are not all absolute and unconditional.

The sequel of the major is only liable to doubt or denial, namely.
That the absoluteness of all the promises of the New Testament cuts

off their relation to a covenant j but that it doth so, no man can deny.
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that understands the difference between a covenant and an absolute

promise. A covenant is a ni utual compact or agreement betwixt parties,
in which they bind each other to the performance of what they re-

spectively promise ; so that there can be no other proper covenant
where there is not a restipulation or re-obligation of one part, as well

as a promise on the other; but an absolute promise binds only one
party and leaves the other wholly free and unobliged to any thing in

order to the enjoyment of the good promised. So then, if all the

New Testament promises be unconditional and absolute, they are not

part of a covenant, nor must that word be applied to them ; they are

absolute promises, binding no man towhomthevare made to any duty,

in order to the enjoyment of the mercies promised : But those per-

sons that are under these absolute promises, must and shall enjoy the

mercies of pardon and salvation, whether they repent or repent not,

believe or believe not, obey or obey not. Now to what licentiousness

this doctrine leads men, is obvious to every eye. Yet this absolute-

ness of the covenant (as you improperly call it) is by you asserted, p.

229, 230. There is (say you) no condition at all, it is wholly free and
absolute, as the covenant with Abraham, Gen. xii. 2, 3. Gen. xvii.

2, 3. Thank you, sir, for making them so ; for by cutting off the

first verses, where the duty required on Abraham's part is contain-

ed, you make them what God never intended them to be. And the

same foul play is in Deut. xxx. where you separate the plain condi-

tion contained in ver. 1, 2. from the promise, ver. 6. Or if the con-

dition, ver. 1, 2. be not plain enough, but you will make it part of
the promise, I hope that after, in ver. 10. is too plain to be denied.

As to the other texts, more anon ; mean time see how you destroy

the nature of a covenant.

Object. But say you, pag. 233. To impose new conditions, though
never so mild, is a new covenant gfzcorks with some mercy, but not

a covenant ofgrace, properly so called.

Sol. It is true, if those works or acts of ours, which God requires,

be understood of meritorious works in our own strength and power
to pei-form, it destroys the free grace of the covenant ; but this we
utterly reject, and speak only of faith wrought in us by the Spirit

of God, which receives all from God, and gives the entire glory to

God ; Eph. ii. 5, 8.

Object. But you will say, If faith be the condHwn, and that faith

be not of ourselves, then both the promise and the condition are on
God's part (if you wall call faith a conditicyn) and so still on our part

the covenant is absolute.

Sol. This is a mistake, and the mistake in this leads you into all the

rest ; though faith (which we call the condition on our part) be the

gift of God, and the power of believing be derived from God, yet the

act of believing is properly our act, though the powerby which we be-

lieve be of God.? else it would follow, when we act any grace, as faith,

repentance^ or obedience, thatGod believes, repents, and obeys in us,
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and it is not we, but God that doth all these. This, I hope, you will

not dare to assert ; they are truly our works, though wrought in

God's strength ? Isa. xxvi. 12. *' Lord, thou hast wrought all our

works in us ;" i. e. though they be our works, yet they are wrought

in us by thy grace or strength.

As for Dr. Owen, it is plain from the place you cite in the doc-

trine of justification, p. 156, he only excludes conditions, as we do,

in respect of the dignity of the act, as is more plain in his treatise of

redemption, p. 103, 104. in which he allows conditions in both the

covenants^ and makes this the difference. That the Old required

them, but the New effects them in all the fcederates.

I know no othodox divine in the world, that presumes to thrust

in any work of man's into the covenant of grace, as a condition,

which, in the Armenian sense, he may or may not perform, accord-

ing to the power and pleasure of his own free will, without the pre-

venting or determining grace of God ; which preventing grace is

contained in those promises, Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26, 27, &c. Nor yet

that there is any meritorious worth, either o^condignitij or congridty

in the Popish sense, in the very justifying act of faith, for the which

God justifies and saves us. But we say. That though God, in the

way of preventing grace, works faith in us, and when it is so wrought,

we need his assisting grace to act it, yet neither his assisting nor

preventing grace makes the act of faith no more to be our act ; it is

we that believe still though in God's strength, and that upon our be-

lieving, or not believing, we have or have not the benefits of God's

promises ; which is the very proper notion of a condition.

Argument IV.

If all the promises of the new covenant be absolute and uncondi-

tional, having no respect nor relation to any grace wrought in us,

nor duty done by us, then the trial of our interest in Christ, by
marks and signs of grace, is not our duty, nor can we take comfort

in sanctification, as an evidence of our justification.

But it is a Christian's duty to try his interest in Christ hy marl's

and signs ; and be may take comfort in sanctification, as an evi-

dence of justification. Ergo,
The sequel of the major is undeniably clear : so that can never be

a sign or evidence of an interest in Christ, which that interest may be
without ; yea, and as * Dr. Crispe asserts, according to his Antino-

mian principles, ' Christ is ours (saith he) before we have gracious

qualifications; every truemark and signmust beinseparable from that

it signifies.' Now, if the works of the Spirit in us be not so, but an
interest in Christ may be where these are not, then they are no pro-

per marks or signs ; and if they are not, it cannot be our duty to

• Dr. Crispe, 2d Vol of Christ exalted, Serm. 14,
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make use of them as such, and consequently if we should, they can
yield us no comfort.

The mmor is plain in scripture ; 1 John ii. 3. " Hereby we do
know that we know him, if we keep his commandments.''^ The
meaning is, we perceive and discern ourselves to be sincere believers,

and consequently that Christ is our propitiation, when obedience to

his commands is become habitual and easy to us ; So 1 John iii. 19.
'' Hereby we know that we are of the truth, and shall assure our

hearts before him ;'"
i. e. by our sincere cordial love to Christ and

his members, as ver. 18. this shall demonstrate to us, that we are

the children of truth ; and again, 1 John iii. 14. "We know that

we are passed from death to life ; because we love the brethren :"

With multitudes more to the same purpose, which plainly teach

Christians to fetch the evidences of their justification out of their

sanctification, and to prove their interest in Christ, by the works of

his Spirit found in their own hearts.

And this is not only a Christian's liberty, but his commanded duty

to bring his interest in Christ to this touchstone and test ; 2 Cor.

xiii. 5. Examine yourselves, prove yourselves," &c. 2 Pet. i. 10.

" Give all diligence to make your calling and election sure.'*''' i. e.

your election by your calling. No man can make his election sure^i

priori, nor can any make it surer than it is in se ; therefore it is

only capable of being made sure to us a posteriori ; arguing from

the work of sanctification in us, to God's eternal choice of us.

And as the saints in all ages have taken this course, so they have

taken great and lawful comfort in the use of these marks and signs

of grace; 2 Kings xx. 3. 2 Cor. i. 12.

I am sensible how vehemently the Antinomian party, Dr. Crispe,

Mr. Eyre, and some others, do oppugn this truth, representing it as

legal and impracticable (forthey are for the absolute and unconditional

nature of the new cove?ia7it, as well as you) ; but by your espousing

their principle, you have even run Anabaptism into Antinomianism ;

and must, by this principle of yours, renounce all marks and trials

of an interest in Christ, by any work of the Spirit wrought in us.

You must only stick to the immediate sealings of the Spirit ; which,

if such a thing be at all, it is but rare and extraordinary.

I will not deny but there may be an immediate testimony of the

Spirit ; but sure I am his mediate testimony by his graces in us, is his

usual way of sealing believers. We do not affirm any of these his

works to bemeritoriouscausesof our justification; or that, considered

abstractly from the Spirit, they can of themselves seal, or evidence

our interest in Christ; Neither do we affirm, that any of them are

complete and perfect works ; but this we say, that they being true

and sincere, though imperfect graces, they are our usual and standing

evidences, to make out our interest in Christ by. And I hope you,

and the whole Antinomian p«?%, will find it hard, yea, and impossi-

ble, to remove the saints from that comfortable and scriptural way of
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examining their interest in Christ, by the graces of his Spirit in them

;

iis the saints, who are gone to heaven before them, have done in all

Argument V»

If the covenant ofgracehe altogether absolute and unconditional,

requiring nothing to be done on our part, to entitle us to its bene-

fits ; then it cannot be man's duty in entering covenant with God,
to deliberate the terms, count the cost, or give his consent by word
or writing, explicitly to the terms of this covenant.

But it is man's duty in entering covenant with Grod, to deliberate

the terms, and count the cost ; Luke xiv. 26, to 34. and explicitly

to give his consent thereunto, either by word or writing : Ergo.
The sequel of the major is self-evident : For where there are no

terms or conditions required on our part, there can be none to deli-

berate, or give our consent to ; and so a man may be in a covenant

without his own consent.

The minor is undeniable in the text cited : Ifyou say, These are

duties^ but not conditions; I reply, they are such duties, without the

performance of which we can have no benefit by Christ and the new
covenant, Luke xiv. 33. And such duties have the true suspending

i\2iX.\XYe oi conditions m them. If you say they are only subsequent

duties, but not antecedent or concomitant acts, the 28lh verse di-

rectly opposes you : Let him first sit down and count the cost. And
for those overt-acts, whereby we explicitly declare our consent to the

terms of the covenant, at our first entering into the bond of it, I

hope you will not say, that it is a legal covenant too ; Isa. xliv. 3, 4.

" I will pour water upon him that is thirsty, and floods upon the

dry ground : I will pour my Spirit upon thy seed, and my blessing

upon thine off-spring ; and they shall spring up as among the grass,

as willows by the water-courses ; One shall say, I am the Lord's,

and another shall call himself by the name of Jacob ; and another

shall subscribe with his hand unto the Lord,"" &c. A plain allusion

to soldiers, when they list themselves under a captain, or general.

What remains now to reply to these arguments, but either that

the places by me cited and argued upon, do not intend the new cove-

7iant, under which we are ; or that this new covenant hath its condi-

tions, and is not altogether absolute, as you have asserted it to be.

And thus, sir, you are fairly beaten off (if I mistake not) from
the new ground you had chosen and marked out to raise your bat-

tery upon, to demolish that strong fort which secures the right of

behevers infants to baptism ; and you must return again to the old

answers of IVIr. Tombes, and others, to our solid and substantial ar-

gument from Abraham's covenant, Gen. xvii. which have been

bafiled over and over by Baxter, Blake, Sydenham; and many other

stout champions for hifants baptism.

Vol. VI. Z
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All that I am further concerned about, is to examine so many of

those scriptures as you have spoken to, which are by us produced in

defence of those four grounds or principles mentioned in the begin-

ning of this discourse, whereon we establish the right of hifanU
baptism ; and to vindicate those scriptures from your strained and
injurious interpretations of them : Which being done, they will each

of them stand in those eminent places of service, where they have

been so long useful to the cause we defend.

As for your pretended solutions of the incomparable Mr. Baxter's,

and the learned and accurate Dr. Burthogg's arguments, I admire at

your confidence therein ; and let me tell you, without breach of

charity, it is an high piece of confidence in you, to throw the gant-

let, and bid defiance to two such worthies yet alive, and easily able

to detect your folly, in the weakness and impertinency of your an-

swers. Alas ! my friend, you little know what it is to have such

weak and inartificial discourses as yours brought under the strict ex^

amen of such acute and judicious eyes. But,

Sic dama leonein

Iiisequitur, audctque viro concurrere virgo.

Nor will I presume to anticipate either of their answers to your dis-

course (if they shall think it worthy of an answer); but rather briefly

reflect upon what you return to the arguments of those eminent di-

vines that are gone to glory in the faith of that truth you oppose,

and are not capable of defending their solid and regular interpreta-

tions of scriptures, against the notions you force upon them, con-

trary both to the grammar and scope of several of them.

And here sir, in the beginning, let me mind you what a learned

and judicious person saith, about all interpretations of scriptures

:

" Four things (saith he) commend an interpretation, and establish

it as a king upon the throne, against whom there is no rising up."'

Firsts If the letter and grammar of the text fairly bear it.

Secondly^ If the scope and argument of the place will close di-

rectly with it.

Thirdlij^ If the interpretation set up against it, cannot stand be-

fore both, or either of the former.

Fourthly, If the judgment of learned, wise, and impartial men be

found generally agreeable to it.

According to these rules (whereat you can have no just exception)

I shall briefly, yet I hope clearly and sufficiently, answer some of the

replies you make to the arguments of those deceased worthies : And,

(1.) In page 1. you produce Mr. William Allen's argument, adho-

minern, against your practice :
' He tells you, your own principle

condemns you ; for you reject the baptizing of infants, because there

is no example in the New Testament of it ; and yet baptize persons

at age, whose parents were Christians; which is as much without a

gospel precedent, or example, as the former. The sum ofyour reply

i$i That though it should be granted, that there is no express ex-
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ample for the baptizing such in scripture, yet there ar6 examples

enouo-h concerning the baptism of believers,'*

Reply. Here you grant all that Mr. Allen objects ; viz. ' That
you are altogether without example or precedent for your practice ;

And object to him and us, what he nor we ever scrupled or denied ;

viz. The baptizing of some adult persons, upon the personal profes-

sion of their faith.' I have done it myself, and, in like circumstances,

am ready to do it again. Once you clearly yield it, that you have no
precedent nor example for your practice in the gospel : That is all that

he seeks, and what he seeks, you plainly grant. As to the precept

and examples of baptizing adult believers, whose parents were unbe-
lievers, and themselves never baptized in infancy, that is not the point

you are now to speak to ; nor have we any controversy about it. Cer-
tainly you are none of the fittest persons in the world to clamour so

loudly against us, for want of express precedents for infants haptismy

whilst yourself confesses, you want ev?n one precedent in the New
Testament to legitimate your own practice ; and in the mean time are

found in the sinful neglect ofa sweet and heavenly gospel-ordinance,

viz. the singing o^psalms, for which you have both precept and pre-

cedent in the gospel, Col. iii. 16. Jam. v. 13. 1 Cor. xiv. 26.

(2.) It is objected against you, pag. 2. ' That if the commission,

Mat. xxviii. excludes none from baptism, but such as are to be ex-

cluded by the order therein to be observed ; and if baptizing and
teaching are to precede, or follow one the other, as there named by-

Christ, then these two conclusions will follow. (1.) That infants

are not there excluded from baptism. (2.) That a person may be
baptized, before he be taught ; for there we have, Fh'st, Ma,dr,Tsv(jari

'ffavra ra s^i-tj, disciple all nations ; make them disciples, or Christians.

Secondly, We have Bacrr/^^oi/rss -/.aididaffxovrsg; whicli literally to trans-

late, is baptizing and teaching. Now then discipling being a ge-

neral word, that contains in it the two others that follow, viz. bap-
tizing and teaching ; and being the imperative mood, whereas the

other two are participles ; it is manifest, that the whole com-
mand or commission, is given in that, and the mode of execution in

these. And if the mode of executing that general commission be
expressed in these, where baptizing is first, and teaching comes
after ; what is become of the order of the Antipcj^dobaptists that

have been so long talked of T
The sum of your answer is, ' That if baptizing be first, and teach-

ing comes after ; then it will follow, that the apostles understood not
their commission aright ; for they first preached, and then baptized
them that by their preaching believed, Acts viii. Acts x. Acts ii.

with many other places you heap up to the same purpose. And
therefore infants must be excluded by that commission, because un-
capable of being taught. And therefore let us criticise as we please
upon imperative moods, and participles^ the case is clear, teaching
must go before baptizing.'

Z3
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Reply. It had been more modest to suspect that you understood
not the text aright, than that the apostles understood not their com-
mission aright. The order of the words (as this well-fortified objec-
tion declares that you cannot deny) puts teaching after baptizing:
And though weshould allow you, that they discipled adultpersonsby
ieacki77g, and taught others baptized in infancy, after their baptizing
them; in bot' they followed their order and commission, in discipling

the parents by preaching, and teaching their children baptized, by
yirtue of the promise to them, after their baptism. For he declares,

Acts ii. ' the promise is to them, and to their children f which gives

a right to both unto baptism : And so teaching, according to the order
of this comviisslon, may bean antecedent duty totheparent, andasub-
sequent duty to him and his baptized children. For if Madrpiumli

includes teaching before baptizing, why should not A/3a(fox7??, which
is put after baptizing, respect the subsequent duty of teaching both
the one and the other ?

(3.) Mr. Allen's next argument, mentioned by you, pag. 5. is

taken from Matth. xix. 14. " Suffer little children to come unto me,
and forbid them not, for of such is the kiufjdom of heaven." Whence... .

he argues agamst your objection, of the incapacity of infants for

baptism ; that if they are capable of interest, or membership in the

kingdom of heaven, or church, they are equally capable of the sign

or cognizance, which is baptism.

To this you reply three things: (1.) ' That it remains to be proved,

that these little children were infants, and not grown boys or girls,

capable of making an actual profession of their faith in Christ. (2.)

It is doubtful, whether they were for the present in the kingdom of
God, or were only elected, and so in time should be of his kingdom.
And (3.) whatever they were, they were brought unto Christ, who
himself baptized not; not to his disciples, who did baptize.'

Reply. Your first exception is vain and groundless: That they were
very young, and little ones, appears not only by Christ's taking them
in his arms, but from the very notation of the word Uaidia, a diminu-
tive word, signifying a little child, or infant. So John was called,

when new born, Luke i. 76. And Christ, when he lay in the manger;
and Moses, when among the flags. And if this be not enough, St.

Luke gives them another, Luke xvii. 15. Ta 8^29*3, infants; a word
given to a child in the womb, Luke i. 47. And for what you object

out of Piscator, that the same word is used of Timothy, who knewthe
scriptures from a child; itisan evident mistake or shift; Fortheword
is, arro I3ps(pis; : he knew them, not being an infant, but from his child-

hood, or infancy; that is, when he had ydi^^^A\\\%infant-state, in which
state these were that were brought unto Christ. And, (2.) Whereas
you question their present right in the kingdom of God, or whether it

were not future, by virtue of their election.? The text will not allow

your interpretation, Tm yairBikrm i<;iv, Ofsuchisnot: not, i6(lat, shall

lie, the kingdom ofGod. Their present church-membership, assert-



A REPLY TO Mil. CAllv's SOLEMN CALL. 359

e<l by Christ, is also a known rule, to regulate for the future the dis-

ciples carriage towards them; which was too severe, harsh, and there-

fore highly displeasing to Christ : But by telling them they were

members of the church or kingdom of heaven, (they being very pro-

bably the infants of believing parents, as their bringing them unto

Christ with such affection, through the frowns and repulses of the

disciples, shews) he gives them a known and plain rule, how to dis-

tinguish infants, and regulate their carriage towards them ; which

God's election can never be, that being an unrevealed secret. xYnd,

(3.) Whereas you say Christ did not baptize them : I reply we never

urged this scripture, to prove he did so; but only to prove their

clturch-membership ; which, methinks, Christ asserts as plainly as

words can assert it, whence he saith. Of such is the Jcingdom of hea-

ven. And though you use to quibble at the word Tomloj'^, ofsuch, as

though it respected not the present infants, but grown persons, re-

sembling them in humble innocent qualities; Mr. Sydenham hath

sufficiently baffled that interpretation, by shewing its inconsistence

with the scope and argument of that place, and how ridiculous this

sense would be, when reduced to a formal argument.

(4.) The fourth argument you pretend to answer, p. 8. is drawn
from 1 Cor. vii. 14. " Else were your children unclean, " but now
are they holy.'"* To this you answer two things : (1.) That the holi-

ness here spoken of, is not a fce:leral, but a matrimonial holiness,

namely, legitimacy ; and is as much as to say. Your children are

no bastards, seeing one of you is a believer.

Reply. If this be the true and genuine sense of this text, then all

the children in the world, not immediately descended from one, or

both believingparents, must of necessity be all bastards ; their parents,

how solemnly soever married, must live in uncleanness : And what
mad work (think you) will this assertion make in the world; and
how many millions of persons will it nearly touch, both in point of
honour and inheritance ?

(2.) You say, though the holiness here spoken of, should be al-

lowed to be a foederal, or covenant holiness ; yet for want of an ex-

press institution, it will not warrant our practice.

Reply. The holiness of the children being granted to be a covenant
holiness, none can deny them to be within the covenant : how else

come they to be holy by covenant ; And if within the covenant, who
can deny them the initiating sign, which is baptism ? Or how shall

they (ordinarily) be visibly admitted into the visible church without

it.? The connection betwixt their foederal hohness, and right to bap-
tism, will appear plain enough from Acts ii. 38, which you come
next to speak to.

(5.) You attempt to answer Mr. Allen's argument from Acts ii. 38.
" Be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the

remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.
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For the promise is unto you, and to your children, and unto all that

are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.'"

On this text, you know, we lay a very great stress for the proof of

infants baptism ; and deserves a remark, that you wholly suppress

our arguments drawn from that text, but however return an answer
to them all, such as it is. You first tell us, ' The promise here

spoken of, is not a promise of any external privileges, but the pro-

mise of the gospel, or the grace of God in Christ Jesus."

Secondly^ ' That the promise was not to their children, as believers

seed, nor to them, or any other uncalled by the Lord ; but only a

promise of remission of sins, and receiving the Holy Ghost, upon their

actual repentance ; which infants cannot perform, and therefore can-

not here be intended." This is the true and whole senseof youra/z^jx;^?'.

Reply. Now, because you have wholly omitted our argument

from this text (for which doubtless there was some reason) I think

myself obliged to let the world know, how we expound it, and what

we duly infer from that exposition of it; and then let the reader

judge, whether by the fore-mentioned rules of a just interpretation,

you or we are in the right.

(1.) We observe this famous text to contain the first argument

used by the apostle, after Christ's ascension, to persuade the Jews

to embrace Chridian'ity^ by repenting, and submitting themselves

to baptism, the mitiating sign of it ; and therefore here we justly

expect much light about this controverted point : Nor doth the apos-

tle, in this text, deceive our expectation.

(2.) We take it for granted, that the direct and proper scope of

this place, is to persuade the Jews (to whom St. Peter preached) to

repent, and be baptized. This you allow, when you say, p. 10. ' He
uses it as a motive, why they and theirs should actually repent, and

be baptized." In these two then there is no controversy.

(3.) We take it for certain, that the promise here referred to by

Peter, is that gracious promise. Gen. xvii. 7. ' I will be a God to

thee, and to thy seed after thee.' The adjoining of their children

to therrj, saith Calvin, (and with him runs the general current of

expositors) depends on the words of that promise. Gen. xvii. 6. If

you be not satisfied with this, but rather will refer it to Joel ii. 28.

you are then obliged to answer Mr. Sydenham's argument afortiort^

from that reference. But you make no exception at all to this ac-

commodation of it: And then the sense must be this; the promise

shall run as before, ' to you and to your children."

(4.) AVe say, that except it had had relation to the covenant with

Abraham, there had been no occasion, or reason at all, here to have

meniioned children as well as parents : ' The promise is to you, and

your children." It had been enough, if he had only intended the be-

lieving parents, exclusive of their infant-seed, to have said. The pro-

mise is made to 'as many as the Lord our God shall call." What
reason, or occasion, was there to bring in their children at all ?
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(5.) We find here the children both of believing Jews and Gentiles,

mentioned in the promise, accompanying the precept o^ baptism ; and
the precept to them built on the promise, as that which gave them
their title to baptism ; Timv yag e-7rayfsXiag, " For the promise is to you,

and to your children." In the same line that he mentions baptism, he

also mentions the promise upon which their right is founded ; and in

the same breath with which he mentions their children, he also men-
tions the promise : which he would never have done, had his design

been to have excluded their children from both, or either of them

;

especially seeing their cJcildren had been so long in the possession of
both. These things are obvious, natural, and every way agreeable,

both to the grammar and scope of the text. Whence we argue:

Arg. If the promise be the same to believers under the gospel,

that ever it was to Abraham and his natural seed ; then the children

of believers^ by virtue thereof, have as good a title to baptism, as

Abraham's children had to circumcision.

But the promise is the same : Ergo, &c.

Next let us consider your answers.

(1.) You say. The pi^omise, here spoken qf\ is not a promise of
any eccternal privilege, but the promise ()f the gospel.

Reply. Your distinction is vain and groundless ; for it opposeth
promises, that contain external privileges, to gospel promises, con-

trary to 1 Tim. iv. 8. " Godliness hath the promise of the life that

now is, and of that which is to come." Secondly, Circumcision then,

and baptism now, which have both their foundation in that promise,

contain privileges in them of both sorts. This no man can deny,

but he that thinks it no privilege to be admitted into the visible

church, by the external initiating sign, and to be thereby distin-

guished from the Pagan world. You have no warrant, therefore,

to divide those things which God hath united.

(2.) You say, The promise was not to them as believers seed, nor
to any uncalled by the Lord.

Reply. Your meaning is, that these words [as many as the Lord shall

call] are a limitation of the promise to them only, whether parents or

children, that are actually called. Let this your interpretation

be compared with, and examined by the scope of the text, which you
confessed before to be a motive to persuade them and theirs to re-

pentance and baptism, and see if it can stand before it, as ours doth.

For if this be the meaning, then the apostle's argument must run thus:

I exhort you, convinced Jews, to repentance and Christian baptism :

for whereas you, and your children, have hitherto been an holy seed,

and the promise formerly was to them as well as you : but now the

case is altered : if you yourselves repent, and be baptized, you shall

have the benefit of the promise ; but as for your children they shall

be in the self-same case, and state, with the children of Pagans and
infidels. Indeed if any of your children shall XiQVQsSiQv believe, the^

Z 4
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shall have benefit by the promise, but no more than the children of
Pagans and infidels, which upon repentance shall be equal with them,
" Repent ye therefore, and be baptized ; for the promise is unto you,
and to your children.'' This, and no other, must the apostle's mo-
tive be, according to your interpretation and limitation of his words.

We make the motive or argument to run thus: * God hath now
remembered his covenant to Abraham, in sending that blessed seed, in

whom he promised to be the God of him, and his seed ; yea, and of
all believing Gentiles, as well as Jews and their children : do not you
therefore, by your unbelief, deprive both yourselves, and your dear

children, of the mercies and privileges of so great a promise ? " Re-
pent, therefore, and be baptized ; for the promise is unto you, and ta

your children," &c. Let the impartial reader j udge both, and the ac-

knowledged scope of the place determine the matter. And as it can-

not stand with the scope of the place, so neither (as Mr. Sydenham*
hath plainly evinced) with the grammar of the text, nor rules of logic,

by which according to your exposition, the word [children'] must be re-

dundant and superfluous, as being neither comprehended under Jews
or Gentiles, those that are near, or far off: into which two classes,

or ranks, the text distributes the whole world ; but must stand out

of the text, as a party by themselves, though expressly mentioned
in it, as those to whom the promise belongs. But enough of this.

(6.) Having vindicated Acts ii. 38, 39. which confirms our fourth

assertion, viz. the identity oi the promise the Jews were, and we are

under; we proceed next to vindicate Col. ii. 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, where-

by we prove the succession of baptism to circumcision^ and vindicate

it from that foreign sense you force upon it, to the great injury of

the text, as well as of our infants, whom you exclude from any con-

cernment therein.

Without any representation at all of the grounds on which we
proceed, to prove the succession of this ordinance to that, you (as

rashly as confidently) call it a groundless inference; which, whether
it be or no, let the impartial judge, when they shall see the grounds
on which we build that assertion.

(1.) It is out of controversy, that the scope of this place is to take

off the Colossians from ciixumcision, and other Jewish rites and cere-

monies, which the false teachers at that time earnestly endeavoured to

reduce them to ; as appears ver. 4. to be his plain design : " And this

I say, lest any man should beguile you with enticing words." And
he saith it with great concernment of mind, as appears ver. 1.

(2.) It is as plain, that the argument by which he establishes them
in the truth of the gospel, and secures them against the danger of

returning to those Jewish rites, especially circumcision, is drawn from
their completeness in Christ without it; ver. 9, and 10. And that

whatsoever they had under circumcision, they now enjoy in as com-

* Infant B^tism, p. 44, 45.
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plete and full a measure and manner, as ever Abraham and his seed

did. " And ye are complete in him,'' i. e. in Christ.

(3.) To evince this, he instanceth in the very case then under de-

bate, viz. circumcision, ver. 11, 12. And first distinguishing of a two-

fold circumcision, one made with, and the other without hands, which

he calls the circumcishu ofChrist: he tells them, as to both of these,

(namely, inward circumcision of the heart, and the external sign there-

of too) both are fully answered in baptism; " In whom also ye are

circumcised with the circumcision made without hands ; in putting

oft' the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ,

buried with him in baptism,'' ver. 11, 12. That is, look, as before

inward circuincision of the heart was signified by outward circumcision

of the flesh, as the proper, direct, and appointed sign of it ; so now,

the same inward circumcision, or regeneration of the soul, is as really

and fully signified to you, by the new gospel sign of it, which is bap-

tism; and therefore you are as complete, in respect both of outward

and inward privileges now, as ever Abraham and his seed were. Do
but convert the proposition, and suppose the apostle's design had
been to take them off from baptism, and bring them back to circum-

cision ; and in order to it had said, " In whom ye are also baptized

with the baptism of Christ, being circumcised with him ;" would not

the substitution of circumcision in the place of baptism have been

clear ? And why is not this as clear as that would have been ?

(4.) We further say, That except he had intended in these words

to have placed baptism as an external ordinance, in place and stead

of outward circumcision, he could never have pitched upon a worse

instance than that of circumcision, which was so much valued by
them : yea, from the very instance Ixe brings, he had put a strong

objection into their mouths, against his assertion, ver. 10. That we
are every way as complete without it, as the Jews were with it ; for

then their children enjoyed an ordinance of great value, which ours

are deprived of, having none under the gospel in lieu of it. Hence
we argue

:

Argument. If the ordinance of baptism now be appointed to an-

swer the same ends that the circumcision did to the Jews, and to

make us every way as complete in privileges as circumcision did them,
then it comes in the place and room of it ; and our children have
the same right to this, as theirs had to that.

But the antecedent is plain, from the scope and argument of the

apostle in this text and context : Ergo^ So is the consequent.

The sum of your answer is, (1.) ' That circumcision in the flesh,

is neither expressed nor meant here, but that of Christ in his own
person. (2.) That if baptism had been intended to have come in

the place of circumcision ; then it would follow, that females must
be excluded from baptism.'

Reply. Your first answer is manifestly false : for if the apostle dis-

tinguishes of a twofold circumcision, one made with hands, the other
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made \vithout hands ; then it is manifest, he means the circumcision

in thejlesh^ which is now abohshed, and all its ends and uses answer-

ed in gospel baptism. And whereas you say, The circumcision here

spoken of, is no other than the circumcision of Christ in his own per-

son ; I would gladly know how the Colossians are said to be circum-

cised in Christ's personal circumcision only? And whether thebaptisjn

here spoken of, wherewith they are said to be buried with him, be
not meant of Christ's personal baptism too ; and, consequently, there

is no need of the outward ordinance to pass upon them, or us ; but
especially, it is worth while for you to explain the reason why he calls

the Colossians' circumcision, a circumcision of Christ made without

hands, if he only intends Christ's personal circumcision; when we all

know, that Christ's personal circumcision was a circumcision made
with hands ; and could not possibly be such a circumcision as theirs

was, consisting in the putting off the body of the sins of the flesh,

or mortification of their corruptions. Christ had no sin by propa-

gation, to put off or mortify in his own person.

(2.) Your second anszver is no less absurd ; That, if baptism, ac-

cording to our argument, succeeds in the place of circumcision, then

Jemales must be excludedfrom baptism. You had as good have said,

that the enlargement of the privilege under the gospel, is no good
medium to prove we are as complete now under baptism as they were

under circumcision. Cannot baptism stand in the place of circum-

cision, because it answers all its ends with an advantage ? This, to me,
is a very strange answer ; however, it must stand in the place of a

better, rather than baptism shall stand in the place of circumcision.

Qbject. But if baptism succeed in the room of circumcision, and
there be such an analogy betwixt them, as you pretend ; then it will

follow, that you are obliged to baptize your children on the eighth

day as they circumcised theirs.

Sol. The objection is frivolous and vain : no man, that I know,
doubts, but the Lord's supper succeeds in the room and place of the

passover. Christ was the substance of that, as well as this ; and that

was abrogated by his institution of this, the very same night : as soon

as he and his disciples had celebrated the one, the other was insti-

tuted, and immediately succeeded it. And yet Christians are not

obliged to the same month, day, or hour, for the celebration of the

Lord's supper : the analogy is betwixt the substantial parts of both;

amongst which, the spiritual mystery, principal ends, and proper sub-

jects, are of principal consideration ; not the minuter circumstances

of time and place. In the passover and the LordHs supper, there is

a correspondence betwixt the proper subjects of both. No uncir-

cumcised person, or stranger to the covenant, might eat of that,

Exod. xii. 43, 48. No unbelieving person, uncircumcised in heart,

hath a right to this, 1 Cor. xi. 27, 28. So in the other ; the infants of

God's covenanted people were the proper subjects of circumcision

then, and so they are (say v/e) of baptism now ; for the same pro-
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nslse is still to believers and their children, Acts ii. 38, 39. Here
lies the analogy, and not in the variable circumstances of time.

Whereas you say, p. 12. Baptism cannot succeed circumcision

y

because it leaves no character or mark upon the body, as that did.

This very objection of yours is borrowed in express words from So-

cinus, that enemy of Christ, in disp. de bapt p. 113. and fully an-

swered by Maccovms, lor. com, p. 830, 831.

Object. But it will be further said, That according to our opinion,

there can be no analogy, or correspondency, betwixt the very sub-

jects of both ordinances ; for iiifants, at eight days old, were the

proper subjects of circumcisiwi ; but the subjects of baptism were

adult believers, from the time of its first institution : and so the

analogy fails in the very subjects.

Sol. This objection is grounded upon a great mistake : it is your

opinion, not ours, that destroys it ; for with us it lies fairly in these

three respects of it. (1.) We find, that at the first institution of cir-

cmncision, Abraham, the father, at ninety years old, and all the men
of his house, were first circumcised, Gen. xvii. 25, 26, 27. Answer-
ably, at the first institution of baptism, parents, masters of families,

&c. being adult believers, were first baptized. (2.) After the cir-

cumcision of Abraham, and the men of his house, their iiifant-seed

were also cii'cumcised, the promise belonging to tliem, as well as their

parents. Answerably, under the gospel, the whole families of be-

li^vers were baptized ; and the promise runs to their infants under

the gospel, as it did before, Acts ii. 39- (3.) As in the days of cir-

cumcision, if any stranger that had not been cirrumcised in his in-

fancy, should afterward become a proselyte, and join himself to the

Lordjiie was to be circumcised, of whatever age he was : so now, if

any infidel shall be converted, he is to be baptized, upon his personal

profession of faith : and so much for the analogy. As for your cor-

respondency of indentity, I cannot understand it.

I meet with little more in your first part, wherein I have any con-

cernment ; only there I find four arguments, in mood and figure,

against the innovation of symbolical 7ites, by human authority, into

the worship of God ; which is certainly the best page in your book :

and of them I have nothing to say, but that they are good ware

;

and I very well knew the mark and number of that parcel o^goodsy.

and to whom they properly belong.

But yet before I dismiss your book, I think myself concerned to

vindicate one place of scripture more, viz. Rom. xi. 16, 17. which

I alleged in the beginning for the confirmation of our first pro-

position, viz. That God's covenant with Abraham, Gen. xvii. is

the same covenant for substance we Gentile believers are no\f

under, ' If the first-fruits be holy, the lump is also holy : and if the

root be holy, so are the branches. And if some of the branches be
broken off, and thou, being a wild olive, wert graffed in among
them, and with them partakest of the root and fatness of the olive-
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tree, boast not against the branches,"* &c. This place is deservedly

of great value with us, to prove, that we Gentile believers^ with our
infant-seed, are invested under the gospel with the same substantial

privileges that the Jews and their infdnts formerly enjoyed. Here,
without opening one term, you proceed, in your wonted manner,
confidently to deny the arguments of our learned divines from this

place. I shall therefore open this famous text, and regularly deduce
the right of Gentile believers infants to baptism from it. And here,

keeping to the rules above ;

(i.) I note, that verses 13, 14, 15. give us the true level and
scope of the apostle's argument, which is to prove the calling in again

of the Jews, though for the present broken off; and on this ground
to excite hin^self to all diligence for their conversion, and suppress all

glorying and boasting in the Gentile believers, as if they were more
worthy than those, because they fill their rooms and places.

(2.) To prove the calling again of the Jews, he argues strongly,

ver. 16. from theJwdej-al holiness derived to the branches from their

root or ancestors ; namely, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, with whom
the covenant was made, Gen. xvii. ' For if the first-fruit be holy, the

lump is also holy ; and if the root be holy, so are the branches ;'
i. e.

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, being in covenant with God, ajbederal

holiness is from them derived to the branches. And this can be no
other than ajcederal holiness,heca.use those their ancestors were utter-

ly incapable to transmit any inherent holiness to them, that being the

incommunicable prerogative of God. This/cederal holiness lying still

in the root (the covenant with Abraham) will recover the branches

again to life, though at present many of them be broken off; as Job
speaks in another case. Job xiv. 7, 8, 9. ' There is hope of a tree,

though it be cut down, that it will sprout again, and that the tender

branch thereof will not cease ; though the root thereof wax old in

the earth, and the stock thereof dry in the ground ; yet through the

scent of water it will bud, and bring forth boughs like a plant.'

(3.) We affirm, by the authority of this text. That all the Jewish

nation was not broken off, but only a part of it: So the 17th verse

plainly declares ; * And if some of the branches be broken off,' &c.

Not all, but some ; for many of them were converted to Christ ; we
read of three thousand at one sermon, Actsii. and multitudes more
at other times. All these converted Jews stood in the apostle's time

as branches in the true olive, still enjoying all their privileges ; and
that which brake off them that were broken off, was nothing else but

their own unbelief: Ver. 20. ' Well then, because of unbelief they

were broken oft.' For at the promulgation of the gospel, a new arti-

cle was added to their creed ; namely, That this same Jesus, whom
they had crucified, is the promised and true Messiah. This some be-

lieved, and so stood by faith, still enjoying all their ancient privileges

of the covenant: Othersbelieved not, and their unbeliefbroke them off.

(4.) We find in this place two sorts of branches growing upon this
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root Abraham ; some natural branches ; namely, Jews by nature,

embracing Christ by faith ; others wild and foreign branches, viz.

Gentiles by nature, but ingrafted by faith, and by their ingrafture

growing among the natural branches, and with them partaking of the
root and fatness of the olive-tree, verse 17. that is, the rich privileo-es

of the covenant and promise to Abraham, Gen. xvii. ' I will be a God
to thee, and to thy seed.' This is the sweet juice and fatness of the
olive-tree, which both sort of branches live upon, ver. 17. some on
the external, others on the internal ; some on both.

(5.) These naturally wild, but now ingrafted branches, viz. thebe^
Uevinp' Gentiles^ being grafted by faith amongst the natural branches,

and with them sucking the fatness of the same root and olive ; that is

to say, the privileges, ordinances, and franchises of the church ; we
cannot but judge it to be a natural, clear, and necessary consequent,
that the same privileges the natural branches once had, and the re-

maing branches (amongst whom the Gentile believers were ingrafted)

then had ; the very same the Gentile believers^ and their children, do
now enjoy, by virtue of their interest in the same root ; else we can-
not understand how we should be said to partake with them of the
root andfatness of the olive. Certainly the sap is the same which
the root sends into all the branches, whether they be natural or in-

grafted ones; and is as plentifully communicated to the ingrafted,

as to the natural branches : For the watering of this olive with the
more rich and plentiful grace of the gospel, must make the olive-

tree as fat and flourishing as ever it was, to supply all its branches,
and more than ever before.

Seeing then we Gentiles have (1.) the same grafting into the true
olive ; and (2.) that our present grafting in, is answerable to their

present casting out ; and (3.) that their re-ingrafting, in the end of
the world, shall be the same for substance that ours now is, and their
own first was : For when they were first taken in, they, and their
children, were taken in together; when they were broken off, they
and their children were broken off together ; and when they shall
be taken in again, they and their children shall be taken in ao-ain

;

And (4.) seeing all these their expected mercies are secured to them
by the covenant made with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, which will
extend again to them when their unbelief ^viSS, be taken away; me-.
thinks (as was said before) nothing can be clearer than this conclu-
sion. That we Gentile believers are now invested with the same pri-
vileges they once enjoyed ; and our children have the s'dmcfjuderal
holiness or relation to the covenants theirs had, by being grafted,
amongst them, and living on the same sap they did, and that by the
same promise. Acts ii. 39.

But you will say. There is no mention here made of the graft-
ing in of our children w^th us. We reply, Neither is there any men-
tion here made of the breakingoff of their children with them ; which
yet was so. Nor was there need to say it, ^eing both their infants
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and ours are comprehended in theparents, as twigs are comprehended
in the branch, or buds in the graft, and the one being holy, so is the

other. And thisjced€f'al holiness of the children is not only mentioned
in this chapter, ver. 16. but also in 1 Cor. vii. 14. Now are your chil-

dren holy. And the very same prom ise, which conveyed the fatnessof

the olive to Abraham's natural seed, manifestly extends itself to the

Gentile believers seed, Acts ii. 38, 39. And if men will not shut their

eyes, and study evasions, what can be plainer from scripture than this

exphcation and application of this place ? We have with us the con-

sent of the generality of orthodox expo'^itars ; the sense itself is ge-

nuine, easy, and unconstrained, agreeable with the letter and scope of
the text. Whether the sen.se you set up against it, be as probable as

this, we come next to examine. And truly? sir, your answer is ambi-

guous asaDelphic oracle: For (1.) you tell us, p. 8. That the ingraft-

ingspoken ofin this place, is into the invisible church, by election. We
say, it is into the visible church, by profession of faith ; for we know
not how to understand any breaking off from the invisible church, or

falling from election : But it is like, you better considered the conse-

quents of that opinion, drawn upon you by Mr. Sydenham, in his

85th page; and therefore, nauseating those dregs of Arminianism,

you speak more orthodoxlyto the point, page 27, where you honestly

acknowledge. That the church of the Jews and Gentiles, as to the

true essence and inward substance of either, is one and the same : In
which respect, the believing Gentiles, according to the apostle's meta^

phor, are here said to be grafted in amongst them, and with them, to

be made partakers of the root and fajiness of the olive-tree : And in

reference hereunto, it is rightly added by the apostle, that the gifts

and callings of God are without repentance : The inward substance of

the church and covenant of grace, whereon it is founded, being in-

variable, and which shall for ever remain immoveable, though the out-

ward form and administration be not so. Well then, from hence we
bave gained two things : (1.) That the church of the Jews and Gen-
tiles are essentially and substantially the same church. (2.) That the

Jews were not broken off from the invisible church, or from faith and
election ; for these, you truly say, are invariable and immoveable

:

And if you had denied it, the apostle assures us, that the foundation

of God stands sure ; and that the gifts and callings of God are with-

out repentance. But what then was their breaking off, and the Gen-
tiles grafting in, which made this great alteration in the church.^ Can
it be any thing else, but our ingrafting into the visible church, by the

profession of our faith, from whence the Jews were broken off for

their unbelief.^ For certainly, from the invisible church they were not

broken off, and into the invisible church, multitudes of professing

Christians are not ingrafted. It is evident, therefore, by grafting us

into the olive-tree, he means the visible church ; and by the fatness

thereof, the ordinances and privileges of that church. Though he

deny not but all sincere professors aremembers of the invisible church
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also, and do belong to the election of grace ; but that is not the

breaking off, or grafting in, here spoken of.

And now, having given up Mr. Tombes' notion of the invisible

church, and election, you are again put to your shifts ; and must
either shuffle, and seek to hide yourself in a heap of strange and
unintelligible distinction, or (which had been much Aiirer) honestly

have yielded the cause; and, wherever you meet with them, I find

a whole troop of distinctions rallied together for this purpose, page

23, 24.

' This grafting in (say you) may be either into the visible or invi-

sible church ; either by faith, profession of faith, or by some outward

ordinance. Children may be either grown men, or infants. The
ingrafting in may be either* certain or probable. Certain, either by
reason of election, or their natural birth, being children of believers.

Probable, as being likely : either because frequently, or for the most

part, it happens so; Though necessary, and so not certain.* The
thing to be proved is. That the children of believers are in the co-

venant of free grace in Christ, and by virtue thereof, to be baptized

into the communion of the visible church.

Replij. Words enough, and distinctions enough, to reduce the text

to an indivisible point. But whither doth all this tend ; I will ask

you two or three plain questions, and then make what use you please

of your distinctions. (1.) Whether the breaking off of the Jews,

and the ingrafting of the Gentiles, here spoken of, have relation to

the mvhible cimrch by election, or to the visible church by profes-

sion of faith, and some outward ordinance ? (2.) Whether, if it

were into the visible church by profession of faith that the Gentile

believers were grafted in, as doubtless it was (and by relinquishing

the former sense, you here seem to yield it, saying, this ingrafture

may be certain, upon the account of natural birth, being children of
believers ;) then I would fain know, why you so state the question, as

to make the certainty of believers childrens interest in Christ to be
the only ground of their admission into xhki commtmion of the visible

church ? This (say you) must first be proved, or no baptism for them.

Alas, poor infants ! to what hard terms are they here tied up ?

Very much harder than the terms any of your own society are tied to:

And if baptism must be suspended, till this point can be cleared, that

the person to be baptized be first in Christ, and in the covenant offree
grace, as to the saving benefits thereof; then farewell to all baptism,

both of infants and adult professors too. For how can you prove, that

the persons you baptize, are all, or any of them, really in Christ ?

May they not deceive you, as Simon Magus did Peter ? I did not
think you had proceeded in this matter upon a certainty, hut a, pro-
hability: And if you proceed with yours upon the grounds oi proba-
bility, how come you to tie up the children of believers to a certainty

43f their interest in Christ aS the antecedent suspending condition of
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their baptism ? We need dispute no more about the proper subjects

of baptism, for by this account we have lost the ordinance of bap-

tism itself.

We thought, sir, that our children's title to baptism was derived to

them from their believing parents, as the children of the Jews was to

circumcision, from their circumcised and professing parents ; and that

the same promise which conveyed their children's privilege to them,

Gen. xvii. had conveyed the right of believers children to baptism
unto them also. Acts ii. 38, 39. and that the root being holy, the

branches are holy also, that is foederally holy, Rom. xi. 16. But to

this you make such an answer as astonishes me to read, p. 26; where
allowing Abraham to be the root, you say, 'The holiness here spoken

of, is first in respect of God's election ; holiness personal and inhe-

rent, in God's intention :' Eph. i. 4. " He hath chosen us in him,

that we should be holy." (2.) It is also holiness derivative ; but not

from any ancestors, but from Abraham only ; and that not as a
natural, but a spiritual Jather ; wherein he is a lively image, or

figure of Christ, and is derived from the covenant of grace, which
passed in his name to him and his seed. And, lastly, it shall be in-

herent, being actually communicated by the Spirit of God, when
they shall be actually called.'

Reply. Here we see into what brakes and pits men run themselves,

when they depart from the plain and safe path in explications of scrip-

ture Here is such a tripartite distinction of lioliness, as I never met
with before. (1.) Here is personal holiness inherent in Gods inten-

tion. By this you must either mean sanctification decreed for them,

and to be bestowed on them at the time of their calling ; and then

it is coincident with the third member of your distinction. Or else

you mean, that it is holiness inherent in the intention of God, as an
accident in its subject ; and then the simplicity of God's nature re-

sists your incongruous notion. But it would be a less crime, to

confound the first with tlie last member of your vain and self-created

distinction, than to speak things so repugnant to the simple and un-

compounded nature of God.
Or if your meaning be. That this holiness is in God by way of in-

tention, but in them by way of inhesion ; that will not deliver you
out of your confusion neither, but run you into greater: For then you
confound tlT»e immanent with the transient acts of God, and make
the same thing at the same time, to be purely in intention, and in

execution ; or to be only in God's purpose to bestow hereafter, and

yet, at the present, inherent in the persons he intends it for : So

that I must leave your strange notion of personal holiness inherent

in God's intention, to be cleared by a more metaphysical head than

mine: or else to stand, among other rare and unintelligible notions,

to be admired and apj)lauded by the ignorant reader.

But then, when we come to the second member of your distinction,

I am as much at a loss to find your sense as before : For there you
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Jell us, ' The holiness here spoken of, is derivative holiness also

;

and that from Abraham only ; and from him, not as a natural, but

a spiritual father, resembhng Christ herein.'

Reply. This word derivative is an equivocal word, and may signify

Q\\)i\Qvinherent personal holiness^ ovjcederal holiness ; for both ofthem
are derived. Ifyou say the former, it looks too black and horrid for

me to believe you mean it, though you should say you mean it ; for

then you make Abraham not only the figure and image of Christ, as

you speak, but Christ himself, by attributing to Abraham Christ's

incommunicable property and prerogative. Then Abraham may say

to all his children, as Christ doth, John xv. 4, 5. I am the vine, ye
are the branches^ ^c. I am he that sanctifies you. But if you mean
the last (as necessarily you must, if you mean any thing that hath

orthodox sense in it) then this derivative holiness you speak of, is

not personal holiness, or internal sanctification, hutjijcderal holiness,

derived from covenanted ancestors, or parents to their children ; and
therein you come over to us, and to the true sense of the text. But
why must this be squeezed from you with so much difficulty ? And
why did you hide thi^ feederal holiness under an equivocal term, lest

you should seem to yield the controversy with a word ? This is not
fair.

Object. If you say we are too hasty, and triumph before the vic-

tory : For though you do yield it to be ajcederal holiness^ yet it is

such as can be derived from no other father, or progenitor, but
Abraham only.

Sol. Yes, sir, I hope you will allow Isaac and Jacob, at least to be
the root and first-fruit, as well as Abraham, seeing the covenant was
jointly and expressly made with them all three, and thereby they be-

came the root and first-fruit of that holy nation ; and if that people be
called the seed of Abraham, they are also called the seed of Jacob

;

and if father-hood be ascribed to Abraham, it is ascribed to Jacob
too, Isa. Iviii. 1 4. And if Abraham be first named in the covenant,
so is Jacob: See Lev. xxvii. 42. But if you allow these three pa-
triarchs, perhaps that is all you will allow ; for you seem to say, that

wojasderal holiness can be derived from any other progenitors. Good
sir, whatever your own private opinion be in this matter, allow us to

believe otherwise, as long as those scriptures 1 Cor. vii. 14. and Acts
ii. 39. stand in our Bibles : For we cannot think but the foederal holi-

ness o^children results from the immediate /^arewfofaith, or covenant
mterest, as well as from the xemoievprogenitors ; else we cannot un-
derstand how the Corinthians' children should be holy, or how the

promise should belong to the children of them that are afar off, viz.

the Gentiles, who could derive no such thing to their children by a
lineal descent from Abraham, but only as they became ingrafted
branches by faith ; and so suck the fatness of the olive to thcmselve?,
and to their buds, or children, as the natural branches did. I desire
you to consider also, how this covenant passed, as you say it did, to

Vol. VI. A a
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Abraham and his seed, in Christ's name, if it be the same witb

Adam's covenant ? Did that pass to Adam in Christ's name too ?

I have now dispatched what I at first promised and intended, viz,

the confutation of my friend's mistakes about the covenants ; and

the vindication of those scriptures^ by which our arguments, de-

duced from one of them, are confirmed. And now I have no farther

concernment with Mr. Cary's solemn call ; save only to note his high

confidence, rash, and most unchristian censures, of all his differing

friends and brethren, with which he concludes his discourse ; where-

in he calls infants baptism,

(1.) A great abuse in the divine icorsJup, page 242, 243. And
yet he that so calls it, never looked half way into the controversy

;

nor is able, without manifest shuffling and contradiction, both to the

words of God, and his own words, to answer our arguments ; as is

here made too evident.

(2.) That it is no other than a change of a divine institution, and

making void \\\e commandmeiit of Christ, the horrid sin charged by
Christ upon those hypocrites, the Scribes and Pharisees, Matth. xv.

6. With no better than these doth he rank and associate the many
thousands of God's choice and dear people, who differ in this cir-

cumstantial point from him.

(3.) He compares it with the sin of Nadab and Abihu ; and with

that of Israel, with respect to the ark,» 1 Chron. xv. 13. A sin, which

provoked the Lord to execute judgment, by an immediate stroke in

fire from heaven upon them. Thus Mr. Cary is ready to callforjirc

from heaven upon his brethreji. Alas, poor man ! he knows not what

spirit he is of, as Christ told the disciples in a like case. It is well

we are not in his hands, to execute the wrath, as well as charge the

guilt upon us. But I hope all this is but rashness in him.

(4.) He affirms it to be no less than ati'cmsgressing ofthe law, achan-

ging-qfthe ordinances, anda breaking()fthe everlasting covenant. If

it be a transgressing of the law, he should have shewn us in what

scripture that law that forbids it is, or where God hath repealed his

former grant to the children of his covenant-people. And for the

changing of the ordinances, I am of opinion, it is he that is guilty of

that sin, and not we : For we have proved, God settled this privilege

upon the infant-seed of his people ; that Xho^promise, under the gos-

pel, continues still to them ; and if he exclude them from baptism, he

changes the ordinance of God. And for breaking the everlasting co-

venant, for which he cites Isa. xxiv. 5, 6. the Lord make him sensible

of the danger he hath put himself under, from that very text he pro-

duces against us ; for it is manifest, that the covenant there spoken

of, is God's covenant with Abraham, renewed with the Israelites at

Sinai, which in that text is truly called an everlasting covenant

;

when mean time, Mr. Cary hath pronounced it to be an Adam's co-

venant, and now utterly abolished. Who is it, sir, that fights
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Ro-ainst, and changes this everlasting covenant, you or we, that are

for its continuance to us and our children ?

(.3.) He affirms these things to be of highest concernment to us.

If so, then sure it must follow, that repentance from dead works, and

faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ, must be inferior things to them;

for nothing can be higher than the highest, or equal with it. And
then bv making them the chief fundamentals in religion, as that ex-

pression doth (iFit be not a vain and sinful hyperbole) the salvation or

damiiation of men depends upon compliance or non-compliance with

them. And then, whether must you send all God's people in the

world, that differ from you ? Sir, I find your brethren in the appen-

dix to their confession of faith, page 110. placing one of these which

you make of highest concernment, among the other circumstances of

religion ; and doubtless that is in its proper place : Nor do I see how
they can free themselves from participation in your sin, till they have

admonished you for it, and causedyou to expunge it outofyour book.

6. That it is a settling of your thresholds by God's threshold :

These words you recite from Ezek. xliii. 8. which speak of the idola-

irons Icings ofJudah and Israel building temples and altars for their

idols, in or near the courts of the temple of God ; as the English

annotations on the text will inform you ; an abomination that de-

filed God's holy name, a wickedness not to be named, and for which

the Lord consumed them, and calls it whoredom in the next words.

Here sir, you have exceeded all the bounds of society and Christian

charity, and made this circumstantial difference about the proper

subject of baptism the grossest heathenish idolatry in the world

;

and consequently dissolved the bonds of Christian charity, and bro-

ken off all communion with us ; for with such idolaters you ought

not to have any communion.
Your more wise and moderate brethren, in the place above-cited,

tell us, ' They are loth hereby to alienate their affections or conver-

sations from any that fear the Lord, and are willing to participate of

the labours of those whom God hath endowed with abilities above

themselves ; qualified and called to the ministry of the word ; desirous

of peace, and not of renewed contests hereabout.' This is a language

of another air : And if they be (as I dare not suspect but they are)

sincere in that profession, they dare not comprobate such a desperate

and unchristian censure as yours is : If they do, then we may easily

guess what our lot and treatment shall be, whenever Anabaptism

gets the ascendant in England ; we may expect as civil usage as is

due to gross idolaters, and no better : But I hope better things.

(7.) You say, that as these things are of highest concernment, so

they oughttoheour most seriouspractice and endeavour^ page24y. ult.

Good Lord ! whither hath zeal for an opinion transported you ! Our
most serious practice and endeavour! Sir, I thought the most serious

practice of a minister had been to preach Christ and salvation to the

souls of men, and not to baptize : I am sure St. Paul reckoned so^
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Christ sent me not to baptize, hut topreach ; that is, baptism is not

my principal work, or main business. And ver. 14tb5 he thanks God
he had baptized none of them but Crispus and Gaius. I believe he

never uttered such an expression about his other work of preaching

Christ. And for all Christians, I thought the securing of their in-

terest in Christ, living in the duties of communion with him, watch-

ing their hearts, and mortifying their corruptions, had been the ob-

ject matter of their most serious practice, and faithful endeavour;

and not the litigations about baptism. But I hope these were only

inconsiderate expressions, falling from your pen, whilst you were in

a paroxism of zeal, or a transport in the height of a conceited tri-

umph : But whatever was the cause, I am sure you ought to revoke

and repent such words.

(8.) You wish your testimony rise not up at last as a witness

against u?. Sir, we do not apprehend any cause we have to fear

your testimony against us, or severest censures of us, whilst we are

satisfied, that as you neither have the faculty or commission to be

our judge, so neither is there any convincing evidence in your reply

to our arguments. But I think you have much more cause to fear,

lest those arguments should come at last as a witness against you,

who deny and contemn them ; when mean time, you are put to

most lamentable shifts, even contradictions, and somewhat worse, to

escape the point and edge of them.

(9.) To conclude. You tell us, we must not expect the special

presence of Christ to be afforded to us, without our compliance in

these points with you.

Sir, we never vet deserted the judgment or practice ofinfants bap-

tism, and yet have had (blessed be Jesus Christ for it) great and mani-

fold, sweet and signal proofs and evidences of his presence with us;

He bath owned and blessed our ministry to the conversion of many

;

and there are some, and those not mean, or few, of our spiritual chil-

dren, now in your societies in England, who have acknowledged us to

be the first instruments of their conversion : The Lord lay it not to

their charge, who now desert that ministry in which they first receiv-

ed Christ ! But as forthe departure ofhis presence, I assure you, friend,

I am more afraid of the rents and divisions you now renew so unsea-

sonably among the churches of Christ, than of any one thing amongst

us beside. It grievedmy soul to see you, quieta movere, awake a sleep-

ing controversy, especially in such a season, when we are little more

than half delivered from our enemies and dangers; you take us by the

heel, as Jacob did his brother, whilst but yet in the birth. Sir, ex-

cept 3^ou return to a more quiet and Christian temper, than you seem

here to be in, I am out of hope that ever you and I shall see those

blessed days, we have so often with pleasure, comforted ourselves

with the hopes of. However, extend your charity (if you have any

left) so far, as to believe that I am one, notwithstanding of all this,

that am studious of the church's peace, and inquisitive into the rules



A REPLY TO MR. CARY's SOLEMN CALL. ST5

of duty, not daring to hold any truth of God in unrighteousness

;

and yet well satisfied I am, in the path of my duty, wherein, though

we cannot walk together, yet I ho})e to meet you at the end of our

way, in our Father's house, where perfect light and peace dwells.

And here I had put an end to this debate, had I not received your

return to some of these sheets, whilst the last of them was under my
hand ; wherein I only find four things in which I am concerned. In

general, you tell mc, ' You are not convinced of any error, by what

I have said.' I am sorry to hear it: But considering the nature of

error on one side, and the difficulty of self-denial on the other, you

have not much deceived my expectation. More particularly,

(1.) You say. As to your hooking the Sinai covenant into this con-

troversy, I gave you the first occasion of it; for when you shewed me

your papers about God's covenant with Abraham, I told you, that

you were best first to try if you could prove the covenant at Sinai, to

be a covenant of works; forasmuch as our divines are so far from

conceiting the covenant with Abraham to be a covenant of works,

that they will not allow the Sinai law itself to be so ; and to convince

you of it, I lent you Mr. Roberts and Mr. Sedgwick on the covenant,

to enlighten and"^ satisfy you about it : But little did I think you had

confidence enough to enter the lists with two such learned and emi-

nent divines, and make them to follow your triumphant chariot,

shackled with the incomparable Baxter and Allen, Sydenham and

Borthogg, Hke three pair of noble prisoners of war. But whatever

was the occasion (setting aside your sin) I am not sorry you have

given a fit opportunity to enlighten the world in that point also.

(2.) You seem to fancy in your letter, that I once was of your

opinion about the moral law, because you find these passages in a

sermon of mins, upon John viii. 36. " If the Son therefore shall

make you free, then are you free indeed ;" viz.

« That the law required perfect working, under pain of that curse;

accepted no short endeavours, admitted no repentance, and gave no

strength.' But finding me here pleading for the law, you think you

find me in a contradiction to that doctrine.

The words I own ; the contradiction I positively deny; for I speak

not there, and here, ad idem ; for in that sermon, and in those very

w^ords you cite, I speak against the law, not as God intended it, when

he added it to the promise ; but as the ignorance and infidelity of

unregenerate men, make it to themselves a covenant of works, by
looking upon it as the very rule and reason of their justification before

God: This was the stumbling-stone at which all legal justiciaries then

did, -and still do stumble, Rom. ix. 31, 32, 33. In this sense the

apostle, in his epistles to the Romans and Galatians, argues against the

law, and so do I in the words you cite ; but vindicate the law in the

very same sermon you mention, as consistent with, and subservient to

Christ, in the former sense ; and there tell you, ' The lav/ sends us to

Christ to be justified; and Christ sends us back to the law to be re-
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gulated. The very same double sense of the law you will find in this

discourse ; and from the mistaken end and abuse of the law, which
the apostle so vehemently opposeth, I here prove against you, that

the law in this sense cannot consist with, or be added to the promise;
and therefore make it my medium to prove against you, that the

true nature and denomination of the Sinai law, can never be found
in this sense of it, but it must be estimated and denominated from
the purpose and intention of God, which I have proved to be evan-
gelical. Try your skill to fasten a contradiction betwixt my words
in that sermon and this discourse.

I know you would be glad to find the shadow of one, to make
some small excuse, or atonement for the many faults of that nature
you have here committed.

(3.) Your letter also informs me, that you hear you are answered
by one hand already ; and, for ought you know, many more may be
employed against you, and I for one ; and so we shall compass you
about like bees.

Reply. I have only seen Mr. Whiston's little book against your
brother Grantham, wherein he hath baffled two of your principal

arguments ; but you only come in collaterally there, and must not

look upon it as a full answer to your book, but only as a lash for your
folly, en passant. And for our compassing you about like bees, me-
thinks you seem to be elated in your own fancy, by the supposition,

or expectation, of a multitude of opponents. You know as well as

I, who it is that glories in this motto, Unus contra omnes. Sir, I

think your mind may be much at rest in that matter. Of all the

six famous adversaries mentioned in your title page, there are but
two living : and you know, Mortui non mordent ; and of the re-

maining two, one of them, viz. Mr. Baxter, is almost in heaven,

living in the daily views, and cheerful expectations of the saints

everlasting rest zvith GOD ; and is left for a little while among us,

as a great example of the life of faith. And it is questionable with

me, whether such a great and heavenly soul can find any leisure or

disposition to attend such a weak and trivial discourse as this.

And as for myself, you need not much fear me; I have not, nei-

ther do I intend to vibrate my sting against you, unless I find you
infecting or disturbing that hive to which I belong, and to which I

am daily gathering and carrying honey ; and then who but a drone
would not sting.

(4.) To conclude : in the close of your letter you fall into the for-

mer strain of love, assuring me, ' That the ancient friendship of so

many years, shall continue on your part.'

Reply. All that I shall return to this, is only to relate a short story

out of Plutarch, in the life of Alexander; where he tells us. That
whilst he was warring in the Indies, one Taxiles an Indian king,

came with his company to meet him ; and saluting Alexander, said,

!' What need you and I to fight and war one upon another ? If thou
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comest not to take away our water, and the necessaries of life from

us, for which we must needs fight : As for other goods, if I am
richer than thee, I am ready to give thee of mine ; and if I have

less, I will not think scorn to thank thee for thine." Alexander,

highly pleased with his words, made him this re})ly ; ' Thinkest

thou, that this meeting of ours can be without fighting ; No, no

;

thou hast won nothing by all thy fair words ; for I will fight and
contend with thee in honesty and courtesy, and thou shall not exceed

me in bounty and liberahty.'

I say with Taxiles, I had never armed against you, had you not

come to take away our water, and the necessaries of life ; I mean,
the covenant of God with Abraham, which contains the rich charter

of the Gentile believers children, and make it an abolished Adam's
covenant, and told us, that we must come up to the primitive purity

in these things ; that is, in renouncing it as a covenant of grace, and
relinquishing infants baptism, as grounded thereon.

Sir, were my own father alive, I must and would oppose him,

should he attempt what here you do. Infant-baptism, with you is

not ; singing' of psahns, that plain and heavenly gospel ordinance,

with you is not ; and will you take away our Benjamin also ? What!
the covenant of God with Abraham and his children in their genera-

tions ? All these things are against us. No, sir, we cannot part

with that covenant, as an abolished Adam's covenant, nor v/ill I give

it up for all the friendship in the world.

And yet I will say with Alexander, I will contend with you in

friendship and courtesy, even whilst I earnestly contend against you
for the truths of GOD, which you have here opposed, and I have
endeavoured to vindicate.

One word more before I part with you ; I do assure you, and the

whole world, that in this controversy with you, I have not, knowingly
or advisedly, misrepresented your sense : If you shall say I did so in

my second argument, from the words, page 179, I assure you, both
myself, and others could understand you no otherwise than I did in

the papers I sent you ; and when you told me, you meant there was
no pardon in either of those covenants, but that it plainly directed to

Abraham's covenant, you will find, I liave given you as fair a choice

as you can desire, either to stand to your words in the first sense,

wherein I understand them, or (which will be the same to me) to

your own sense, in whiclj you afterwards explained it to me. And
whereas I blame you over and over in my epistle and conclusion, for

putting the proper subjects of baptism amongst the highest things in

religion ; let the reader view your conclusion, and see, whether you
do, or not. If you say, you speak of the covenant there, as well^is

of baptism, I allow that you do so ; yet I hope it is equally as bad,
nay, in deed and truth, a great aggravation of your fault, to make
this article, viz. God's covenant with Abraham, Gen. xvii. an abolished
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0/8 SACRAMENTAL MEDITATIONS.—TO THE READER.

Adams covenant, one of the highest concernments of a Christian, the
baptism only of adult believers another. My consequences from your
words, are just and regular, how surprising soever they seem to you.
If you think fit to rejoin to this my answer, I desire you will avoid,

as much as you can, a tedious harangue of words, and speak strictly

and regularly to my arguments, by limiting, distinguishing, or deny-
ing, as a disputant ought to do : If so, I promise you a reply ; but
if I find no such thing, it shall pass with me but for waste paper ;

nor will I waste time about it. The Lord give us unity in things
necessary, liberty in things indifferent, and charity in all things 1

SACRAMENTAL MEDITATIONS

UPON DIVERS SELECT PLACES OF

SCRIPTURE:
WHEREIN

Believers are assisted in preparing their Hearts, and exciting
their Affections and Graces, when they draw nigh to GOD
in that most awful and solemn Ordinance of the LORD'S
SUPPER.

To THE Reader.

Christian Reader,

VyHRIST may be said to be crucified three ways; by the Jews
actually, in the sacrament declaratively, and by unbelievers at his

table interpretatwely. Among sins, blood-guiltiness is reckoned
one of the most heinous ; and of all blood-guiltiness, to be guilty of
the blood of Christ, is a sin of the deepest guilt, and will be avenged
with the most dreadful punishment, 1 Cor. x. 27, 29. If vengeance
be taken seven-fold on him that slew Cain, what vengeance shall be
taken on him that crucifies afresh the Lord ofglory ?

The heaviest blow of divine justice is still ready to avenge the abuse
of the best mercy : what can the heart of man conceive more solemn,

more sacred, or more deeply affective, than the representation of the
most gracious love of the Father, and the most grievous passion of the

Son ? What sin can be more provoking to God, than the slight and
contempt of those most awful mysteries ? And what punishment can

be more terrible, than for such a wretched soul to eat and drink dam-
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