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pearasas O ME Autiors, tiwo' Modelly, apologize
R e s for their Pertormance, when no other
2 S M ¢ Apclogy is necdrul thon the Importance
e 2 2ywae Of ther Subject, and their good Seanfe in
ey 5:‘6‘ managirg it. Others, perhaps, take their
NS [ixcule, only that they may appear hums
ble. But if to omit an Apology be a Crime in any,
it won'd, noDoubt, be particularly fo in mc; efpecial-
ly feeing 1 undertake the Vindication of a Revd. Pref-
bytery, wherein arc fundry of my Fathers and Dre-
thren, who arc much berrer qualificd for the Purpofe.
Now, all 1 thall offer to vindicatc mv cngacing in this
Affair is, that as an Anfwcr to the Deteéfion was judg-
ed Neceflary on Account of the Weak, who are hable
to be impos'd upon; fo our Preshytery were gencral-
ly either embarrafs'd by the Calamitics of the prefent
v Xear, or otherwife {o engag'd, that they cou'd not at-
gend (o0 it; therctore the difagrecable Task devolv’d
‘upon me.
' 'Bcing in & weakly State of Health, and much en-
swimber’d by the greac Variety of my ordinary La-
‘gims and Avocations, with which my Hands are
ufually fo full, that I have very little Leifure for any
Thing of this Kind, I requefted the Rev. M. Finley's
Aflitance in fome Particulars, which he was pleas'd to
rrant in a Letter wrote to me, that I have prefix'd to
- the following Performance. And being led farther
than his firft %)cﬁgrh which was only a few occafional
Remarks, he has vonfiderably fhortea’d my Labour,
gipecially on the firt Part of the Deteétion.
M. I'Yl'nlry's Charalter is already {o well eftablifh'd,
Was py Becommendation cap ’.@X po Weight to his
| B L4 )
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\Letter: But it will fufficiently fpcak for itfelf. Tho
{'m perfuaded what I have wrotc is juft, as to the Mat;
er; yet I'm very {enfible, there can’t but be fundr
B efects as to the Manner in which it is done: For as
,Nothing §r':at is to b expelted trom its Author, fo he
“wrote under peculiar-Difadvantages, not having Com-
pofure to write over Halt a Page at any Time, with:
out counfiacrabic Interruptions. -
1 have cndcavoui'd to avoid railing Language, nor
have I genorally usd as much Tarrnefs as 1§ereally
think the Occafion given wou'd juility 3 yet if any of]
my Readors think otherwife, let them pafs over thofe
Expreffions that are not {o pleafing to them, and 3t
tend to tac Scope of the Argument, L
Neither I, nae any of my Brethrea, have been fo
inrent on this Puhncfs @8 fome_ have wickedly report-
ed of us, who noticd abroad that we brib'd the Prin-|
ter to detain the Seceders Piece nll we had almoft pre-
par'd an Anfwer toit: We defpifle the Thought! and |
their mean Conduét who arc employ'd in {uch ofh-
cious Lying! The Detecfion was printed off, and
{pread through the Countrv feveral Months, betore
onc Word was writen in An{wer to it, except a fow
Remarks I made on only one Particular, meerly for |
my owh Satisfattion: For 1 had no Defign to pubiiih
an Anfwer, cxpecting fome more able Hand wou'd
underrake it.  And fince 1 began to write, 1 have been
frequently much intcrrnptmE not orly by my ordi-
nary Avocations and Weaknefs of BRody, bur alfo by
many afte€ting Alarms from our {uffering Brerthren on
the I'rontiers, which fometimes entirely diverted my
Thoughts from any Thiog of this Nature. And, in-
deed, I efteem it a very gieat unhappine(s to be en-
rag'd in angry Controverly in fuch a melancholly |
Seafon; and a Parr of the Judgments ot God vpon us |
for our Sins, not only to be watted by barbarous, de-
centful Enemics from withour, but aifo confum’d by
ntettine Peoils and Divifions, Hence 1 wou'd have |
caugely |
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entirely drop'd the Profccution of this Aftiir for the
prefent, did 1 not freguently hear, that fome eloried
in the Deteffion as unanfwerabic; and thar ouwr
Authors induitrioufly improvd the prelent theearning
Difpenfations of Providence to foment their Schitng,
inftead of exciting Proteflors to more Peace and #lar
mony.

It will be no Surprize to me to {ind m+{Cif lnadad
with Reproaches in Contcquence of this Uaderrakino,
For, fuch is the great Unhappine(s of too many Rieg-
ders, that, in patling Judgment upon Authors, they
either cannot, or will not take up the borcee of, cr de-
termine only by, Arcumenty bul if therr Seatments
are opposd, tho with ever {fo much Realon, they
quickly fly into a Flame, and lain at the Author with
unbounded Fury. Hec only has Senfz to manzol a
Point in their Judgment, who is on that Side ot th=
(Queftion they efpouics and it he abounds 10 hard
Words, 1its no Matter wicther fie once touch:s the
Arcument, nay, tho hc induitrioulty burv. 1t o o
View, he rcafons powerfully and clearly. Dot v |
gardlefs of perfonel Reflettions, 1 commut this [
formance to God to do with it as he pleafes; il o
I fhall be fo happy es to {erve the Interefts of Relo
on by it in any Mecafure, my Deban and Prayer v
be borh anfwerd.

Robert Smith.
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A
LETTER from the Reverend
Mr. SAMUEL FINLEF, &e.

Revd. and dear Brotber,

2 RECEIVED vyour Letter {omeTime ago, and a'lo
K AN the Seceder's DETECTION ¢, as ctiev call ig,
L v oJes } on which you delire me t) write [ome jemarks.  As
, \'I‘ 1 *-f;,... writing is peculiacly oppreflive to my Conttitution,
@Q***’!‘&) and my Time, as you know, engrofled with other
QQ ,,?s;r{rﬁ?:aﬁ Bufinefs, you cannot expect any large Difcuffion of
A=A 44K the Points in Conrroverlv from me. -1 have had
fuch full Einploy as not to have Letlure to read twenty Pages in the
Bouk until jutt lately, and 1 know not whether I would ne w have {paiz-
ed aiiy Time for that Purpolie, had not feveral told me, that the Sece-
#ers iriunpned in it, and that it was thought by fome, the Picdb, terp
would never be able to anfwer it. Upon this 1 laid atide fome Pare
of my Bufine(s for the piefent, that I might ger an Hour now and ¢ ey
in an Evening, to petufe, and temark upon it; I have read tie hrld
Pait compleatly, and mofl of what the fame Author has added ro the
End. 1 have yer but glanced upon (ome Patlages in Mr. Lravt's Tarty
and know not whether 1 can take Time to pervfe it acall. T own
thev are both maltetly in their Way, and if there be fuch a Thing as
Bullying 1n Religion, initead of &f;pwring, they are the »en whe are
guilty of 1t 1 -

I T would doubtle(s {eem at firlt 2 Riddle and Paradox; to thole whe
thought their Pesterance unan{werable, if I thould {ay, they have not
only not an{wered MNr. Delap, but have not fo much as attempted to
an(wer him, as to thf P@int in Queltion; no, notin one fingle Arricle.
Vet this 1 prefume, *I {Ral! be able to make as plain as any {clf-evident
Trioch : They will ftang convifed of bearin ‘glﬁ: Witnefs againft us,
and that very often: Ard it will be evident, tiat they have no juft Pre-
tenfions to [t:i& Argument or true Criticifm, and as liccle to Candor,
and Impareiaiity.  The truth is, if 1 may (peak as | think in my Heat
vhey appear to 4.0 neapal boof e Dilpwiation : Whether through EZ
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et of ‘niatusal Parts, of ignorance of Loeick, or inveterate Prejudics
in favaur of Party-principbes, or tue indes niiblenefs of their Caufe, 1
(ball not derermine; buc perhaps all concur,

IN Detence or tiele generai Obicrvarions, I (hall offer fome Res
marks on their izcs, which.oeho' | will rage Care they be jull and true,
I cannot tak= Tine 1o ;H-h{'h, NUL COMTIVE ANy other Method, tham
foilowing tiiem in che Tralt they Lave gone butore me in,

 IN Preface p, 4, Mr. Gellarly tavs, * Mi. Wratefe!d's unfound
¢ Doclitne mult oe vindicated and maintained for found,” But he has
taken C re not to miention one ingle inlkance of Mr, W' falte Dodtnine
vindicated by us, cither Lere, or in any other Place, that I can remem-
ber: Yet hie is ubliged to thew it, or elle Ive under the Charge of a
fl{,l‘ Accmer, Some ot us, 'tis true, Lave vindicazed Mi. W. fiom
the Charge of unfound Doliine, 1 tome Panticulars 3 bur that is
very different fioin vindicating unfoond Dotrine. |

HE afletts, « that our Zeal Las 1ifen of Laze, againit the Doctiines
¢ and Practwes ftignatized in our Warasnz.! Lut can any that have
duly arcended to ns Lelieve this, whko mult know that we lLave been
ftill zealous againit the lame Thirgs, in Propoition as il e Darger of
them threaned cu: Peopile? unicls they think thete can be no Zeal
withour a Prefbyterial Wainirg,

THEY talk lice thenfclves, po 5, when thev an{wetPou t Argu-
ments, and aflcrt they Lave no Welatir, orly becanfe we did not quote
Texrs of Scrigture, nor appcaled to the Contefhion of fanl, in out
Remarks on thein, But it would Lave been (1ill more ike themicives
to have concluded fiomn thence, that we are Deifls, and Non-(ublcri-
bers. They feem to believe, that we cannot ufe fciiprural Arguments,
unlels we quote Cha; ter and Vetle, and exprels the verv Words. This Is
all that was wantin: o filence them; and had we done it, People of
their Turn would have thongint we proved our Point well.  Indced 1
think fuch Talk <eierves no Arfwer, were ir not that {ome People
are as weak as thev, and iancy a Man has proven a Doctuine, 1f he has
qucted many Texes.  Such Pesfons are expoled to be cartied away by
popith Writers, who quote Texts as fait as the Seceders, and with as
t':tlt Propricty or force of Argument, They would imagine that Bar-
elay has proven all the Quaker Co&trines ; for Le quotes nothing bu:
Texts of Scripture in his Catechifin; and the Moravians the fame in
theirs: The Ana-baptifis too, are punctual In tiis, and alledge we
cannot quorte Scripture, becaufe it don't favour us, But t!m'fn; {ake
of Brevity, I fhould omit Quotations, cannot a gnf;;:h;:d People
difcern a fcriptusal Do&tine, tho' not quoted Word for Word, and
Chapzer and Verfe referred to ? The Seceders ate either exceeding weak,
or elfc defign to impofec on the Weaknefs of others,by this difhooeft
Shift: I call i difhoneft in the pre(ent Cafe, becaufe-tho’ we quoted
but one Texe in our Appendix, we referied them to what we wrete

ainft M. Cwehberzjon, whese we Quoted morej bus this, i f‘;‘"“

chey




¢hey were willingly ignorane n(t'. :%a: they might {ay we swoved bii.
one Text againit the Seceders. i
WHAT they inten: by our bringing ¢ an Cld-England Doélrine,
¢ 3 New-En land P(alm, and a Revelation from leanjylvania,’ 1 know |
not; and perhaps they would be puzzled to explain ir. Nond of our
People, who know our Senriments and Conduct, will be able co apply
thele Things to us, in any proper Senfe, without v ¢ Seceders Help : Bue |
this much it will prove, thar they are tincerely {pirctul againdl us, and
would be greatly pl aled to have Evil Things to lay to our Charge. If
they mean tliat we would mo- excommunicate one for niing a different
Verfion of Pfims; and chat we purt™is ona Level with Meats and
Drinks, in Point of Chriftian Cominunion, they are in the Righet; for
fo we do, provided the Verfion be not unfeund., And will they prove
that herein we crt? Yes, thev gnote ag inft us 1 Cor, xiv. 26, and fay,
¢ the belk Judge of Church Cemmunion tells us, low inconliftent it
* is tor Brethren when they come v gct er, every one to have a Plulm,
¢ aDoltiine, and a Reveluion; a d rcbukes the Coring..ians for fuch a
¢ Pradtice.’ Very true: Bot does he bid them (cparate themfelves on
this Accounr? Does ke bid thole, wio were melt in the Right, to be-
come Seceders? tar from it: And it Le Jocs not, they have quored
this Texr againft themfelves, 1f tle Apoftle is the belt Judge of
Church Commnnion, then we are fure he condemns the Seceders, who
would have 'made thele Things Terms of Communion, had thev been
there. Bur the Apoftle Charges thefe fame Chriftians, norwicthitanding
their diiferences, to make no Divitions, Chap. i. 10. It appears by
his trequent and carnelt wiging of this Point, thar fome of them were
fo difjplealed with the Refl, as to think of being Secedets, which he
endeavours to prevent.  Bat Mr. G, quite perverts toe Text, when he
applies it to uws; becaule he can find Naoching in us any way fimilar
to what the Apoftle cemfifres: He does not teprove the Corinrbiam
Teachers for havirg a Plilmy a Dolrire, ¢oe. Eut for their irregu-
lariry in the Excrcile of thele {pititval Gifts. when thev met togethet
to worlhip: Some of them were tno forward to be firft heard and fhow
their own Gi1'ts; or, to difplar each one his ownTalent in one Pare
of the Congregation, while others were exercifing theirs in different
Parts of it, wherebv they confrfed the Anembly, prevented their Edifi
cation, and marred the Worthip of God. Hence the Apoftle direcie
them to a feafonable and orderlv Ule of their Gifts, cach one keep-
ing his own Place, 'and wairing his own Turn; fo as the one thould
mct incerrupt the Other, or thefe Gifts of lefs Importance {uperfede o
prevent thofe of greater. Hence it appears, that Mr. G. is guiley of
acculinl- us falfely, in quoting this Text againft us. But this is their
way of condfmning others, and proving :i:ir Principles by Texts of
$cripture; Buc they are much mifkaken, with all cheir Difcernment,
when they infinuate that we are very defirous of their joining with ws,
Had weous Gheice, we wauld defire Men bettes difpofed for promot ing




¢the Kingdom of Chrift. Y:rgnriu Zeing fon .i them, is notise
coniiftent with blaming their fchifmatical Condu&. -
THEY inform me ot [everal Tetms of Communion we have made,
and yet | never heard of them before.  Nay, it is intimated that chey
are exprefled in our Warning. If fo, they have certainly difcovered
moic than we ourlelves knew, who wrote it.  But it is theii common
Chatity to lent us Prunciples of which we were deftituce,
THEY (ay, we make it a Termn ef Communion, p. 4, that
€ thev maft give up ti.eir Covenant Oath of Allegiince ro theit high-
¢ elt Lord." Is chis true?if {o, we do not defcrve the Chriftian Name:
But can any of our People believe the Truth of thi , who know it has
been our carreft Endeavour to biing them into Covenant with the
Lotd? And do we for all thar, make it 2 Term of Communion, 1hat
theyv fhall renounce ie. This cannot but reprefent us as alicn- from the
Common-wealth of I rael, and Strangers 1o the Covenanrs of Prom.ife.
And w!atcan be their Ground for tils high Charge? They will not e-
ven prerend more than that we deny the formal Obligation of the (o-
lemn League and Covenant. Well, this is, in their View, the {ame
as den- ing our Allegiance to our higheft Lotd ; or in other Words, the
Covenant of Crace : And confequently, if they be confiftent with them-
felves, they judge we cannot be in Covenant with the Lord, unlels we
fwear the folemn League. OQur baprilimal Dedication, {acramental Ene
gagements, publick and folemn avouching the Laws of God, and the
E)uf}rincs of his Word, as contained in our Weiminfler Confeflion
and Catechifms, are no Covenant Engagement to our higheft Lord at
ali. As this i1s 1 genuine Confequence trom their Allegations boch
here, and clfc-where, their Do@trine is chargeable with bringing a new
Ge/pel to us; and tends to encourage the lgnorants, who join them,
to build their Hopes on a falfe Foundation. Ifthey deny this, they
muft Word them{elves anew, and lay their Chargci lower.
ANODOTHER of our Terms of Communion is, ¢ that they
* mult reckon Oaths of Allcgiance and Abjuration, refpe@ling the
¢ Intercfls of civil Princes, fer up in the Room, or on the Ruing
¢ thereof, to be meer Ind:fferences.” Now if thefe Oaths e tet up
in che Room ol our Covenant Allegiance to God, we cannot poffibly
be real Chriftians, if we {wear them: If chey are fet up on the Ruine
of the Covenant, we are Enemies to all Religion, if we fwear them.
Hence it will tollow, that to {wear Allegiance to a righeful civil Prince,
or to abjure a popith Prevender and Popery, is the fame as renounc-
ing Chriftianitv, By this Means we cannot be good Chriftians and
good Subjefts at once, And if the folemn League be our covenant
Outh, to our higheft Lord, formallv binding on us; and if Allegiance
to our Prifice is built on the Ruins of ji, how can they who think {a,
avoid joining with Mr, Cuthbertjon? Certainly he is molt confiftens,
if their Words are true, PBut they quite miftake us; for as we seckon,
¢hat an Oamh of Allegiance to a sightful :Briace, o1 MM’?T:L 3
Tctenges l
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Pretendery when duly required, 1‘21]' be taken without any Violatios .

of our Chriftian Covenanti that we may give to Cajar his own, withe
out infringing on what belongs to God; in [hore, tuat we may be Sub
je&s and Chriflians tco ; Lo confequently, that taking {iid Oaths, when
lawfully calied, is 1o fartrom being indifterent, that it is a plain Dury,
ANOTHE of our Terms fs, that they ¢ mull ewn that Brizraiy
¢ and Ireland in their {olemn League, made a Covenant with God
¢ for a ¥ime, and not a perpetual Covenant.” This Term they have
Jent us: For where do we fav, that whoever would join in Communis
on with us, muit own that Britain and Ireland made a tcmposary
Covenant with Ged? 1 know nor upon whar they tound tiis, unl:z
on our denying, that the folemn League and national Covenants, are
formally binding on us, and confequently we aie not guilty of Pera
jury, by net renewing them.  This they conltrue juk like themiclves,
into the above Aflertien. I have taken the Trouble of loeking inte
thote Places of their Performance, where.they undertake to 2niwes
our Arguments againit the formal Obligation of the Covenanrs aforee
{a1d, and find, that they nti:h-:rfa:‘t:mplfd to tefute our ptincip.ﬂ Asgte
ments, which taey kept outot the Reader’s Sight in their Book, not
yer [poke to the Point as we had ftated ity in {peaking to thole which
they mpemion, What we deny is, that (aid Cevenanrs are formally
binding on us, In this they oppole us, p. 33. and 34. Pars 1.
¢ If the Marter {worn 1s Du#y, they will acknowledge it snly mate.
¢ rially binding, (as thev taik) which 1r would be whether engagedto
¢ or not." Here they plainly thew, chat they ate for the formal Obli-
gation of them, and thar too on Suppofition that the Thirgs (wem,
were not in themfelves Duty: For why clfe are we accufed tor laying,
that thev are only materially binding, if the Mausr {worn is Dury.
Ve tiu:ritd thus, ¢ it t efc Covenants are binding or us, both a5 e
* their Marter and Form, by viirue of our Fote-tathers Engagemens,
¢ haw can they alter the Form from a publick and national, to a mose
* private and {ynodical one? And why do thev not bind Perfons foz-
¢ wally co the Covenants? To the lalt Queftion thev anfwer Nothing
at all; and to the Former they think it enough to reply, that © we
¢ might as properly have asked how could they ever have been broken,
¢ and burnt by the common Hangman 1think Non-enfe itlelf, could l
not have formed a more ridiculous Anfwer. Does this their O

fhew us, how they can alter the Form from national to {ynodical, '
confiftently wich their Belief that they are formally binding ? But conld
they have given a berter Anfwer, no doubt they wonid have done it.
AFTER they have again and again acculed us of denying the
formal Obligation, Mr. G. at laft comes to comfels that he knowe
not what we mean by the Words sffencisl Forms, and fuppefes, 9

and g5, P, Il that it muft cither mean the Adade of Bxprafion, ot
elfe the Subfianes of she Covenants, Wow it was quite plain, Gom our
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%im, that ¥ the Covenants were in a national Form: That if they
* were altered {0 as not to be Nacional, the eflential Form is deltroyed
¢ and they are no longer thofe very Covenants, tho’ the {ame Duti-¢
¢ were exprefled in them.’

THeSE Words will prove, that Mr. G. might have underftood
us, if it bad {vited him, and that there was no rocm for his ridiculous
Criticifins a'oreldd. Thele Gentleinen now and then talk of Logick
and Metaphyiicks; if they had not torgoe their Definitiofs, they
would have known, that the lorm is thae whereby a Thing is juft swhas
#¢ ds: If the Form then, is alteted, it is no longer the lame Tuing it
was. Buc sc 1s an hard Task to dilpute with thole who d¢ noz uncer-
ftand Words, and harder to difpute with thole who sl not; whe
are formed to cavil, nout to llealon,

NOW, tho' thefe Gentlemen appear Sticklers for the formal Obli-
gatien of the Covenants, ver it is certain, and p’zin to the Worid, and
owned by themlclves, that they have alicred the Form entiicly from
a publick and nauonal, to a private and presbyrcrial, or fynodical
one; ver will inbft on it, char chey are tormally binding on us:
And when it is urged, that thev do not take thole Covenarts toimally
themf{clves, thev then come off by turning chie Woids, quibling, and
ignorance of our Meaning, or what the Word Form Gignifcs.

THEIR main Force, which they often oppofe to us, is this, if
the Narion has violated the Covenants. and retfufcs to 1enew them, will
that free us from all Ooligation to perforin our Ducy @ I anfwer No;
we are as much obliged to a&t our Pare, astho’ thie whole World join-
ed with us 1n it. But the Queftion ttill returns. What is our Duty in
fuch a Cafe? Is 1t our Dury to aflume the civil Government: To aék
the Part of both Chuicti and State: And put on the Alr and Cha-
sacter of a Nation? Ifnot, then it is not our Duty to renew the
Covenants in Form, and confequentiv they cannot be formally binds
ing on us. I ask rurcher, is it our Duatv ro ule Means for the Prefer-
vation* and Advancement of P eligion, which are nor expedient? No,
and if it appear chat zenewir g the {olemn ! cague is no proper Ex-
pl:d'il:tll:. at this Day, for faid i*urpuﬁ:s, it will appear not te be our
Duty to rencw it:  This we made manifelt in ous Warning. p. 33,
34 35. Nordo I find they have any wheaie fo much as attempied to
an{wer us: Let them take amother View of the Argumenss. We

took it for granted, ¢ that our Farhers, when they entered into thefe
¢ Covenants, did what was their Duty to do: Yet i: will not tollow,
* that the very {ame Conduét is our Duzv: For tho' it is alwavs a
¢ Duty to ufe proper Means for the Defence and Pramotion of Reli-
¢ gion; yet the fame Means are not always proper: A Mean is proper
* while 1t has a Tendency to anfwer the End in view; but when i¢
, ¢ ceafes to have fuch a Tendency, it ceales to be 2 Mean  altogether,
* Now, tho’ it apncared to our Fathers, that encering into the Cove-
¢ pants, of which we fpeak, was the beft Expedient in theis Circum,




fances, te promote and fecue Ztliginnl yet in a3 much as they sro
abloluely inexpedicne in wur Circuniftances, 1t cannot be our D ry
to enict into themi nor could our Futhers bind us to do {o. Both |
Church and Staiz were unarimoufly ergaged in tl efe Covenants, fo
that thev had the Form of a civil and ecoletiaftical Aét at once: Rug
it is plain, that the Clurch alone, ?hn ever |0 unipnimous, cannue
give t em a civil Form, nor a civil danction; and confequently it
¢ cannot give tlem the fame Lthcocy, nor mmaxe them anfwer the ame |
. End/ ihm thele twe Things ate cerramn, 5ff, Trat we ought noe
to do what is not expecicent: o1 WasLoVLr S mot expedient s mos
Laswful, fo far as it is not exp-dicnt, 4. Divires righels patler from ¢
Cor. vi. 13. 2d'y, That wien the End ccaes, tiie Oblijation cea es:
Thi!,,, s 3 lgggi"'d i""d i}f.lj‘ﬁ s uim: Lor 1t I tﬂ?tltd INLe an ﬂliﬁi-
garion for a certain krd, when tiat cnd can no niote ~¢ cbtiined, my
Obijg;ﬁnn, which wis only tor that 1nd, cetles of coule,
NG W the Coveranes were exprelly ertered inte, for the Promoa
tion and Defence of ¢ iorun, in ceotland, Encland and lreland, and
for the Prelervarion of toeat civil Libsities, and were conlidered as
Means o1 obtainirg cuth theic Ends: The Tit'e ot the {olemn League
fhews it, The Otiinance o tohe Lords and Commons, Feéraary 1,
1643-4. calls it * a Cuvenant tor the Prefervation and Reformation
¢ ut Keligion, the Maintenance and Defence ot Laws and Liberties.’
The Commifhon of the General Atlembly, OFober 11, 1641 call ic
* a powettul Mean, tor the lettling and preferving the true |‘rereftane
* Reiigion, with perfeét Peace in is Maj{ty’s Usmirions, and pro-
* pagating the famne to other Nariens, and tor eftablithing his Maje.l1s
* Throne."! TleGeneral Aliembly eIprt:ﬂ}:d the {aime Words ar Edem--
burgh, Auguft 17, 1643, S¢/. 14, And can amy, wirofe Judgment is
not debaucked wich party Prejucice, once imagine, that any Number
of privite Perlons {wearing ir, can make 1t anfwer thefe Ends now?
And mudt ic Gil! be aMean, becaule it was once {o? And if it be noe
expecicnt for us, nar will at all an{wer the valuable Ends propofed at
fitlt, how can 1t be our Duty to renew it? Could our Fathers bind
ns 10 do what an{we:s no good knd? To do whar is not expedient?
’1’.'h:=n Realen and Scriptice are given us in vain. Could I buc rake
Time, 1 ceuld cauly [hew, that the Church of Chrift, has never
been of the Seceders Sentiments, either under the Old Telltamen: er
New, 1nhis Poine: For (he has {till ufed difterent Expedients for
the Sccurity and Fcformation of Religion, according as differenc Cit-
sumftinces required. L
W E faid, our Fatkers {wore the Covenant im sn srgent State of
AfTnirs. They kaow not what we mean herebv, and fay, * What was
* 1t that threained Scot/and in 1638, bur doubtful Things; as kneel
¢ Ing at the Supper, private Bapuitm, ¢rs.” Bur hear whar the Scorch
Pathament {ay, 44, 5. Parl. 3. Charies 1. Inly 15, 1644+ In ree
f {pe& of the Danger imminent to the true Progeftans Religion, his
¢ Majelly'y,
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* Majefty’s Honount, and Peace of ti.cir Kingdoms, by the Mulrirude
¢ of Papifts and their Adherents in Arins in Engls-d and Irelond; and
¢ of many ocher publick and important Affaiis, whieh could not admit
# of Delav, | think here is an nrgent Sratcof Atfairs different from
Mr. G's. dowbtful ihings, as well as different hiom the picient Stace
of Affairs in thele Kimgdoms, and conlequently required different Ex-
Cale™Ms.

FiHE fame is plain trom che Preamble of the fulemn League
stfelf, where are thele Wer s, ¢ Calling to Mind the treachcrous and
¢ bloody Plots, Conpiracies, Attemipts, and Practices of the Er einics
¢ of God againft the ttne Feligion, and Profeffors thereof in all
¢ Places, cipecially in thefe three Kingdems, ever fince rhe Keformatia
* on of ielrzizn; and how much their Rage, Power and Perfecution are
o of late, and ar this Time encreafed and exercifed, whercof the de-
¢ plorable State of the Church and Kingdom of Ireland, the diftrefled

¢ Eftate of the Church and Kingdom of Ex land, and the dang~rous

¢ Eftate of the Church and Kngdom of Scorland, ate prefent and pub-

¢ lick Teftimonies.” WNow are thefe the doubtful Things mentioned

by Mt. G, I can make no better Apology for him, than to hope he

had forgor this, tho' he had [worn the Covenant,

- THE foregoing Arguments they cannot an{wer, but yet will infifk
®n it, that we ate for fhunning all Obligations ro Religion, becaufe
we deny the Covenants to be formally binding on us. Nay, tliey {cem
mot 0 confider tiem as Expedients or Means ior the Defence of Re-
ligion; but chac the (wearing them 15 Htliéiun itlelf. And hence fay,
p- §3, p. 11. that we ¢ have proceeded lo far as judicially rodeny, thas
o the glorsous Mediator hath any Intcreft in the Ifles of che Seas, or
* tey in him, by virtue of forme:i Engagements.” This compared
with other Aflertions, thews that they endeavour to reprefent us as de-
aving our Allegiance to Chrift, and tenouncing a Covenant Relation re
him, on the aforefaid Account; tho’ we profels Practice, and cos-
tend for that very Religion which our Anceftors covenanted to proa
mote and defend, according to our Meafuse; yet we rejedt ic, if we
do not ufle the very fame Mean they uled, whether expedient or not,
Yho' we are dedicated to the Lord in Baptilim, avowch bim ar exr God,
sud bis Ways ¢te walk in them, by taking the Sacrament, Sublcribe
ghe ‘Confefion ef Faith, which they swill not deny to conrain the
wery Religion of our Fathers; recéive and adhere to the fameWorlhip,
Dilcipline and Gevernment; yet all this will be no proper Obhiga-
#ion on usto ferve the Lotd; swe are not in Covenant by all chis in
ghefe Men's Viesw : Noching avill bind us, but fwearing a aarional Co. |
wenant, which swas entesed invo, as much for the Defence of civil Li-
berties, as the Promotion of Religion. There is no Ation we can
jo, that has fo much Holin:fs in it, or fo much influence on Religion,
& that of favearing the folemn Leagne, We ufe all chefe Means, that
Qress @ s bek fuited 10 promete and focuic dhe fame Religion)

| Y




yet mo Means are nfed to thg Purpofe, if they are different ones
That is to {ap, tho' we do the (ame Things our Fathers did,yet we
do them not, wnlefs they be done in the fame Mode. Now this ig
a Cenrradi¢tion in Terms, and to this our Opponents are reduced,
“with all their Skill and Purity : We may theretore ftill fay, ¢ chi
¢« Point would ncver be difputed, viz. the formal Obligation of the
¢ Covenants, (as Mrt, Cusribertfon and theSeceders do,) it Ignorance
¢ and Seétarian Obftinacy did not prompt i etfons ro endeavour the De-!
¢ fenee of an Ablurdity.’

T O this, Mr. ‘G. oppofes all the States of Scorland, when thev re-
newed the natiomal Covenant in 1638, whe fay, that < Pofterity are
‘ bound to keep the national QOath and Subfcriprion inviolable,”
And alfo the Aflembly’s Letter to thie Churches of Helverss, in 1640,
eonfefling the Breach of the aforefaid Covenant, and thefe were not
prompted by Ignorancs, ére. This 1s cheir A gument: I think here they
themielves Jay the Suels on good Men’s Opinion, which thev fo much
decry, I allow thefe were not Ignorant, nor Sectariahs, but it will
not follow that our Seceders are not fo. In 1638, and 1640, the.
Cuvenants appeated proper Expedients; now the {ame appeat ro have
no Expediency, in the Hand of privatc Perfons. We own we ate
bound to do the {ame Things they aimed at in the Covenants; bue |
mot to do them in the faine Form and Manner. [f whatever was fic
and proper in 1638, 1s allo equallv fic in 1756, their Argumene
will be good, or ellc they muit mean, that eur Fathers could bind us
to what mav be unfir, improper, and inexpedient, which is ablurds
and which our Fathers never defigned.

THEY once and again advance the Covenant made with the Gibe-
mites, which appcared to be binding on Tofterity, as Jofbns, ixa
1§. compared with 2 Sem. xxi. 5. It would be perte@ly to cheir Pur-
pole, if they could prove that Jefbua's Covenant is tormally binding
on the Jesws to this Dav: But it the formal Qbligation of thar Co-
venint has cesled, which [ think Non-{en(c cannot denv, then that ve-
ry Paflage afforas an invincible Argument againft them{elves, There
was Nothing 1n Ssxl's Days that made it unfit or impraticable te
keep that Cowenant in its precife Form, and therefore the formal
Obligation did not ceale, tho' {fome hundred Years after it was made :
But had Ifrael cealed to be in a national Capacity go Years after, it
would then have ceafled to be tormally binding: The Application is
eafv, for it is plain the Seceders are as little in a national Capacity as
the Jows noware, and we own our Fathers Covenants are marerially
binding on us, fo far as they engage to what is Dury. '

WHEN we deny the Covenants to be formally binding on us,
they faney they have fully refuted us, by proving that covenanting
with the Lotd is a Doty. and has been frequently praiied by the
Church; juft as if this were the Matter in Difpute between us. whe-
thes it be ous Duty to join ourfeives to the Losd in an cverlafting

B Cove




(10 )

Covenant: This we hot only grant, bur contend fof. But what it
makes againft our denying the termal Obligation of the folemn
‘League, ¢c. 1 fce not, unlels they can make it plain, that we cans
not be in Covenant with the Lord otheswife than by {weaiing that pas-
ticula: Covenant. I call upon them to prove this, or elle own the
* Folly and Deceitfulnefs of their Atgument, fo much inlifted on in p.
48, 29, ¢¢c. P. I, Let them know, that we belicve ouifelves to
be a covenanted People, and engaged to be the Lord’s; ro walk in lis
‘Ways, ard keep his Commandments, as firmly as if we had {woin
ali.the Cevenants the Church of Scotland ever (wore: Yet we do net
believe outfeives guilty of Perjury by not renewing a national Cove-|
mant : Nor can we be guilty, wnlefs it be our Duty o aflume the civil
Covernment; enforce A<ts of Parliament, be both Church and State,

‘both King and Kingdom at once. *
- BESIDES, if the Church cannot be in Covenant with the Lord,
@nlefs it be by fuch a particular Inftiument in Form of an Oath, to be
“taken by all the Membersatter the Mannet of the folemn League,
:Jt {eems t0 me, the Church has feldom been in Covenant, and {ome
:Branches of it never: 1 call upon the Seceders 1o fhew any fuch Cove-|
'mant, either in the Age of the Apoltles, or in the fuft cthtee Centurics
‘dftet them, which ate reckoned the pureft Ages: All the Knowledge
-1 have of Antiquity, dilcovers to me no other Inftrument ufed either
by the Apoftles or primitive Chriftians, but a fhort Creed containing
ithe Foundation Do&rines of Religion. Now if they were in Cove:
nant with the Lord as a Church, by fuch an Inftrument, o are we
-while we Sublcribe the Weftminficr Conteflion, ¢e, which is a much
Jarger Syltem of Doctrine.

- BUT it their Argument in the forcfaid Pages be a juft one, it
‘will prove that the primitive apoftolick Church was net in Cove-
mant, and neg'cfted a moral Duty, which was to bind themfelves as
-BPody Politick, and their Pofterity after them, by a formal Oath. ftuit-
‘¢d to their prefent Cafe: For tihey prefels to prove, that ¢ Cove-
«* nants of Duty are appointed by God to be obfcrved in his Church
« and mwf be eflaved in 2 Way and Manner adapted to the Period
<. and Citcumfinces of the Church in which it is fer about,” If they
underftand covenanting in tuch aSenfe as we do. I am agreed with
them, that God has appointed Coverants of Duty th his Church: Nay
that his Church is, ftritly {peaking, a covenanted People 3 But a
shey onderftand a puhlick Inftrument, intorm of an Oath, they botl
accufe and exclude the primitive Churches as much as the prefent, |

LET us fuppofe, that the Church in the Reign of Coxflantine thig
Great, had made a Covenant like the folemn League, and botind themy
felves and their Pofterity to (upport the Laws which CeniZantine mady¢
in favour -of Chriftianity : Afterwards, .in the Reign ot Jwiinn 22
Ap face, thefe good Laws were abolithed : What fhall the Church now
do?z Mnft fhe aflume the civil Authority, and give Force and Life te

Confansines Laws; of clle Jic undes the Chasge apd Guile of Pe
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jury? The Cafe is plain, it Chrift's Kingdom be not of this Werld, |
then the Church ought not to artempt the Exercife of civil Authogitys
And if fhe ought noc, then the could not be chatgeable with the
Guilt of Perjury, in the prefent Cale,

BY the bye, I cannot but think the Reign of Juliem, and long
after too, was an excellent Opporrunity for Seceders to difplay theie 1
Zcal, and gxcommunicate all who would not own the foimal Obliga.
tion of the Covenant made in Conflantine's Time, nor join with them
to renew it: The Cale {uppoled, is quite pasallcl to our ewn, and
eafily applies iclz]f,

IT is commonly {1id, that the three Kingdoms were covenanted:
But would Tiwe peimit, | mighe thew from auchentick Hittory, thag
not a fixth Pait of chg Proteftants in eicther England or ireland, cveg
fwore the (oleinn League, and many who were tirm Presbyterians, re-
fuled it For [ake ot Brevjty, | pals over many Arpguments which
might be offered againlt our Opponents on this Head, I,:win(g (aid
what mav (uthce ¢ » thew the Reader, the Weaknefs of their Caule, and
the un.ealonablenc(s of their bigoted attachment to it.

THEY give us another Term of Communion, wiz. that ¢ they
¢ muft own 1t an indiffcrent Thing, whether or nota Land who had
¢ engaged to keep up the roval Headfhip ot Chrift, in and over his
¢ Church, do fubmit t - the ufurped Headfhip over the fame by the
* Kings ot the Farth; as was done in the Indulgence.’ Does this
Talk more deferve Pity or Contempt? It was done in the Indul-
gence !------And what does that make againlt us? Will chey pretend
to {av that we are indulged after the {ame Form? Or are they them-
{clves {02 Whete have we called it indifferent, whether Chrift, or
the Kings of the Earth, be Head of the Church? Where have we made
it 2 Term of Communiony to own it an indiffcrence? They are
bound to thew where, ot be counted the falle scenfers of the Brethren,
It any of our People believe them, | muft fay, they are criminally
heedlels both ot our Doltrine and Condudt.

T HESE Gentlemen are mighty zealous for the moral Obligarion
of their new Covenant, buc [eein ofren to forget the moral Obligation
of the ninth Commandment. And while they zealoufly teftify againfk
antien: Errors, they overlook both ill-nature, and falle Accufation, in
themfelves: However, they defign to fhew by all this, how much
more zealous they are for the Purity of the Church than others. Bug
ftill they might go farther, and n ake it a Term of Communion to
confels the Errors of the old Gnoflicks, Bafildians, and Monranifts, ke,
and if they raifed up thele Her ticks and Herefies out of theit Graves,
{et up their Ghofts before the People, and preached againft them, they
might {eem both more leatned, and more pure than we, L

ANOTHER of ovr Terms is, that they ¢ muft reckon it indife
¢ ferent whether Prefbyterians chank rhe popifh Duke of York, for his
¢ Tolcratjon,” By all thele it appears, that we are nos fond of theig
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Joining with us, when we infift on {o very different Terms of Com-
munion with them, froin what we do with any belides. However, I
hope the Duke of Iork will never engrols {o much of our Religion,
as to make a Term of Communion of what he did, or what Prefby-
terians {aid to him, or did not {1y. Concerning all thefe Terms of
Communion, let our People be applied unto: Lét chem not fpare, bue
declare plainl , whether we impoled thefe Terms on them : All of
them will teftity for us. that the Sereders grofly abufe us. And fhall
Slanderers Plft forReformers? Or thall that be accounted the Caufe of
Truth, which nceds the Suppore of Falthood? Ler it never be faid !

THEIR Comparifon between Britifh Subjels deliveting up the
King's Terrjtorics to the French, becaule they aie not cllential to the
Pritife Throne; and profefled Chriftians giving up all bue Efentials
fn Religion, is Nothing to the Purpofe, unlefs we had faid, that we
pught to give wp (ome Truths or Duties, which we never did. OQur
not making every one a Term of Communion, is not & giving it wp,
either in Profeflion or Pra&ice.

TO as lietle Purpofe they quote Wellwoed, as tho' it made a-

ain(k us, becaufe he cenfures thofe who ¢ indifferent and lukesvarm
fi the /ma'left Things of Chrif, They quote fome other Divines, in
other Places (peaking the fame Things; and {eem to forger that they
ate only quoting good Men, and ncither Scripture, nor Confeflion of
Faith, But Iallow what Wellweod (ays is ir Subftance juft; and I
demand of them to fhew, wherein that, or aay {uch like Quotation,
makes againtt us. Have they proven that we are jndifferent aboue
any Things of Chrif}? Or c2a they prove that fuch is our Principle?
Do they imagine iz 3 good Argument, that if we do pout make the
fmalle? Tijrgs of Chrili Terms of Communion, we must needs be
indifferenc about rnens 1F rhis be true, they will prove that §t. Pasl
himfelf was indifferent and Jukewarm: about the Things ot Cheifl, tor
¢ plainly orders the Church of Corinth, to mect in Ciurch Commpni-

pn, 1 Cor, xi. 18, 20, 33. and xvi. 3. If anyonclooks into thele
.'Iitﬁs, he will (ee it taken for granted in all of them, that this Church
fhonid m-;pl:‘mg:thﬂ. and hold Communjon in publick Worlhip, and
#t the (ame Time it will be evident that there was ill Conduét among
ehem, and Erpors too, and Difcipline not duly exercifed: There was
doubtlefs Truth on one Side, in the Difputes that {ubfifted 1n the
Church of Reme; yet the Apoftle orders them to keep Communion
with each other, nopwithftanding their Difterences. Rems. xiv. 19.
and xv. §, 6, 7. And it is implied in his Exhorration, Chap, xv, 7.
that fome were inclinable to be Seceders and not receive their
Brethren who differed from them. 1 might muleiply Scripture In-
ftances to fhew, that the Apoftle was not of (eceding Principles, but
!:t thefe fuffice. |

IF I could believe the Truth of the Seceders Argument, I would
eertainly think chem puser than Pand, and much moge zcalous Ib
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the Things of Chrift than he: For it was his Way to fhew 2 ¢omps-
sative Neglect of imaller Things, when they were urged fo as to in-
tetferc with greateri and were made Terms of Communion. $o Rom.
xiv, and xv, Chapters, and Philip. iii. Chap. €c. The judaizing
Teachers were Seceders trom the Apoltles, and were for fetring up »
puter Church: They counted their Things che Things of Chrift, and
petiwaded many chat they wers fo, and if Chriftians would be compleat
and pure, they mult join with them: They urged the Neceflity of
Citcumcifion in order to Salvation: Our Seceders urge the Necefficy of
{wearing tieit new Covemant, in order to our being in Covenant with
God. In a Wora, the Church of Chrift, and the render Confciences
of wcak Chriftians have evet been troubled with fueh Parcies, whoy
swith their Meass, deferoy the Work of God. turning the Exercifes of
Cliriftians into a falie Channel, by their prepofterous Zeal for Circum-
ftances.  This is a truly pharhiaic Zeal, which Chrift often reproves
and condemns; and is tue Zeal ot thole who have cold Hearts to
Chrift, to his Pecple, and to the gicatelt Things of Chrift, 1 durfe
not allow mylelf to be carelels ot the leaft known Truth or Duty, bue
Chrift himf{elf would not have me lay an cqual Strels on s, 1 would
be glad thac all Chriftians were agreed with me; but if they cannog
(ec all to be Truth which 1 eftcem fuch, relpecting the appendages of
Do¢étrine or Government, 1 dare not on fuch Diflerence, deiiver them
to Satan, and caft chem out of the Inheritance of the Lord:  The So-
ceders may call this Indifference about the Things of Chrift, but while
I bave his own, and his Apoftles Approbation, I (hall be indifferent
about their Cenfure,

THERE is certainly a Medium between giving up Truth and Du-
ty, and making all of tchem Terms of Communion : But the Seceders
feem as it they knew Nothing but Extremes. If they look on the
Cominunion of Saints as one ot the Things of Chrift, and believe that
he has fixed the Terms, 1 would ask them, how they dare aflume to
alter them? If he and his Apolties have not made every Truch a Term
of Communion, how do they venture to do fo? Whoever gives a
Weigit and Importance to any Duty which Chrift has not given,
ufurps his Prerogative royal, and aflumes the Province of Law-givet
in  his Church, as really as if he made that a Duty which is none,
J have obferved all Sectarians co be antichriftian, in Pare, contra-
dicting the Laws of Chrift abour the Communion of Saints, whillk
they E‘Et them(elves ro rectify them: They oppofe Religion under |
Colour of advancing it, and under Pretence of Purity, Corrupt the
Church. ‘
~ NOW, if the Seceders ate faulty, on Suppofition they were onl
for making fome fmall Things, which ate really Things of Chril‘
Terms of Communion, how much more Guilty, if the Difpute is a-
bout their own Thing:, and not thofe of Chrift: Their calling therg |
bis, will noc make them fo, and for my Past, 1 chink they belong te
themfclyes ; at Jeafk a Number of them. They




THEY think it 2 good Argument againft us, that ¢ we take up
o the fam= Arguments againft cheir Covenants which the New-lighs
« in Jreland take up againit the Confeflicn of Faith." What then?
Will 4§ follow, that they are not conclulive Arguments againft theig
Covenang, becaule they are not againft the Contetlion of Faigh? Will
it follow, thir an Argument is not {uthcient to prove Mabomets Alcoran
fal(c, becaule it will not be conclulive againit the Scripture: I would
ufe the fame Arguments againft making the Swrplsce and Cro;s in Bap-
ﬁfm, Tenps of Communion, which the New-light 11. Ireland ule a-
gainft ¢".¢ Confcflion of Faith: And will it follow thar they do not
conclude againit the Surplice, ¢c. Cannot the Nesw-light in Ireland
acgue juftly againft Rlle Terms of Cominunjon, becaule they niil-
_IIEE {fublcribing the Confeflion to be a falle one? 1 wonder how
Men of Logick can fatisfic themfelves with luch barctaced Soplalins;
Yet Ms. G. thinks he very logically * defpairs of {eeing their Cove-
* nants excluded by any Arguments worth Notice, bot fuch as at the
® {ame Timne exclude the Confeflion of Faizth.' 1 fhall have Qc¢-
€aiion to menrion this Point again, and therefore dilmils it now.
HQW ingenioufly and candidly they will Dilpute againft Mr,
Delap, begins to appear at the firlt Off-fet; where Mr, G. thinks he
has ptoven him to have ¢ netther Truth nor Love,’ only becaule he
terms she Seceders Strangers from Scotland: * Very hard and very odd.’
How could Mr. D. be (o crucl and (o paradoxical, at once! He little
thought, that thele three Words, Strangers from Scetiand, would have
F‘uren fo much againft him : Nor how fatally he difcovered him-
elf tc have neithet Trueh nor Love: Well, it may learn him to be
more guarded, when he has to deal with Logicians and Criticks,  Se-
seders, it leems, do nor argue like the common Rate of Men: They
are abeve treading in a beatem Path: They can infer their Conclu-
fion from Premiflcs, in which no others could difcern it to be con-
tained : By this Means it will be impoflible for us to elcape theig
Cenfure, or guard our Words p:operly.
MR, D. obferves, that ¢ the Covenant intended in the A& of the
¢ Aflociate Prefbytery, ought rather to be called the Seceders new Co-
¢ venant, than a Renovation of the national and {olemn League.” Mr,
G. ewns this * would be a greater Reproach to them, if true,’ than
even calling chem Strangers from Scosland.  He fays, Mr. .0's. Obler-
vation is ¢ a bare and blunt Aflertion,” that is, ,an Allertion without
giving any Reafen for i.: Yet he owns, that Mr. D, gives ¢ chree
* Realons to prove his Point.” And furcly three are more than none
at all. The firlt is taken from the Title of their A&, where chey fay,
¢ agrecable to our prefent Situation and Circumftances,” Now if our
Circumftances be quite different, and the Covenant be {uited to them,
#t cannor be the (ame formal Covenant, by their own Coafsflion';
therefore it is a new one, His fecond Reafon is, Thac they 'have vm-
uitted the civil Magiftrates jult Power: And if it wants a material
”' SRS - Azcicle
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Atticle, it cannot be afferted to be the vety fame. The third is, Fhat
theii Covenant has added to it a large new Contcflion of Sinss Now
if their Covenant is fuitcd o different Circumflances; if it wants fome
of the Matter of the Former, and has ncw Matter added, 1 thinksd
durft not {wear it is the {ame, but rather a new one.

BU T notwithftanding thete Reafons, they propofle to prove; that
it is not the Seceders new Covenamt; and to out Surprize, they ufe Ar-
guments 1O Prove, that they do right in making 3 C’n:urtnam agrecablé
to ti eir prefent Circumftances; and own that their Circumftances are
widelv differenc: That is, they offer Reafons to fhéw, that they oughe
to make 2-new Covenant, and yer fay Mr. D. fpeaks fallely, when be
calls it new, He ncither blames, nor commends their making a new
one; but their afleiting the perpetual tormal Obligarion of the Co-
venants, and yet alteting them both as 1o Matter and Form; and ftill
calling them the {ame as they were, » |

HE allo calis Mr. D’s {econd Reafon a bare Affertion; and yet
owns it ro be true, and if true, it was quite to the Purpofe, as ie
fhews the Covenant to be the Secewers new one,

THE Anfwer to his third Reafon is an invidi us Tergiver{ation :
They have a new Confeflion of Sins added to their Covenant, They
cannot undeiftand what he means by Nes': But lelt he might happen
to mean, that it is 2 new Thing to confels Sins in renewing Cove-
nants, they prove the Contrary, Yet they might have eafily known,
that he meant it was a Conteflion of new Sins, that were not in the
former Covenanters Confeflion: And as they have made new Sins, and
fiew Duties, 1t cannot be the fame old Covenants This the whole
Swrain of his Reafonirg fhews to have been his Meaning; buc it did
not fult their Caufe to under{tand him.

MR. G. argues as it Mr. D. built his Faith on the jngmmt of
prous and learned Men:  And has /aid afide both Scripture :and Come
feflion of Faith: Againft followirg the Judgment of Men, and lay-
ing afide Scripture, in Martters of Keligion, he quotes both Scriprure,
and Confeilion of Faith. This Is the Man, who lLas * not lrlndcl
¢ alide from the Point in Queftion,” Why then has he proven what
none of us deny, wiz, that Scripture is to determine teligious Come
teaverfies: Is there not deccitful Art in it, that he may infinuate, by
his Pains to prove ir, that his Opponents tnaintain the Contrary? Me.

D. has quoted the Judgmenr of learned and pious Men, theretore he
has (ct tiem up inftcad of the Scripture: He has not quoted Scriptuge
Texts, theretore he has renounced it as a Decider of the Contravesfy,
This 1s to Reafon like Seceders.

- MR. D. has reatoned all slong on fcriptural Principles ;5 bue thefe
Gentlemen will not believe it, unle(s he quore Chapter and Verfe. 1
would know whether they need ro have Sclf-evident Principles proven
to them, by Quotations from Scripture. In particular, do they need
Senprure Texes, or Confcflion of Fatth, 10 prove, ¢ that po Man thould

confclp
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» eonfefs any Thing as Sin, but what he believes to be $in; nor profefs
* any Thing as Duty, but what he belicves to be {o.” If they done
believe thele are (criprural Principles, upon their telling me (o, 1 will
311113!:#: picnt;f of Texts to ptove them. ifthey do beheve them, why
o they cavil for want of Quotations? Are they not apprehenflive
that {ome may look on fuch Conduct, as weak and Jow, and even per-
verie? T 1s plain, that we thould have rlear Evidence that che Marter is
Sin which we confels to God as Sin; and the utmoft Certainty betore
we fwear it is §in, and exclude tlic leople of God from Communion
on account of it.  We mult alfo have equal Certainty, that "a Marter
is Duty, before we {wearitis; and muft know, that it is an impor-
tant one, 1n order to make it a Term of Communion, and {wear that
gt ought to be a Term,

NO W, on thelc teriptural Principles. all Mr. D’s Reafonings are
built: His whole Bufinefs is ro fhew, that rhere is not {ufhcient Cer-
eainty to fwear that all thofe Matters are 1eally Sins and Duties which
they call fo: Or 1o {wear that cthey are [o imporrane as to be Terns
of Communion, If they atz doub:ful to the Learned and Pious who
agree in all imporeant Arucles refpecting Doétrine, Worthip, Dilci-
pline and Government, then they are not {o ccrrain, and {o grear, as
to be Terms of Communion, and {worn as betore {aid, by Chriftians
in general, To fhew that they are doubtful among {uch, he had not
the leaft Occalion to quote Scriprure, nor yet to tell his own Judgs
ment, but only the Judgmenet of learned and pious Prefbyrerian Di-
vines, who did not exclude cach other, and yet were on appofite
$ides in the Debate. 1f the Seceders did but know whar iz is to argue
to the Point in hand, they would have known, that Mi. D’s Argu-
ment requited no more than what he as done. He has acmmpiiﬂ%:d
what he undertook; and fince they have not taken up the Force or
Scope of his Argument at all, ic 1s caly to gather, that they have not
- offered 2 Word againft him.

M R. D. will fhew, in the Courfe of his Argument, that the Seceders
Terms would have excluded from Communion, the generality of che
beft Divints in cthe three Kingdoms : They would have excommun:-
eatcd Mr, Dsrbam for lLie could not derermine with Cerrainty be-
tween the Prowdtors, and jublick Relolutioners: They would have
excluded the Refolutioners in the Lump, without Hcelitation: And
what may {eem odd, they would have excluded Mr. Rutherford, Mr.
Gillespy, and Mt. Gurbrey, tho' they were Proteftors, becaule they
sould nor Swear that the Diffeience ought to be aTerm of Commus
nion, Thus they would have excluded the Chusch ot Scorland in ge-
neial, as they do atrthis Day: They would alfo have excluded the Fa-
mous Mr. Wel{fh, who was at Birhaell, becanle he could not con-
fels the Sin of the Indulgince, tho’ it was in his own Day. For my
Part, 1 ceuld with a clearer Confcience burn at a Stake for rtjcﬂi‘ns
sheir new Covenant, and Terms of Communjop, than enjoy Life an
Ponous o8 Condition of (weating them, MR,

I:
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MR. D. owns, * it is their Privilege to teftify againit all the Pata
¢ ticulais they call Sins in their new Covenant, i1t thev did fo for rlelr

¢ own bxun:rmtm. Mi. G, catches at thefe Words, as if they
‘ Er;mcr:d all the fiberey the Seceders wane,”  Can yvou believe him fin-
cere in chis Alleition? Is chiis all thev do? 1s Iﬂl“nlﬁﬂ' agaipf} thele
Thmm: fer their own E<oneration the {ame wath maki: 17 e Terms
of Ml yifberial and Chirtitian Coinmunion? s it che lame with inuung.
and l.ul..l; g Ay tor them? No§ 1t 1s widelv different; yet he ac-
cufes Mr, D. of inconalkencr, in .‘liidmng ‘hem all tiev requedt, and
at the (ame Tline itriving 1o deprieve them of 1t; as 1f e allow'd and
dented them ti.e laine Tainz: However, hereby Mi. G. prov: s one of
ticle, vz, cither that be is quite oo Ignorant of th uﬁr*rual ¢t to be
a Difpotang or is Sclf-condemned, and chufes 1o deo uw.: La tie
'[utth 15 1 can hatdly think him quite fo ignorant ot Church Affairs,
as not o know thar n:.-g 140020 Jr_;h-y ﬂﬂﬂm’} any Matter, ﬂ'ﬂf;" for their
erwn Exoueration, 4o i1t on Jur;-a ¢ LAk Hhey may contiiue 1n Commi-
nivit Wit tiie Lb.t‘irfﬂ. WL OBE éﬂ.r.tg PArEaAners £2 What .fugy rRink ﬁﬂ—
fal. This 1s the Muvilege ot Mt.‘ll]bt‘l"h whether tae Matrers teltif-
ed agunit were hincul, or not: Tor niey dhould have Liberty to clear
thel 11 own Conivience, be it weak or (tros ng.  But the Seceders teftity
azainlt thefe Muatrers (o as to (eparate from the Chuich; conlequently
not only tor thelr own l“'-'ﬂl‘li‘.‘l'luuﬂ
M R. D. does not quote the verv Wotds of the Seceders, but ﬁyl
he ha< ¢ dlﬂfhm fome Articles ot their Covenant Conrdilion of Sins,
¢ into t"e torm of 1 ¢ rud, that the Reader mav {ee thev are the Ge-
< nuiae Semtiments of the Seceders, tho' not their Words; And the
End of every Quotation is, ¢ we profefs that this Contcflion and Oath
thould be made 2 Torm of Mintltauial and Choiflian Communion.”
MR. @G. ioundly denies, that the Snrf:'frs} cither Minilters ot
Prople, ever [woie this Clanle: Cal's the a emnz 1t a plaia ¢ aifhood,
and an anacconncable impoficion. For why s TJ‘.II < Alt was not made
¢ t1ll the Year atrer rlu.. Covenant was {worn.’ But can they deny,
that the Bond of their Covenant has a reduplicating Clanle, which re-
feis to all the Paraculats in their (,unhrLLn of $ins? And it they un-
der{tand the Word .xf.ix,phmrmn, can they fay, that Mr, D, has done
one Tittle more, than put their | r:(’upm:nmr' into Wnr 53 Now, if
there be {uch a Claule reteriing to all thie l‘.uu-a.ulass in the Confef-
fion; and if Mr. D. has only connretted it with each Particular; I
challenge them to fhew, wheisin ke Las milreprefented them in the
leaft. It is plain from (iid Claufe, they (wore that 21! thofe Particu-
lars are Sin-, and thac they will contend and teftity ag.inft them; and
by the A&, they are bound to make them Terms of Communion.
What tho’ the A® was not made at Arft, will 1t therefore be elteem-
¢d by them as not binding after 1t is made? Was 1t not made whert
Mr. D. wrote? How then could he do otherwife than rake Macrers
as he found them? I would be glad to know, whether they will ven-
| C tuie

-
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@it t deny the Pa with which he charges them. 1 it true, or is it
falle, tha- they really make all thofe Pasciculars Terms of Minifterial
ahd Chriftian Communion, fave that inche firft Inftance they wa-e it
thto’ Policy? If it is falle, they havc ground of Accufution againft
him § if it is crue, they only conterd about Words, not Things, and
manifelt (o great Ditingenaity, fo littie Senfe and Candor, and fo
mwuch low Art and Cunni g, as is fufn.ient to raile :lie Deteftation and
Contempr or all fincers Chintftians, and judicious Men. When the
evicit grammatical Cunftruélion gives thac very Senfe cf their Cove-
nant Contcilion which Mr, D. has given; and when they prove chis
to 0 1he very Senle In which they themfelves rake ir, by their avows
ed Condudl, is not Admiration itfelf non-plufed to hear Mr. G,
¢ crave chat che Wosld may look upon the above Claufe as a Slander.’
To crave this, is to mock the World, 1 may mose juftly crave that
the World would lcok upon them as Sclf-condemned, and Impofers of
Deceit.

MR. G. proceeds, p. 38, to prove all the Particulars in their Con-
fcthon to beSins. And 1. the publick Refolutionets ate keld Guilty,
tho' he pretends not to an{wer Mt, D's Realoning on the Head, He
demies that the Proteltors weie defirous to continue in Communion
with the Refclationers, and thinks the Contrary is proven, from the
Proteftors ¢ difowning that gcneial Aflembly's Auchority, which ap-
proved the Relolutions; declining a Conference with the Refolutivnerss
and dilregarding theit Summons to be cenfured.” Bue all this ds fag
from proving th .t the Proccftois weie not willing to continue in Com-
murnion with them : Bcfides, che above Hiftory is partial, as it leaves
the Reader to conclude, thar the Proteftors would not at all confer with
the Refolationers ; whereas it is certain, they both joined in Synod ac
Glajgmw, and had a Conference at St Andrews. Mr, Durbam'’s Judg-
ment is well known, wisz, ¢ tiat Diviiion was by far wotle than eithet
¢ of thre Sides.” And he was gicatly regarded i:¥y both. B.ut Mr. G
ftill like himfelf, fars, «+ Mr, D, would make the World believe, that
¢ the Secoeders have no Precedent for their Conduét in not hold ng Com
¢ munion with the prefent Judicatures in Scotland; and therctore
¢ gives oue, that the Proteftors delired to continue with the Refoluti-
¢ oners in Church Communion: But how far thar is Fa, | leave the
« Reader to judge, from what has been advanced to the Contrary.’
And that is juft Nothing ac all. 1 will pat the Mateee on chis fhore
Iflue: Let the samim%u:w us, that the reverend Meflicurs Rwsber-
ford, Gushry, Gillsjpy feceded, and made a Party of Scpatatifts in the
Church of Scerland, as they now ao, and then let them urge the Pre-
cedent in their own Favour: And if they cannot do this, and yet in.
finuate fo much as to make ignerant People believe thofe Divines
were Seceders, 1 would ask them, is this a&ing Jike honeft and true
Men ? But Mt. G. has not once pretended to prove, either frontScrip-
suse ot the Confeflion of Faith, that this thould be a Tetm of Com-
minion, which is che only Pojat in Queftion. HE
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HE as warily negle@s the labouring Moint under the fecond Head,
wviz. the Indulgence.  All he atrempts s to prove it was hinful, while
he thould have proven that confciling the Sin of i1t ought o be a
Term of Communion, if he had dene anv Thing to his Purpofe.
H- p;ﬂcs over the famous Mr. weifl, wlo was at Botivel, who yef
had not Freedom t0 mendion the tndulzence as a Caule of Falting.
He denies that Mr. Blasr accepied tiie insuigences and atlerts he drope
it infbantlv: Whereas it is plun from the Hiftony, that he accepted
the Indulgence, and only rejected tie Initraections.  He calls the Paper
delivered to Mr. Biaswr by the Clers, t ¢ Indulgence, and (ccins as if
he would have his Keader taxe it for granted, war was t.e furlt Time
the Indulg:nfc wis tendered to hiim: Whereas he Lad aca:r:p'td the
Indulgence rurce or tour Years betere; and thellaper he tien let drop,
was not the Induigence, but certain In.tructions tender'd betides: See
Crookfh. Hit. #ol. 1. p. 163. and 3or1, which is a turcher Confirma-
tion of Mr, D's, Remars, p. 16, Thar the Indulged did not accepe
the Limitations, and In{tiuctions, as Conditions of tre Indulpence:
But Mr. G. {eems atraid that the Caie thould appear in this iis propet
Light,

IT is owned, that many pious and learned Divines accepred the
Indulgence; and ochers who ¢id nor, yer juftified thole who did.
Now 3f the Sintu.nc(s of it was denied by {ome, and doubted by
others, who were wil: and faithful, and that in the very Time when
the Chuich was moligaftccted by it, there appears no Realen why cone
fefling the Sin of .t {hould be made a Tenin of Communion to the
Church now, whenit 1s, as Mr. D, calls it, an old Swbjcd.
M R, G. highly relenes the calling it an old Suljet; and fanciss he
has proven it ought to be a xesw one, from the Covenant of Neb. ix,
Ciap. where the §in ot the golden Calt was contefleds tho' a good
Mun Aaron, was at the H-ad of it, which he reckons quite parallel
with gond Men accepting the Indulgence, Alfo, he thinks Jofhna’s
Covenant with the Gibeonites might as well have been called an old
Sacjelt in *a:l's Time: The Blood of Alel and Zackarias in the Days
>t Carift; and the Crucifixion of Chiilt to the Jews now. Was e-
vet & Man inore unhappily miftaken! It is impoflible to find a Paral-
lel 1n thefe, until he thew chat they were controverted Points among
the Plous and Learned. 1 ask them, what pious Men denied the Sin
ot Aaron’s Calt? And as the Gibeonites had a civil Right to their
Lives, by virtue of {aid Covenant, to kill them was Muther; and whae
pious Perfons ever denied the Sinfulnefs of ir? The fame Oblervation
may be made tefpeting the other Parriculars: The Faéts n-entioned
arc plainly Qinful.  Well, Mr. G. doults not to prove the accepting
the Indulgence as plainly finful, if Scripture Confequences be aliowed
as (ufhcient Proof. Yes, we all readily allow them, if they are ne-
ceflary Confequences, and not the Seceders forced ones: Bur he thould
conlades, ic will not be cnough to prove the Poins to the Sw'sfaﬁic:
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of Seceders, if he defign to convince others. In his own Way he
canprove any Thing ; refute every Opponent, 1n every Article and
thew every Pundtilio of his Religion to be infinitely important by
Confequence, as well as intallibly true; and his, and his Brethrens
Confcience, muit*be Conmjzience general, to all Mankisd; clfe all are
wrong: His Abilitv to draw Confequences, we have feen in vailous
Inftances, and mav f{ee it in many more,

BUT to the Point. 1 will let it be taken for granted thar the In-
dulgence was finful; and agrec with him, ¢ that the Sins of former
¢ Generatiens, when not confefled and forfaken bv atter Generacions,
¢ are Matter of a ftanding Quarvel between God and them,” And then
querrys, what 1t makes againft us 7 Wili ke fay, that we receive the old
Indulgence! Are we limirted and reftricted in the Exercile of our
Minittry ? Do we {ubmit ro tuch Initrutions as were given ar thar
Time? Do we own the Supremacy? If not, can he fay we tread 1n
thofe evil Ways: Or, tho’ we do not, are we guilty of the Sins of
the Indulged 7 Ir he favs we are, Le plainly makes it a new Original
Sin. 1 am full y {1tishied the Seceders have a ffandinz Quarrel with us,
in Maiters tor which our God has none, They will not (ay, that
Chiliren are guiity of their Parents Iniquity, when they forfake it.
Well, it neither che Indulgence, ner any Things belenging to it, do
at all infeft the Church ar this Dav, where i+ the Danger from & at
Quarzer? A Warchman thould give Warning ﬁ}.m he fces a Sword
coming; bac if he erv 4 Sword! when there ®rong, and is conti-
nually teazing the City wich falfe Aizrms, he will be defervedly broken,
Suppole fome zcalous Briren thould crv out ¢ we are in great Dan-
ger from the Spanifh Fleer.' And upon being querzied as to the Rea-
fons ot his Allcreton, would anlwer, < the Invincible Armade, camne
¢ againft usdn the Reign of Queen Efizabeth, theretore fland.on your
¢ Guard.” Who would not hifs at the (enfelels Zealor: Bue fuch falle
Alarms are not only ridiculous but hurtful, as they rend to make
People carelels of true Alaims; and in Religion, thev taike off thel
Minds tiom real Evils, and rurn their Concern into a wrong Channet.

THE thirdArticle refnedts the Teleration given by the Duke of York.
Mr. G. endewours o ptove by Cf:nfﬁqm:nur, that accepting this Tole-
ration was fintul: And aflcies, that < Mr, D. and hisAmerican Friends,
¢ quarrel the Seceders for declaring it to be Sin.”  But his Alfertion Is
falle : For the Quartel is nor theie Jeclaring it to be Sin, but making
thar Declaration a Term of Minifternal and Chriftian Communion.
This is the labouring Point, and t..is Point is ftill arctully evaded.’

MR. D, f{a:s, ¢ in theit Opinion, wha accepred the Toleratjon
* no finful Condition was requited,” Mr, G, fternly replics, ¢ Is the
. Dpiniun of Men, without ‘Scripmr:: and Reafon to {upport it, to be
¢ reited on?'  This is another Proof that ke knows not how to argue
to the Purpole, or clfe knowingly < eives: For Is 1t at all Mr. D’s
Bulinefs to prove, that cither Opinion was right? Is this awhat df:uin
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dertakes? No, he only fhews the 'oint was controverted by the Wile
and Guod; and chicir Opinion onlyv could fhew this., Neither Scnp—
ture nor Reaton could be advanced on this Head, by any ong who
has Senfe enough to know what 1s puunr_nt Thr:n:m_rt to demand
Sctlpture to prove a modern Fadt, wiz. that fueh a Point was con-
troveired, proves the Demander eit’ er to be nonfenfica, or unworthy
the Name ot a Dilpurant; or to have Nothing to (ay tor his Caufe,
and yer to be ubll.mut and refule Conviftion,

MR. D. Llid, ¢ there Is a Tune tor all Things, and an evil Time,
wherein the Frudert . ep luence,”  Mr. G. peremptorily afleresy that
¢ according to Mr. I's. Realoning, no Time can be hit tor btn:]ng

« Teltimony gre. At e alt nm lun,n: nor vet the Picflent; for
¢ 1T 1S an cvrl Time." tecaufe Mr. D. hints, thar that particular Time
rnnﬂ t be an evil Tin - therclore hr. atguces, that every prefont Time
is evil. T.is is drawing Cﬂniﬂl‘anCtS ]lLE--—--—-hlt. G. But he never
thougir that his Atgul]"tnt would as ealuy conclude again{t Solomon,
as J'T-';ll"lﬂ. Mr. D.

AL- AI N, when Mr, D. fiys, whoever would join in Communi-
on with them, muf Swear: It {ecms o Mr. G. he can intend No-
thing elfe, but tiar the ¢ Seceders are broagh: and kept together in
¢ Church Communion oV Violence,” He means Force in Dppﬂﬁtiﬂﬂ
to Willingnels; for {ivs Le, ¢ Are there anv that join more willing-
Iv than with them ' Ana deoes Mr. G. think 1n his Heart, thar tF
Word muft, can hgnity Nothing but external Force? Is it poflible for
one p:tunmnu to be a LHE_ILLII‘I and a Critick, to talk in (uch a Man-
ner? Well, Jee us ny the Marrer: It they make fwearing their Ar-
ticles 2 Term of Communion, Is it not perfeétly true, that whoevet
arc willing to join in Communicn with them, muft {wear them? If
he {avs there is no Obligation, no suf in the Cale, then he denies
that th""o’ make Swearing them Tenns of Communion, which is falfe
in Fat. No Words can be contrived mere fote than Mr. D's. if he
fpeak the Thing at all; yet Mr. G. calls them snvenomed and birter.
This only proves him Jmpauf.nr ot Contradiction and angry that the
Truth fhould be told of them. All Things lovk yeliow to an Eye
that has the Jaundice, They who are {o bitter as to {ay ail mannce
of Evil fallely, weuld perfecute 1t they had Power.

UPON Mr. D’s. faving, ¢ the Narure of Toleration, as far as I
¢ underftand it." Mr. G. ridiculoufly, and I cannot but think, {pite-
fully elofies thus, ¢ as to our Author's Intelle@uals, or how he undet-
ftands it, 1 am indiffcrent.” Juft as it his Awthor was talsing of his
Intelle@tuals, when he {peaks the Senfe in which he concelves a Sub-
jet.  Mr. G. morc oblcurcly and antiquely diftinguifhes Toleration
into Negative and Pofirive; and fays, ¢ the Worfhip of the Church of
¢ England was pofizively warranted by the A& of Toleration,” And
pray what more docs this mean, than that they had a Taleration te

worthip God in their own Way in Scot/and, without being ::pn:i




J on that Accoust to Fines, Imprifonment, Banithment, Fire or Fag,
got, or any other Moleftacion? This is all the Toletatian they can
mean : And feecing they complain of this, [ would be glad they
would thew, whete chey would (top fhort of Fire and Faggot, and
yet tefufe (uch Toleration. Their Opinion {eems plainly to be this,
that the Magiftrate, tf he would dq his Duty, ouzht o eftablith them,
and tolerate none elfe,

MR, D. allows, that ¢ the Magiftrate fhould make penal Laws
¢ againft fuch Principles as are dangerous to lawful civil Government.*
Mr, G. favs, © there is too liele of God in this,” and confcquently,
it will never be en  ugh, until penal Laws are made adainft all who
are not Seceders: Nor will it be enough co be barely Seceders : they
muft be Ansiburghers too, who would efcape the Penalty; for
they jrdge. thac the feceding Buighers as well as we, are involved n
Errors intolerable, and they only are pure: Hence they will life op
Teftimony upon Teltimonv againft the Magaltraces tolerating us, and
againft us for accepring Toleracion, and tor not fwcaring that we
oughe not to be tolerated: For this we delerve to be excommunicats
ed; and had they Power they would depofe us all, and fhur us our
from the Inheritance of the Lord, and would oblige the Magiftrate to
exerci(e fome wholfome Severities apon us, 1o brino us to our Senfes:
For while we cannot with a {ate Conicience come into ctheir Meafures,
we are intolerable as well as the Church ot Englard. 1 do not aggra-
vate the Matter in the leaft ro my Knowledge. 1t appeais to be the
true and gennins R0l o8 Sho Loy Ay, and 1 defy diem to vindi-
case themfelves againft this View of the Cale, To confirm it, Mr,
G. thinks Mr. D, inconfiftent in faying * thac Prayers, Arguments and
¢ Cenfures, are the Churches Arms.’ and yet arguing for Tolesation,
And p. 63, 1ucti=s. * can the Church Cenfure for thefe Principles
which rhe civil Powers pofitively tolerate, and at the fame Time not
eeftity againft that A& of Toleration? Thss, he fays in the next Page,
és impofible. His Opinion then is plainly cthis, That the Magiftrace
ought not to tolerate any Etror which the Church fhould Cenfure:
New, as the Anriburghers think all the Chriitians in the Britifh Do-
minions worthy of Excommunication, themfelves exceptad; of Courfe
they judge none of us can be tolerated without grear Impiety in the
givil Powers. Woe to all of us, if the civil Powers we.c Seceders.
But let us confider this Poinr a liccle.

IF the Magiltrate may rolerate no Error, which the Church fhould
eenfure, none can be a lawful Magiftrate unlels he be orthodex to
the laft Pun&ilio, that too : Confequently Dominion muft be
founded in Orthodoxy; and that will tolerably jultify the enchufiaftick
Mad-men of Mwsnfler, in Germany, who (aid it was feunded in Grace,

FURT H ER, if the Magiftrate muft not tolerate what the Church
fhould Cenlure, he moft either AG implicitly, which can never be juftis
fisd bm on the Popifh Principle, that sthe Chusch is infallible in all het
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Cenflares; or muft know all that the whole Church knows; or o)fe ke
muft follow his own Judgment, and tolerate Nothing which he thinks
an Error; and fo he is invefted with an Eraftian Supremacy: In chis
Cale, I {ee not what Need we have for Church Cenfure at all:  If an
Error is broached, tell the Magiftrate, who is ¢bliged to keep the
Church pure, Wlerefcre, to avoid Ab{urdities, I conclude that the
Magiltrate may tolerate what the Church fhould cenfute: And cho'
this feems impoflible to Seceders, it is poflible and pratticable to me
who confider the civil and ecclehaltick Powers as a&ling in different
Spheres; and that rhe Kingdom ot Ghnft fublfts quite independane

on the Kingdom of this Waorld, and ditinct rrom thiem: The Church

snav deitre tueir Countenance, and Proteciion; bur never needs their

Force : 1 hace the vety Tiought, that the Weapons of our W arfare

fhoxld be Carnal, 2 Cor. X. &. |

vi R. G. exclalns that Mr. D. wound pr:jrlclift People rgni’nﬁ them

¢ as if thev were tor Fire and Faggot, againit any Man's Perfon.’ Neo,
far be (uch Cricity traan them:  Ther would only teftify againft che
civil Magiftiace if he did not rake che Muztes in Hand; and furely they
will acknowledge i- 1s Men's Perfons be deals wit. 1 am rold that che
Iﬂ(ltli]itﬂii: when they nave condemned any ome for Herely 9. Th;:y
deliver him to tie civil Power; and not onh wil not deltroy him
themfelves, but entreat the Magiitrate not to hurt him in the lealt: Yee
it tl.c Magiitrate does not put him to a cruel Deat , the Vengrance of
thefe Fathers will certainly fall on himfelf. Yet they themielves med-
dle with no Man’s Perfon: They only teck to root out Herely. ”

W HAT an out-cry againlt Mr, D, for calling the Charch of Englend
Fellow-protefianes! and faying < they wotlbip God after their own
¢« Way.” Mr, G. calls this ¢« a [moothing of Maztgrs.” Yee {ays, * 1t
* is 2 proper Definition of Will-worlhip, condemned by the Apoftles.’
Confequently it cannot be a very {mooth way of fpeaking: For he
{ays, ¢ it gains litcle to the Caufe Mr. D. pleads for,' He fhoeld
bave faid, Nething. Yect after this, he again calls it a < fmioorhing of
Matters; and feems to defy Mr. D. and his 4dmevican Friends, te
make his {aying the above Words confiftent with holding faft chee
Part of his Teftimony thae relates to Purity of Worlip.’ Let evem
a dull header judge how impofMible it is that thefe contradiGtory
Things ean be all truly aflerted of the {ame Werds: And allfo how
impoflible it is, that any Words can be innocent with this Difpucant,
who can find Herefy in thefe. 1 can bardly fay lefs, than that whe-
ever condemns Mr. G. for being a good Critick, or Lqﬁicim. does.
him greater Injuftice, than I could allow my(elf to be guiley of,

BUT he has cavtioufly avoided offéring one Word to prowe, chat
the Confefling the Sin of the Tolerarion ought to be 2 Ferm of Come
munion, Mr., D. determines it ouveht #0t3 tho' his Antagonilt often
falely alferes ke desecioes Nothing. :

THR
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*HE nexeArticle is, that we moit confefs the general Affemblv of
the Chutch of hrﬂﬂlﬂd‘ pttftq‘.:u.t:d the Seceders, and thereby *vimiall}
depnied and condemned all (uch as thould teftify againft the piefent
Courfe of Defection. ¢ They received Ill-treacinent trom that parris
eular Aflembly;’ and retarned them no beteer chan they received, as far
as I know of the Matter. But no Mcniton is made of the faithtul Endea-
vours of the very next Allembly to 1e@ify what was ainils, and re-
move Grievances: Tho' it was a retorming Afllembly, vet the Seceders
petlifted in :h:ir*Sep:Er:!tiun, and would not return.  They had made
a Party, and their dpirits were {oured by parey Zcal, before the Al-
{embly (at; andlo were obltinate co all rhe Entreatics of rheir Brethren,
I chink it is undutitul, nay rebellisus Condu&, if Children fly in
their Mother's Face, even tho' fhe treats them too hardlv by a1 imea.
But to make the Contetlhon of this Matzer a Term ot Minifterial and
Chriftian Communion, is as great a [tietch ot Chiurch Authority, and
pechaps much greater, than what the Aflembly allained, of which they
complain; and if 1 wac to make Confeflion, I would firlt confefls
the Sinfulnefs of making their Conieflion a2 Term of Communion :
And I remark, that Mr. G. has ncitier advanced Scripture, nor Rea- |
fon, nor the Contetlion of Faith, to prove that it ougise to be a Term,

T HE é6th Article refpedts the Union between Scotland and England, |
which we are to confels Siniul, on pain of Excommunication, They
fay * the whole Nation therebyv approved the Hicrarchy and Worfhip
of the Church of England.’ Mr. D. fcraples the Extenfivenels of the
Expreflion,, fecing ¢ the Commithion of the Kitk addrefled the Parlia-
« ment againit the Unlon, and the general Aflembly approved what the |
¢ Gommiflion did.’ Confequently, if there was Guilt in the Union,
the whele iVation was not involyed.
MR. G. bluntly afl.rts, that - this is no Reafon, but only a Shife
¢« to wave all Realoning.” I ccalz to wonder that Mr. G. calls the moft
elear and undeniable Argument a Shiit, and no Reafon; for fo doing,
he is of A Piece with himfelt. Let us now Lear what he would call Rea-
foning, ind no Shift. This then is thie Thing itlelf, v1z, The whole
Nation are guilty of approving the Union, and the Allembly too, be-
caufe ¢ they approved of the Commiflions proceedings only in Buik |
and commen Form, and did not fingle out their Addrels to Parliament,
and approve it paruiculatly.” This is rematkable, extraordinary Rea-
foning. The Aflembly approved what the Commiflion did againft the
Union, yet they did noc approve it, unlels they hai approved it by it-
felf. Nay they dilapproved it, becaufe they approved it among otherg
Things in the Lump ; and they approved the Union ntfelf, becaule they
approved of the Commitlions Awempts to prevent it, In the gencral,
Confequently they apptoved the Worlhip of the Church of England,
the' I can fee no Realen of this Conlequence, f'

"ANOTHER Argument of equal Force is this, that the Aflembly
spproved thé Union, becaufe they did not make is 2 Caule of Nationa
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Falting. 1 think it’s almoft as good to have no Confcience, as to have
one that can (atisfy itfelt with fuch Reafonings, and reje® clear Lighe
with Obftinacy. Who that is not intoxicated with party Biggutry and
{ectarian Zeal, could fwear that the Affembly did not approve what the
Commiflion did; or thar they approved the Union 7 I: is not denied
that the Commiffion aéted ;t%::inﬂ' the Union; and who can be {o har-
dy as to fwear, that the whole Nation approved it, and alfo the Hier-
archy and Worthip of the Church of England ¢+ And who dutft make
this falfe Oath and Conteflion a2 Term of Minifterial ana Chriftian Com-
munion ? It is evidently falfe, if the Commiflion, and general Aflembly
belong to the Nation. Yer upon the Force of fuch Realonings, Mr,
G. fuppofcs, that Strangets would ¢ fcarcely look on Mr. D. as a Pref-

* bytertan,” But the main Point is not touched, which wasto thew, that
{fwecaring chis Article oughe to be a Term ot Communion,

1N p. 70, becaufe Mr. D. argues, that the Oath of Allegiance is
not fintul, Mr. G. fcruples not to charge him with difcarding Allegi-
ance to the King of Zion. And becaufe he is not clear to fwear theie
new Covenant, therefore he is carelefs, and ralks dubioufly eof the In-
terclts of Chrift. This is jult telling us, that none tan bear true Al
legiance to Chrilt, er be zealous tor hun, but {uch as {wear their Cove-
nant.

4 E fancies he can fhew, that the Oath of Abjuration is as doubt-
ful as their Confeflion of the Sin ot it.  For Inftance, he thinks it hard
tv know ¢ how far the King’s Dignity extends. which the Jurane isto
dzfend; and what the Law may reckon traiterous Confpiracies; what
are all his other Dominiors ; and what Title he has to them.' I would
have a common Reader to judge, whether thefe are hatd to be un-
detftood when I anfwer, if I {wear to defend the King's true Digni-
ty, I only iwear what I oughe to do: And were it asked whether I
allow him the Dignity of Headfhip over the Church, I readily an-
fwer mo: but that he is Head over Church-men in civil Things : Nor
docs the Law require me to confels more: 1 can be undet no Doube
about difvovering what appears to me to be traiterous Confpiracies;
and of what appears not, and whas is net 1 am to make rhe fame
Judgmens: 1 do not {weat thac I will know all the Laws. 1 can s
listle (cruple to {wear hiz Title to all bis other Dominions; tot if they
are bis, he has a Tide to them; buc if chey are mes¢ his, my Oath Is
not a Swaring that they are, On the whole, I not only find no Doubts
* as hard to folve as in their Confeflion of Sins,’ but no reafonable
Doubts at all,

- HE endeavours, in his own Way, to prove, that the Oath of Abjuta-
tion obliges us to fupport the Church of Esglend ; for no other Realon
that 1 fee, but becaufe it obliges us to bear Allegiance to the Houle of
Hanover Dbeing Proreftant, and abjure Allegiance to the Pretender.
Nowl think he mighe, by a lictle longer Train of the fame kind of
Confequences, have as cafily proven, faid Oazh obliges us to fup-
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vort the Devil’s Kingdom. It may run thus; we bear Allegiance te
Eing George ; he {uppo-ts the Church of Kasland, therctfore we fupport
it too: He is in Alliance with the Emperor ot Germany, and tie Err-
peror [upports the Popes and by Confequrence we are obliged to fup-
poit Popery : Buc the Pope {upports the Intcielts ot Satan, theretor: {o
dv we.

THUS vou fee, we ate reduced to the Neseffiry, eizher of renounc-
ing our Allegiance to the King, or {uppeiting the Kingdom ot Satan,
Wicn an Argument proves too much, 1t preves INotaing at all, but on-
Iv that it is ablurd. Ler this {uffice to expole the prefent one, which
couid prove an hundred Things, which Mr. G. did not Intend.

M R. D. mentions the Reatons the Seceders Zive for their making
the Abjuration Qath a national Sin: Mr. G. calis his repraring them,
his owning tiiem as juft; and upon this Fiction, charges him with In-
coniiftency : Yet Mr, D. argues againft their Realons as not jnit.
They fav the Outh obliges to {uppore the Church of Englandi he de-
nics this, and thews che Contiary trom the Oaih itledf, * Upon this

Mr.

* Bifbop Lurnet fays, (a5 Mr, D, oberves) © There was a Clau'e

¢ add:d at firfl to the Abvjuration Cath, to mainrain the Church of
* England, lur st was lard afide by the Parliament.”  And Mr, W il- |
lilon in & Tefimony to the Wreltlings, (e, of the Ciurch of Scot-
land, swrote by bim, and jwh/cribed by j'umfr;y woertoy Minifters of that |
Crurch, informs us of the jmne ibiny; and of the changing, and at
dafl quite removing out of the Catn, one Xord that gave Offence to
Jome Diffenters, swho viewed it im & Light different from jome of their
Brethren, as may appear from tne following Fxrrack, taken from 'ages
38. and 39, where we are informed, that to the other Diftreflcs of

the Conrch of Scotland, © the Outh of Abjuraticn was aljo ivipoed on
¢« the Minifters thereof, in the Year 1711, This occafiond a great]

« Queftion among them, and much Wwrizing upon it. swhether the Con-
* ditiens and Qualifications required of the Succeffor to the Crown, i»
« the A8s of Parliament fettling the Succeffion, ot which this is one,
« that he muit join in Communion with the Church of Ensland, be
¢ underflood &s any Part of the Oath, or wot? Thefe who are nof

< clear ro take it, apprebended thefe Conditions mighr be reckoned #

« Part of the Oath, becaufe in it they were to frwear to mantain the

¢ Smreﬁ{;n AS entailed by {uch Ad3s of Parliament, in which thejd

« Conditions swere contained. Others again, underflood thefe Conditi
€ ons as no Pare of the Oath, [ecing when the Oath was firfi framed
¢ in the Englilh Parliament, in the Year 1701, and & Clanje 3was of
¢ fered to be added to it for maintaining the Church of England, ¢
 awras vcjected becanfe the Diffenters could not take it : And at the Unig
¢ on, the Parliam:nt had exprefly exempted thoje of this Chxrch from ad
§ Qarhs inconfiffiant swith sheir Principles; and confequenty, that ; L




MR. G, finds him intnnﬁﬂ:t}u with hiéﬁtlﬂ only becaufe he l'snin:nL
filtent with them. Ler any one Compase Mr. D’s Remarks, p. 29, with
Mr. G’s p. 72, 73, and he will find this the erue State of tive Cale 1 have
iven.  And is not this doing Bufinefs with a Witnels? Are {1ch Mch
ﬁt to be rcaloned with: What will they not do behind our Packs, who
atcempt to cheat us before our Faces? Does the Caufe of Truch require,
and necd the Suppott of Falichood -—---Of Artifice i------OF Impofition
on the Ignoranti----Away wicth {uch kind of Truth and Picry! After all,
it is amazing Ettrontery and Hardinefs, that Mr, G. fhould ¢ leave
¢« with the Re-publifhcrs of M. D's. Eook to recencile thefe Things.*
Juft as if he was cvidently inconitent with himiclt, Bur Mr. G.
may think himfelt exculed trom antwering, becaule I neicher advance
Scripture nor Confeflion of Laich, to prove ghat he has abuled M. D's.
Words: And he has quered neither to prove that this Article fhould
be a Term of Comimurion: And has alfo witely avoided faying any
Thing to what Mr. D, obferved, tha: lome of the Seceders themfclves
l:ad

¢ AS, in zhe Oath, was not reduplicative mpon the Qualifications of the
¢ Sweceflor, bur meerly Indecative, as only pointing outr tie Ads where-
“ in the Succeflin aras jettles, and the siiuftrious ! amily and Perfons
“ on whom it was entailed, failing the Eeirs of Kong William, Quween
* Annc, and ber Heirs, &c. and therefore tiey underflood that the Oath
 brosght them wnder np Obligarion, our to Allegrance to the Sovereign,
“ and ro Engacement azainft a Popifbh Pretender, and to the ,‘.'ur;:}ffm
“ in the Protefiant Line: And to prevenr Miflckes and Mifapprelien-
¢ [sans, they might be liable to in this Mattcr, they veolved to give il
“ swritten Declarations to this Purbo'e upon Infirument, which general-
“ly they did. At shis Time the Commiffion addreffcd the Queen (&s
‘ alfo did the Affesbly} in Favour of thofe swhe fill jerupled at the
© Cath, as if the as in it did fome Way refer to the Conditions re-
* quired of the Smcceffer, that fuch mizht be favurably dealt swith, as
¢ ber loyal Subjects. As alio they petitioned her, that their Declarati-
“ ons of Loyalty to the Queen, their renouncirg the Pretender, and En-
" gagements ¢o [upport the Crown in the Proteftant Line in the Family
* of Hanover, as contained in toejr Addrefs; might be accepred by her
‘ asthewr Senfe of faid Qath, svithout Refpei? to the Conditions fers-
© pled at.  In Anfwer bereto, the Queen in her Letter 1o the Affembly,
* declared thar the Addrefs of the Commifiton did [o much mantfelf
* their Loyalry te ber, and their trup Conccrn for the Swcceffion in the
 Protefiant Line by Law efiablifocd, that it oconwld not bur be meccep-
“ table. This Anjwer did very much confirm thefs whe jndged that
“ the AS in the Oath, did not redutlicare upon the Qudlﬁ:ﬂiqm of
' the Succeffor, and gave Freedom to many to take it.
“ AFTER King George the 1it. came to the Throne, and snder-
* food our Difficulties by the Reprefemsations of Affembly 1714, and for-
£ mey
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had ence Freedom to take the Oath of Abjuration, And had this Ar-
ticle then been made a Term 6f Cominunjon, what would have be-
come of even Seceders.
P AGE 76, on Article the 8th, concerning Kifling the Book, Mr,
G. roundly aiferts, that the ¢ main Enquiry here is, whether thae Way
* of {wearing be jultifiable or not’ This may be his main Enquiry
if he pleafc; buc then he thould noc pretend to ditpute wich Mr. D,
whole main Eﬂguigy is, whether it thould be aTerm of Communion:
And he determines it thould not, on Suppolition the feceders Opi-
nion, concerning the Nature ot it, were right: Forcho' it were right,
vet the Point is too obfcure, to require the Aflene ot all Chriftians to
it, on Pain of Excommunication, But Mr. G. feems always willingly
ignorant of the main Enguiry, and has not et touched it inonc fingle
A[IiCIEl

IN p. 97, he finds Mr. D. inconliftent, becaufe he does not deny
Swearing by kifling the Book to be Superititious, and yet reckons it
a Mateer of doubtful Dilputation.’” Now thefe aze fo far from being
inconfiltent, that the Latter could not be laid if the Former was aflert-
ed. If he had faid, it is not Superftirious, he could not confiftently
have faid it was doubtful. 'Was ever Difputant mere unhappy in his
Remarks?

AS ridiculoufly he {ays, ¢ we may calily infer from fuch Premifes,
« that Superftition is fo {anQified by tlic Patrociny of good Men, as to
« be difputable whether it (hould be contended againit.’ Juit as if
Mr, D, had owned it to be Superftition, and alfo {aid it theuld not
be contended againft: Whercas he has aid neither the one nor l:;h:
other

« mer Addreffes, be interpofed for ti:+ Relief of thofe swho ferupled &t
« the Oath, and get the Parliament to turn the AS imte WHICH,
< 45 alfo to declare, that the Oatn was not meant to oblige his Majefty's)
€ Subjells in Scotland te any Thing inconfiitent with pheir Church Efif-
« blifament according vo Law. 1his removed the Scruples of many i
s bur newerthelefs there were not a ferw worthy Minifters whe remained
€ unea'y and fcruplous npon Account there rwas fill mention made 1
“ the Qath of the A of Parliament that required the Cenditions o
« phe Succeflor, and therefore swanted it taken wholly out of the Oath,
« Which uppon Application the Kingwas fo good asto grant, by an Ad
€ of Parliamen: in the sth Year of his Reigm. Thus did the Lord in
« biés Marcy fettle the great Commotions that were in the Church, b
“ Reafon of thas Oath, and extricace Her out of fome of FHer Diffisus
€ ties; Tom, [a far, that the moft ftriT gnd zealous Miniflers 11 Scot
¢ land swers brenght to declare both from the Pulpit and Prefs, that th
€ embracing or refufing the Oath of Abjurarien did not afford the leag
¢ Grownd for Separasion.’ Hence we fee how groundlefs the Secedef
ﬁlﬂiﬂn is, that the Oatly of Abjuration oblizes the Jurer to [uppo
Chwrela of England,
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other; but that as it is difpurable, 1t fhould not be made a Term of
Communjon. '

EUT itis far from being difputable with the Seceders, to (wear by
kifting the Book, they are fure, is Will-worfhip : Nay, that ic is no
Oath at all: For Mr. G, lays, ¢ the Words at the End of the Qath,
So hep me God, atc no appeai to him: So that unlets kifling the
Book be an Appeal, there is none ac all in ir; and 1f that be an Ap-
peal, then it is of an ordained myltical Signification, and fo 1s {uper-
(titious." 1 admire at the Pains fome take to bewilder themfelves.
Words cannot be more wrefted than thofe ar the End of the Oath are,
Their plain Senfe is chis, ¢ according as I tell theTruth or not, inwhat
¢ 1am calied to witnels, fo Jet me obrtaine {aving Help from God or
¢« not.” “ This ftriking Appeal he cails ¢ a Prayer, which may be ufed
¢ in {erring about any lawful Work.” And on this falfe Foundation
his Argwncnis ate built.  He will have kifling the Book to be
the Qath; whereas it i1s no DParc of i, but only a Sign, as
lifting up the Hand is. And if Kiffing, in the one Cale, be the Gath;
{o, by a Parity of Reafon, lifting sup the Hand, muflt be the Qath,
in the other Cafe. inp. §2, he will have kifling the Book to be no
leis than woilhipping it, for he obferves; ¢ that bowing the Knee in
¢ Matters of Religion denotes Worfhip, and chat kifling is equivalent
¢ to it.” Now, if lifting np the Hand be the Oath, we may argue with
equal Force, that we {wear by the up lifted Hand; and confequently
Wortlhip either the Hand, or the AF of lifiing ir: Bur if he deny,
that liteing up the Hand is the Qath, he muit alto, for the Sake of
Confiftency, own that kifling the Book is not the Oath, butr only the
Sign of jc: Andrrhcn the whole Q!.IEi’tiun 15, whether it be a propcet
Sign. Now kifing is ufed in Scriprure, particularly in Pfal, ii. co
denote, that Worlhip we owe to God, and therefore is not certainly
an 1mproper Sign ot it.

T HE Objedion fuppofed, that ¢ the Compliers with this Forra
¢ have no ill Intention,” he eafily folves, by obferving, that Papiits,
Heathens, Deifts, can vrge in Favour of their evil Practices, thac they
have no bad, but good Intentions, which yer cannotr juftify them,
This Argument would do Exccurion, if he had but firlt proven the
kifling of the Book to be an Action in itfclf Sinful; or that it fo much
as implies Idolatry,  But this not proven, his An{wer is Nothing. be-
caufe the Cafes are no way parallel.  He (hould have known, that a»
Adson in atfelf indifferent, is good or bad, according to the A&kors
Intention,

HE inbfts very much on ir, that kifing the Book is 2 Popith In-
venton; but has not proven ic. And if he had, vet he could never
ake appear, that it 3s the fame in us as in them § becaufe our Views
and Intentions are quite different from cheirs: If they perform an
indifferent A&ion fuperfticioufly, it will not follow, that we are Su-
perilitious in doing the fame Thing. Docs Mr. G. mean, tl;to 1';:
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*pﬂ!q] avoid every A&ion which they abufe even to Idolatry? ‘Then
we ought not to ufe Bread or Wine in the Sacrament, becaufe chey
adore the Elements. And many other Inftances might be given. -
MR, G. alie afferts, thar r kiffing the Book is inrroduced inftead
¢ of Swecaring by God.” But this is aflzrred on the falfe Suppofitions,
that kiffing the Book is the Oath, and thar there is no Appeal to God
in the appointed Forin. He gives leveral Inftances ot Swearing by
Jifting up che Hind, and thence concludes, that « we have equal Rea-
fon to look on thofe Scriprure Inftances as having the Force of a Pre-
cept, in the prefent Cafe, as to efteem the Apoftles meesing and
breaking Bread on the firlt Day of the Weck to point out that Day
forthe Sabbath, This Argument would be conclutive, if #har Form
af Swearing by litting up the Hand, and none but only thae, had becen
exemplified in Scripture. Bur as this is not fo, the Cales are not
parallel.
~ IT is plain, that the Scriprares mentron different Forms of Swear-
ihe : As, lifting up che Hand, and pusring it wunder the 1highy On
this lalt Mr. G, makes (fome f{trained Remarks, He will have it to
Be no lefs than a Swearing by the Mefhah, who was to delcend from
Abrabam: This Glofs he can never prove to be a tiue one.  Nor is
there any Neceflity to account for it after fuch aManner: For putting
the Hand under the Thigh, was not the Ou b itlelf, buz only thedig
of it, Butif it was the Oath, and if Swearing by Abrabam's Thigh,
wis ¢ apon the Marter, a Swearing by Goa to be incarnate.” beca. (e
Mbraham was onc of his remote ’rogenitors; he may as eafily ex-
plain Swearing by the Bible, ro be a Swearing by God who is the
Author of ir, if his own Notion were riwe, that kifing it is {weas-
mﬂg by it. But I rcject the Explanation in both Cales, as {traiaed and
aukward: And I prefum: the Teftimony of Jojephus, is of much
greater Force, who fays this Mode of Swearing (by purting the Hand
under the Thigh) swas COMMONLY reseived. And Vatablus al-
Bres us, iz is ufed in the Ealt to tiis Day. The pious and eminecnt
Mr. Henry, on Gen. xxiv, 1. makes ti:is judicious Remark, ¢ Swear-
* Ing being an Ordinance, not peculiar to the Chorch, but common
* to mankind, is to be performed by {uch Signs, as are the Appoint-
¢ ments, and common Ulages of our Country, for afcertaining the
« € Petfon fworn  Paress lavs, they fswear in the Palatinate, by hold-
ing up three Fingers of their hight Hand. Now as the Scriptures ap-
prove of difterent Forms of Swearing, an{ do not limit to any one
particular Form, cthey plainly lcave it indifferent, provided it be inno-
cene in it's own Nature.
- TO this Mr. G. replies, then ¢ God has lefe his Worfhip to be
¢ formed as Men pleafe.’ I aniwer, this by no means follows, for
Swéiring is not an Ordinance peculiar to the Church j not is it an Or-
dinance of ftated Worthip: And to call it an Ordinance of Worlhip,
ahd put it on a Jevel with chole which God has appointed for :E:éi:
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fication of the Church, and which are pecuviiar to it, is to give a falfe
view of the Matrer, and docs not exvplain but confufe it. inn it an
Oi1dinance, and that thereln we wol alp Gud; but 1t ﬂllght II? be Cﬁf-
tinguithed from thofe that are orcinary and ftared. Marriage 1s an Or-
dinance of God too, and in our loim, contains an Qach; and will the
Seceders fay tha: the Form ot Marriage they ufe, is of divine Appoint-
ment, or any particular Form ae all# If chey fay it is, let them fhew
it: If nor, then Lere is an QOrcinance of God, the Form and Mode
of which, is not determined in Sciipture, bur left indifferent, pro-
vided i)l chat it be innocent,  And thic ] calon is the {ame, iz, it is
not an Ordinance peculiar to the Chutch, but commoneto Mankind,

BUT Mr. G. and the feceders flill wige that this Mode is Supet-
ftitious. And what is Supaiiition? 1t is an erronions Fear of God:
It 1s thinkng Namedns = 1S }fr#ﬁﬂg er J{ipfflﬁﬂg to him swhich ll nar,
but is the Conceit of & miftaken Mind. WNow to fay, that God is df-
picafed with uting this Mode of Mwcanng, when it cannot be proven
that he is 1o, is properly Supetftition: Hence it is plain, chat the
Seccders are muse liable te the Charge of Supesftirion than we, and
are introducing it under Pretence of avoiding it, To add re Geds
Law isWickednefs, as well as vo diminifly from it. They are not tue
pui. * wha make molt Sins, but who avoid the Sins that God has fc -
bidden: Nor are they helicft who make the greatcft Number of T
ties, out who perform thole commanded by God.

I Have becn more particular on this Head, becaufe 1 have kno
{ome conlcientious Perfons puzzled by tiie Ubjcctions offered againg
kiffing the Book., The fu1ft Timc 1 was called to take an ©ath, ] re-
fufed to take it in this Mode, and only lified up my Hand; not be-
caule I was perfuaded it was wrong, but 1 had not examined the Point,
and knew not but that upon Trial, 1 migat judge it to be wrong,
But after the beft Search 1 can make, 1 am convinced it is not Sin-
ful: And whether my Reafons are fufhicient, I lcave to be judged from
what I have oftcred.

THE Sum of the Matter is, That God has appointed Swearing an
©ath, when there is an Occafion that requires 1t, and all Chiiftians,
and civilized Nations, are agiced in uiing it; All do likewife agree

- to ule fom? external Sign in taking it; but as God has not limited
them to one certain Mode, they ule various ones, none of which,
when innocent, are difplealing to him.  Thercfote to (wear by kifs

| {ing the Book is not Sintul, for it is not forbidden by Ceod, and 1

. e¢annot be afraid to ufe it, becaufe Mr. G. forbids it: It is not ufed

{nperftitioufly, unlefs we fay it is the only Mode that is pleafing se

God; but this we do not lay, not do we [vlar:: any Holinefs in ir,

UPOH the whole, if 1 fhouid _bt :IEQH‘HHHFHI‘:II:&, 1 could not Swell

that this Mode is Sin, nor that the confifling it as fuch fhould be

i
'

made a Term of Communion: And Mr. G. Las not offeied a Waoed

w

=3

prove thae ic thould, tho' that was the very Poine in Queflion.
P “ -~ THE
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THE oth. Article Refpeé&ts Profeflor Simfon’s Cenfure, Here Mt
8. exclaims, and alks of Mr. D. ¢ where is his Ttuth and Lovwe:
For why, ¢ the Word, great Scandal, which the Prefbitery applies 1o
* Mr. Simfom, Mr. D. gives out, that they have applied it to the Ju-
¢ dicatures of the Church of seot/and.” and pray where is the great Er.
ror? Is it not true, that the Seceders impute it as a great Scandal, ta
faid Judicatures, and confider it as a Narional Sin, that Profellor <im/on
was not excommunicated ? Do they not count it a great Scandal indeedy
when they think it poliutes the Judicatures fo greatly, thar they can<
not have Fellowthip with them on account of it? Can Words tell what
Spirit they are of, who cry out of Wrong, of Violence and Spoil, wher
tEty ate tofi what they not only doy but carneftly contend ior? MrJ
D. can have neither Truth nor Love, if he {peaks Truth of the Seces
ders ever [o foftly: Buc he mighe have had both, in their view, had
he bitterly exclaimed againft their Opponents, and accufed them of
hundred Evils of which they were clear. f
PAGE 93, Mr. G. moft unmercitully accufes Mr, D.of ¢ forget-}
« ting & very marerial Part of the Word of Chrift’s Patience, wviz.
defending his true Deity, And he and his American Friends are chal.
lenged, and defied, to reconcile his Conduét with contending earneftly
for the Faith.” One would think, from all this, we had commenced
Arians, and fhewn Difrczard to true Chriftianity. But what is the Mat-
ter? Has Mr. D. defended Mr. Simjfon’s Errors ? Has he faid, they cughe
not to be cenfured ! Or has he faid, thar the Profeflor oug ht nor to have,|
been excommunicated ? He (aid nonc of thefc Things, tut that the Al-
fembly’s only depoling him, when he 1enounced his Etrors, wais not|
fo certainly Sinful, as to make it a Term of Communion to confels it.
Jf he had not tetracted bis Errors, nor profcfled Sorrow for them, Ex-
communication would have been abfolutely 1equifite ; Bur when ¢ he
¢ did not continue obftinare, but made a fatisfying and orthodox De-
¢ claration of his Faith,’ it quitc alrers the Cafe, in my View.
BUT let it be fuppofed,- that the general Aflembly were really de-
fe@ive in Point ot Difcipline, it would not warrant the Seceders to fe- |
parate from the Chuech, 1If they fay it weuld, it muft be on this
Principle, that Deficiency in the Degree of Cen'ure will svarrant a Se-
paration from that Church which is fo Defeltive, And if chis be §
true, Pawl himfclf was wiong who commanded the Corinshians to
continue in Church Communion, while the Church Officers not only |
failed in the Degree of Cenfure, buty, for what we know, quite ne- |
gletted it, and yert in Cale of a grievous Scandal, no lefs than Incefl,
1 Coer. v, 2. Alfo the Chutches of Pergamos and Thyatira, are re-
proved by Jefus Chrift, for grofs Deficency in Difcipline, yet no!
Burden of Separation laid on the Members of thefe Churches; but
an Approbation given of their continuing in Communion; As the Ex- §
ecllent Ms. Dwarbam invincibly proves in his Expofitiecn of the Re-
velations, p, 160, and 3161, Clajgosw Edit. 1739. which I would
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think ‘worthy of tranfcribing, had 1 Time. But I will not mlarge
on this Point, untl I fee wncrh:r the Seceders will venture ro afferr thie
afore(aid anti-feriptural Principle: Now, if the luppofed Deficiency
of the Aflembly in cenfurimg Profeflor Simgfom, ought mot to be made
a Term of Communicn, hew is it peffible vhat m&ﬁ'rg the Allem-
blies Sin in it, ought to be a Term? I think no judicious, well in

ftrudled and unprejudiced Chriltiam, l:csuld ever, with a clear Cnnﬁ:lcnc:,
{wear that it thould,

M R. . expofes himfelf to juft Cenfure for falfe AECUfltan, and
thit au;umt Iah OWTn Knuw!cdg:s &l hf: iﬂ:ltﬁ; thll’ Mr. D ¢ owns tl.e
¢ Pr .itrtinr ought to have been cur oft from the Church.* But he
kntﬂ thaat M. H In El"EJI]E.i:t Itft.ﬂ”d to, Plﬂ: this %ﬂl]_ﬁ;.‘l;]un, « w'o
¢« continaes Obftinate,” Can any be {o excceding Charitable to Mr. G.
as to think he was too dull to difcern fo plain a Difference ? Is it whe
fame T hmg, ro fav he (lould be cut off 1rko continues Ghfii-mtey and e
fhould be cut off wiro ccintinues not Cbftanate? 1. e. are comtiadictorics
one and the {une Thing: 1i thev are plainlv daifferent, {o thar hisy can-
not be miftiken tor tuc f'*m-, then Mr. G. mufl have acculed Mr. i,
contarv to his own Conlcience: The Accufauon 1s, ThatM: D. is
inconiiltent, in ownine the Pioteflor oughe to ave been cut off, an.i
vee faving, ¢ the Seceders are worhv of Reprelienfion for teftifyving thac

Suipenlmzn was not a Cenlute ad :q rate to the Ofence.” Eur when
the above Qualification is added, the very Shaddow of Inconfiftency
vanithes: Belides, itis talfe thar the seceders are reprehended for tefti-
fying againt the Cenflure; ’tis only for making that Teftification a

Tcrm of Communion,
IN tle like deceirtul an':r, he knowingly tranfpofes Mr. D’s.

Word’s inp. 98 that he might find him inconhiftent: « This is ﬂrmgf.
« {ysMr. G. he [t e I‘mh.ﬂmT declared his Scrrow for the Oflence
¢ given, and yet all the Efccls of this his Sorrow was enly (accord-
‘ l.ng to Mr. D. ) {ubtile evalive Diftinétions, and Words prmrmcf hilm-
¢ felt cn-nrr:dlﬂur;, . Now Mr. G. could not but know, thar accord-
ing to Mr., D. thefe evalive Diftinctions were ufed before he contefled
his Sorrow, and not ar the fame Time, much lels after it: I think Lis
followers might be athamed, it he himiclf cannor, of fuch evidently
unconicionatle Conducl. .
EUT he talbes care to inake no Remark on Mr. D’s. Demand, viz.
¢« why thev did not alfo bear Teltimony againft the general Allembly of
¢ 1640, for annexing a civil Penaley to cheir A This proves, that
they are partial in their Teftimony; and that they fixed on fuch Points
as were moft popular, and beft calculated for making a Party ; on which
they could himnﬂrue more plauibly, becaule of the Prejudices of the
common Pm:-ph: as to thofc Hr:dfff.. They waved the Aflembly’s civil
Penaley in their A& of 1640, tho’ it was aétmﬂr qmtt out of Charalter,
and (o was a thoufand Times worfe, and more Difhonourable to Jelus
Chnft, as ir made his Kingdom feem to be of this World, than any
E Deficiencie




Deficiencic in the Degree nfgcn%ﬂ:.ca? poffibly be: For to a& ows
Charader is unipcakably woife, than acting dcfeltively in Charalies
But | luppofe 1t did not {uit the Seceders to infinuate any Prejudice a
gainit t.c actings ot 1640, when rhey reckon Reformation was carrie
to 1t's height, becaufe they would have us hclieve they are purfuin
the fame Model;and {o are unwi.ling to have it thought, that a reform
ang Alleinbly were chargeable with any fuch Extravagance,

O N rthe roh, Artcle, which relates to the Affair of Captan Porre
ous, 1 (hall only obferve, that the Seceders do not pretend it 15 2 Narl
onal 51n, nor the Sin of any colle@ive Body, but only of a Numbe;
of Individuals: And I 4ce not why they mig t not, on the fame Pring
ciple, make it a Term of Communion to confels the Sins of any pri
v te Pe'fon, who has been in Church Communion with them; or o
any particular Minifter of the Church: For when many Particular one

~do not act as a colle@ive Body, o1 in a judicial Capacity, their Altion
are only lerlonal, and cannot be afcribed to the Publick: The great
neis or [inallnefs of the Number, does not alter the Nawre of th
Thing. WNow, to make tuch Things the Ground of {eparating fron
the Church, is an high Extravagance; and carnot be juftified buc o
th.is Principle, that swe omghe te feparate from a Church, swhen an
Number of Miniflers and Memlers act swrong. 1 hope they do no
need @uotations from Scriprure, and the Conteflion of Faith, to prov
th t t s Principle is a falle one, when the Church is found, and wel
conflbitured, -

THE 1 ¢h Article, which refpeéts the Seceders Teftimony again
the late blefled revival of Religion, Mr. G. waves in this Place, pro
poung to treat it elfe-where, and fo gave me Occaflion 0 read his
Pirce added to Mr. Armot's: He {=ems to boggle at, and mince this
Aiticle, more than the others; eives us a little bere, and a lictle there §
makes fome Conceflions, that fome might poflibly be converted
bv and bie infinuates as it the whole was a Delulion: [ fupL)o[c he
was app chenfive, that to be very plain mighe b2 impolitick, as i
would piejudics our People againft them, and leflen their Hope o
making a larger Party : Hence it fe€med a dangerous Arricle, and was
to be touched very gingerly, '

H IS Arguments to prove, that the aforefaid religious Appearancey
were from a Spirit of Delufion, p. 68, Pare 1L, are, 1. that ¢« Mr,
Wirrefield met with a kind Receprion from many Minifters and People
and t..at he propagared latitudinarian Tenets, recommending a gene:
ral Unicn of Saints of all Denominations, in a certain Letter an
Extract, addrefled to the religious Societies in Scotland. Neither o
theie have /] {een, and fo can only judge of the.n by what Extralts Mr

G. is plealed to give me. I do not éppnft, as the Extract unguard
edly feems to inumate, that a Papi?, as fuch; and while really fuch
can have the Picty of an Apoftle: Orthat a true Proteftant can hav

Sommunion with hjm; yet I prefume, all that is intended in the E;
| tadl




tra®, is, what I {uppofe Mg. L?ﬁimﬁ:if will not deay, wiz. thar ie
is poffible for one to have true Picty, who gocs under the general De-
nomination of a Papilt, but has not had {ufhcient Informarion of all
the vile Superftirions of that Religion, or all the Truths to be be-
lieved and Duties to be pra&iled, according to the riue Chriftian lan;
hence fuch a one, upon communicaring Views with the piousProte-
{tant, would find, that they were in Subilance of one Keligion, (o
far as he had obtaincs; confequently he is not {uppofed to be a real
but nominal Papilt only: And in the {ame Manner may the ocer
Extialt be explained, of which there are fome Inftances 1n our davi-
our’s and the Apoltles Day, It can [carcely be luppofed that Mr, W,
was deftituce of (o much Policy as well as Lionclty, as ro attempt to
teach the World, that feme out of cach of thele he mertions, can be
true Chriftians, uniting with Proreftants in one Chrittian Society,
and ver hold the deteltable Abfuryitics of that Religion they were re-
fpectively taught, But let it be gianted, that Mr, W, was roo lax
as to Church Coimmunion; what will 1t prove againit what we
count the Work of God? The torce ot the Argument can be no
more than this, wiz. Mr. W. was one eminent I[nfirument in pro-
moting that Work; btut bhe was miftaken, and too lax, as to
the Terms of Churchh Comununton; therslore the Werk promoted by
him, and otnhers teo, was a4 Delufion : That s, Le who is wirong in
one Thing, is wrong in every Thing: And rhe Argument will equal-
ly bear this Conclofion, gherefore tlie true Gopel preacned by Mr. W,
svas 4 Delufion. 1t the Argument be good, it will prove, that there
never was a real revival ot Religion: For it will ever be found, thac
fome who were Inftruments were grearly miftaken in lome Dodtrine
of Religion: It will prove, that the whole Retormation from Tope-
ry was a Delulion; for Luther, who was an eminent Inftrument in i,
held Con{ubftantiation, and feveral other Errors: And yet thoughet
himfelf illuminated by the Spiric at the (ame Time.

BUT he propofes o prove, that we too are Latitudinarians, and
ar¢ in the Scheme for unitng all Denominations: For why, he f{avs
we ¢ always complained, that our being {ecluded from theSynod, was
¢ an Aét of Violence and Injultice, tho’ we counted the Excluders £n¢-
¢ mics to the Work of God," This will only prove that we were not
of {eceding Principles; that we did not dehgn to rend the Church
into as many lictle Pieces as poflible, but rather to endeavour the Re-
formation of what we thoughe amils,

THE fecond Argumentis the swful Work, as thev call 1t, en the
Bodies and Spirits of Men. All his Proof of the firlt 15, thar Mr. W~
{aid he believed the bodily Comuslfions swere from the Devil. Burt this
Argument wil have no Force againft me, if 1 differ in Judgment from
Mr. w. I fee no Realon any one has to believe them to be ftom
the Devil: Nor did 1 ever elteem or call them the Work of God.
All chat Reafon will fay is, that they are probablc Indications of ‘r:ng




Commotions of the Paﬂinns-.(tit?:t I~':2r, Sorrow, or Jey: And the
Nature and Kind of thefe Paflions is to be judged of, by difcbvering
the Caufe tha: excites them, their genuine Tendency and Effedts, :coms
pared with Seripture: Hence whoever will {av that {uch Convuliions
are inconuftent with the @pperations of the Holy Spirir, {ays what
ncither Reafon nor Scriprure will prove, bur what Is contiary to beth,
as might be invincibly manitelted, had I Tine, or were ir neccilary
to add more.
AS to the awful Work on the Spirsts of Men, which he reckons 1
p. 124, conliited ¢ in forming Repreientations of C hrift tn the Imas
¢ gination, and is contrary to Larger Cat () 109, where Is forbiddeng
« mazking any Reprelenation of God, of all, or any of the three Per
¢ {ons, cither inwardly in our Mind, ¢re.” Bur how does he, or any
other know, that Images anq Repreientations of God, were formed 108
our Minds? This he mult piove, or lie undzr the Scandal of being
a talfe Accufer, and rath judger ot others Hearts; and muit prove 1
riot to have been a fingle, but common Cafe, 1n orcer 1o prove g
Work a Delufion.  Well, he quotes Mr, Robe queirving thus, ¢ can
¢ you, or any Man elfe, think upon Chrift really as lic s God-man,
¢ without an imaginary Idea of his true Bodv? Can you ihink of him
¢ {courged, crowned with Thorns, and crocified, without any imagi;
¢« pary Idea ot him? And does this indced piove thie Point, and tal
under the Cenfure of the Catschifim? 1f fo, it will alfo prove tha
Chrilt's human Nature is God, or one of the three divine erfons
For what che Catechifin {uys is forbidded, is m king Reprelcntariong
of God; Mr. Robe {peaks of an ldea of Chrift's true Body; and Mr,
G. favs this s contrary to the Catechiftn, coniequently Chiift's true
Bodv, in Mr, G's View, muit be God. And 1 think this not onl
borders upon, but is blalpbemy. '
H E does not pretend to anfwer Mr. Robe’'s Queries, nor can he
for Nothing can besmore certain, than that it Chrilt be really Man,
and if ic is lawiui o think of his human Boedy, it is gmpcfhble ta
think of ir, withour.an imaginary Idea of ir; as impoffibie as to thin
of any other Man without {%mh an Idea. Yer with him, this is < de;
¢ lutive, dithonouring to Chrift, and deftrutive to Souls; leading
¢ from Chrift in the Weord to fanciful Notions.” 1t {o, it will cer
tainly {ollow, that all who ever believed, or thouglt that Chrilt hac
a real liuman Body, have been deluded, and their Souls deftroyed |
None have efcaped ;gat I know of, fave only fome of the primirivs
Hereticks, wio deni®d that Chrift had (uch a Body, Let Mr. G. fred
himfelt trom this® horrible Confequence if he can: But perhaps heg
will not an{iser, “becanfe I do not quote Scriprure or Conteflion, td
prove that he has argued fo, and that {uch 1s the neceflary Confe:
quence. : Wl "
AS 10 Mt. Erskine’s Fancy no Faith, to which he refers us, 1 hav
Plome of it, and can only take Time to fay; it is {o abfolutel
Dy
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unphilofophical, as well as unleriptural, that it either defetves ne
Animadverfion, or fuch a one as- I have neither Leifure not Igclination
to give : It only fthewed me to whar a pitch of Extravagance, a good
and learned Man mighr go, when 4illed with a narrow, party Spirig,
and thac Spitit wherted and fired with patyy. Zeal. .. |
MR. G. inp. ¥3. Pare 11.'Gyotes Mr. Shepherd againft us, jufl as
it Mr, Robe or we, had ever {aid that an lmage of Chuft’s Body in
the Mind, was faving Faith: This he does not afest; bor why thae
Quotazion, if he did not detign to infinuate (0 much? And this is
another Inftance of falfe Accuiation, ftrong Prejudice, and srifling Ar-
gument. So pootly will they come off who go about to defame the
Opetations of the holy Spirit; and fo poorly let them come off.
Upen the whole, we fee how weak the Grounds are upon which the
Seceders oppofe the late revival of Reiigion: Itis an hazardous and
deiperate undertaking: What Perfon of a render Conicience mould
ran the Risk of fighting againft God? And ceruirly to oppole the
Work ws contend for, upen {uch infufficient and falfe Reafonings, ig
the {ame as ro oppofe 1t at a Venture, They will find 1c 2 Burtbepfome
Stene, whoever burden them elves swith st. No Weapon formed azainft
the Caufe of God will Prejper: And | am petfuaded theirs will nos
prelper 1n 1his Cafe, tho’ none of us ever appeared againft them: I
{ecurely wruft che Event with God; who can manage thoie who daring-
Iy attempr to n:iii-t:]':r:f.:n: his gracious Works among us; and thae
hhom Pretence ot Zeal for his Glory: Dare any of our People fweas
that the Revivai they were Witnelles of, 1s a Deluhon?  Or date they
{wcar thar this Oath and Conteflion ought to be a Term of Mini-
fterial and Chriftian Communion? 1 apprehend very few can do i,
ftom Mr. G's faying, that he knows no Pcople more implicitely led
than thole who arc under our Presbitery. 1 find by that he cannot
prevail with them implicitly to follow him; and I efteem it as an
Argument that they have better fenfe about Religion, and grearver
Tendernels of Confcience, than thofe who canfwallow their thocking
Qaths, and Terms of Communion, without Demure. On Suppofiti-
on that I knew the aforefaid Work to have been f(alutary to me, I
muft either belic and blafpheme the Spirit of Grace, or be exeom-
munjicated: Noching can be more certain, than that it is not éf
God to give me fo hard a Choice: Therefore to make their Oath
againf} Eu's Wotk, and Confeflion of rhe Sinfulnefs of it, a Term of
Communion, is againft the Mind of God, and moft daringly impi-
ous. If there was Nothing befides exceptiondble in the Seceders, this
alone is fulficient to deter all tender Chriftiang from their Society.
O my Soml! enter mot into their Secress; unte vheir Affembly, mive
Henour be nor thou united g% |

- BUT Mir. G. thinks we muft be inconfiftent,
Argument againft joiping with the Seceders, and yetrwon
Communion with the Synod o Philadelpbin, whom we ré




-pofers of that Work as well (.n té:m: ?:ﬂfw:r, the Cafes are as dif.
ztm as Eafland Weff: It is one Thing to oppole, and quite another
to make that Oppotition a Term of Communion: I can fately con
tinue in Church Communion with one who cifters from me; bur if
he makethat very Difference 8 Term of Communion, I muft thenl
' either counteta@® my Conlcience, or be excluded, +
IN p. 74, Pars II. Mr. G, argues, that * {fome of our Fraternicy
acquitted the Protelt of Philadelphia, from any Oppofition to thae
Work.” This mighe be of fome Force with that fome, but what will
it do againft us, whom he does nor pretend o have acquirted it And,
¢ why this fhould be done, favs he, and the aforefard Claufe in the
* Confeflion of Sins viewed as oppofite ro it, 1 cannot eoncelve § un-
* Jefs faint Hopes of Union with the Synod of Philade.phia, while
¢ Mlatters this way {cems defperate as to the Seceders, inay tuin the)
¢ Scale,” I chink any one may {ee Mr. G's Truth and Candor in this,
whe knows that there was no Apprehenfions of sereders, nor one {e-
ceding Minifter among us, when the Union was firlt propofed, and
that ccrrain feme acquitted the Proteft: How then was it podible,
that Matters rhis way, could be delperate as to the Seceders? And how,
could our Defpair turn the Scale? Or how does he know that we look
on Matters as defperate even now 7 Let him {aristy his own Con{cience
with an Anfwer to thele Querices it he can : For I apprehend he can
fatisfy none befidss. *
I Have alteady fhewn, that the Claufe in their Confefficn of St
1s falle in Fa&, and an injurious Milreprefenaacion, nor of us only,
but of thofe very {piritual Influences whereby the Work of God was
cartied on. They conlider the whole as a prevailing Delufion, and
catch at every lcemingly exceptionable Circumitance, and make an
Handle of it to oppofle the Whale, confequently are oppofers of the
Whele, notwithftanding their extorted Conceflions: It would be
Jofs of Time to inlift 1n expofing every ill-natured and trifling Re-
mark on thisHead: Let it futhce to have expofled them all in Subftance.
I Proceed to Mr. G's extraordinary An(wer to Mr, D’s Arguments
gainft the falfe Terms of Communion which the Seceders bave clta-
blilhed, He thinks it a (ufhicient Refutation ot them, that the New:
Jight in Ireland ufe the {ame againft making the Confeflion of Fait
a Term of Communion. To what is {aid on this Point in p. 13, [
here add, The greateft Hercricks on Earth can defend themiclves a<
gainft their Opponents, if this be a Defence. ;
IF we oppoled the Popith Terms of Communion, and argued a
Mt D.p. 7, that ¢ fuch Terms of Communion are an Ufurpation on
¢ Chriit's Prerogative, and Encioachment on the Charter of the Gof-
¢ nel, and right of many fincere Chriftians to {caling Ordinances.!
They can anlwer, why, * the Non-{ubfcribers in Ireland, ule the
¢« (ante Aggumenrs againft making Sublicription of your own Confef:
¢ B,nf Faith a Tc
=4

of Communion: And we defpair of ever fee-
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¢ ing our Terms excluded by any Arguments worth Notice, but fuch
¢ as at the fame Time exclude your own Confeflion of Faith: And it is
¢ an Evidence, that ye have gone out in an unadvifed Husry againft the
« Papifis, when you have fo fergot yourfelves in puifuing them.’
1 would now ask, whet. er the Papifts would not defend themfelves
as tully as the Seceders do, and lafh us on as good Ground? Let Mr,
G. himfelf anfwer, whither the Aigument is not as favourable ro Pa-
pifts as Seceders? And fhonld h:_ not think, that he has gome ons in
an unadvijed Hurry againft ws himfclf, when he has forgotzen fo ma-
ny Things in purjusn] «s: N o
IN p, 108, he iniifts, that making Confeflions of Faith Terms of
Communion, is a Matter of as doubtful Difputation, as the Seceders
Terms: This fhews as much Ignorance of Fa&, as thke Former of
Argument, It has been no Matter of Difpute with the Proteftant
Chutches, whether Confeflions of Faith were neceflary, tho' there has
been Difpute 4= to particular Articles: Ler Mr. G. thew, where is
thac Church that has not had, and ftill has, a Conteflion of Faith.
He may find fome erroncous Laticudinarians, like the New-lighe in
Ireland, whom he does not put on aLevel with the Pious and Learned,
unlefs he is incomfiftent who have none. Upon Confidering thefe
Things, he will find Mr, D. is extricated out of his imaginary La-
byrinth, withour any new Rule added to our old Syftems :5' Logick.
HE grants, p. 117 that ¢ Communion in Ordinances wich the Minif-
¢ ters of Scorland was Wariantable, when Mr. Shields joined them.” Bue
denies it is fo now. Yect does not Mr, G. certainly know, that Mr.
Shields might have infifted on the Sin of the Indwigence, publick Refolsn-
tions, Qath of Allegiance, not renering the Covenanrs &c, as Bars in
the Way of his Communion with the Church, 1f he bad been of the
Seceders Mind ? It is indced Arttul, but very Dithoneft to infinuare, that
Mr. Shields was of Seceding Principles: He was a truly great and em-
inent Minifter, and one of the moft accurate and guarded Writers of
that Day in Scotland: Nor will I defire better Auchors, than himfelf on
Church Commaunion, and Mr, Durkam on Scandal, to conviét the Se-
¢eders of [chilmatical, {e@arian Principles. Would Mr. Skields have e-
ver joined in Communion with the Minilters of Scet/and, if he had
made the publick Refolutions, Indugence &c. Tetms of Communion? No,
Mr, G. knows he would not: And yet is {o confcientious as to infinue
ate, that he was in cffet a Seceder: How few are the Articles the Secs- -
ders can add to what Mz, Shields could have utged in his Day, had he
been agreed with them in Sentiment abour Chutch Communion? The
Cafe is plain; that chey have very few, and thofe few cvidenily infuffi
cient to break Communion.

IN p.118, M, G. lays, we give our Opinion of the Terms of Church
Communion, in Warsing, p. 31, where there are.only a few general
jentences dropt jult occafionally. Thefe he compates with Mt. D, and
Ms. Kirkpasrick, of Belfait; and congludes we all agrce, Fgmighe.
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alfo have quo red again the Confcflion of Faich. Chap. xxvi. Are, 1, where
it 1s faid, < Saints by Profeflion, thould maintain holy Communion in
¢ the Worfthip of God, with all who, in every Place, call on the Name
« of the Lord Jefus.” And from hence might Fave concluded, that Mr.
D, Mr, Kirkpatrick, tic Conteflion of Fairu, and our W"ﬂming, are all
alike in the Point,  Mr. D. gquoted tiie above Arrniie of the Confcfliun
ag,ainﬂ; the Seceders. Mr. (. thinks it a2 good Roepl, thar the New-
ligiit in Ireland, qnore the fame Paflace in their Lefence, againil L
pencral Svnod, It {cems theny this Arricle of the Conteflion mult be
aid afide, onlv becaile the New-lizht have quottd i: tor & wiong Pui-
pole. ThatQuotaiion has quice prefaned it and it can never again be
urEcd againf,'; an _S{:fhlilﬁs; tot H"ﬂl ot them can ariwe=r ir the {ame
Way, that 15, by {2virg the New-lighr quete it.  Mr. Cuthbbertfon can
anfwer it with eqal force when oppofed ro him.  Mr. G. catcles the
Words boiy Communion, jult as if the Weiminider A(lLinbly Lad intend-
ed, thar Loly Communion could be maintain’d only with Seceders, and
pone elfe. The Contcflion declares thote to be Saints, ¢ thar are unired
¢ 2o Jefus Chrift sheir Head by his Spirit, and by Faith have Fellowthip
£ with him in his Graces, Slrlﬂqi:rings, Death, Refurreétion, and Glorv,’
And that thefz Saints by Proteflion, « are bound to maintain an Loly Fel-|§
¢ Jowthip and Communion in the Worthip of God, ¢e.  Tiar this
¢« Communion, as God offereth Cpportunity, is to be extended to all
¢ thofe who in every Place call upon the Naime of the Lord Jelus.”
Now, let Mr. G. {av, a:c none united to Chrift by his Spirit, and have
pone Fcllowthip with him by Faith, but Seceders? Are all who have
fuch Union to, and Feliowfhip wirh Chrift. bound to keep Communion
in the Worfhip of God only with Seceders? Do all trole profefling
Saints in the Brizifh Dominions, whé Lave Communion with Chrift,|
deferve Excommunication it they will not jein the Seceders? Is it very
hateful ar.d offenfive to Jetus Chrift, that his Saints fhou!d 'maintain Com-§
munion in divine Worthip with any others befides the Seceders? Is it}
becaule they can have holv Communion with no others? Do none but
Seseders call on the Name of the Lord Jelus ont of & pure Heart? Andg
is it the Inzent of the Confeflion to aniwer all thele Queries in Favour
of the Seceders alone: If hc dares not (av, that the Confeflion intends
this, (which I think he dares not) he muft necerarily fubmir to the grat-]
ing Acknowledgment, that the Confellion of Faith Condemns the Sece-
ders Terms of Communion : For if he {ay, it approves them, he thereby
fays, it is the Intent of 1t to anfwer laid Querles in their Favour, ex
clufive of all other Saints who call on the Name of the Lord Je{us.

HE argues p, 127, againft the Forbearance we plead for, nor ar alg
fuppofing that we plcad for the [ame that Pawl recommends: Nay, he
uftsa for granted, that the Apoftle would only have Forbearance exers
eifed ¢ in fome particulat Points, which have never been a Part of Tels
* timgny ©1 adopted in the Aéts and Conftitutions of that Church,” 1
)op# he will allow, thas apoftolick Determinations are of as great Anq
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thotity as the Teftimony, Confetlion, or A&s of any, Chutch, and he
* muft alfo grant, that the Apoftle in his Epiftles to the Romwans and Cor-
inthians, &c. tecommends Forbearance even as to Matters which he de-
termines, and that after he has determin’d them: . When he venturee
¢o-deny chis, I may then take the Trouble of making it plain : It he
;-m it, he ruins bis Jimited Explanation of the Forbearance Pas! pleade
for.
HE feems to know no Middle between making's Truth a Term of

Communion, and dropning it meesrly to farishe Mens Humours if
, we forbear thole who err in any Matter which the Church has determ-

ined; that is, if we do not execommunicate them, we * unhinge

¢ the Proteflant Reformation.” He condemns the Diftin&ion of

Truths into Effential and mot Effential, as ¢ unjult and unprecédented

* in the Churches of Chrift.” p, 9, P. 1I, and denies that ¢ Mofes

* knew any Thing of Truths not eflential, which might be drops fop
¢ Peace,” Not making them Terms of Communion, is with kim the
fame as dropping them, We had aflerted that Eflentials belonging co
Do&rine, Wurlﬁip, Difcipiin:, and Governmenty are to be Terms
of Communion. He according to his ufual Candor and Truth, aflerrs
that we would have ¢ Nothing mentioned, but thefe Truths witkour
¢ which there can be no Salvation.” I querry, Whether he did noe
knowingly {peak a Falthood in this# Unlefs he judges that there cam -
be no Salvation without Orthodoxy in Government and Difcipline s
However, upon this falfe Affertion, he runs the Paralle] between break-
idng the carved Work of an Houfe, becaufe not eflential to it, and out
making Effentials Terms of Communion; tho' thete is not really the
Shaddow of aParallel in the Cafe, but only on Suppofition that we re-
fard:d Nothing but what is abfolutely neceflary to Salvation; which
¢ knows te be only his own Fi&ion.

H1$§ Quotations from Mr. Dwurkam, Fex, &c. when levelled a-
gainit us, are all a Fancy; becaule he goes on the Suppofition, that
we drop and give up, in Profeflion and Practice, every Point that we
do not make a Term of Communion: Yet I call himfelf as a Wita
Defs to prove the Conrrary: For does he not find, that we will not
$ive up fome Points to the Seceders, nor in the leaft drop them, tho®
we do not make thofe very Points Terms of Communion? And I
hope we would, thro’ Grace, be as far from yielding them up to Pete
fecutors as to Seftarians.

F11§ denying the Diftin&ion between Eflentials and Extra-effentials,
and faying it is unprecedented in the Churches of Chrift, is {o con-
trary to Fact and commeon Senfe, as well as Scripture, that it deferves
not an An{wer. Does net Chrifk himfelf diftinguifh between the
greater and lefler Things of the Law? Does he not fhew, that when
3 lefler Duty interfcres with a greater, the leffer is to be omitted #
Me will have Mercy and not Sacrifice; brotherly Love and Reconeili-
Won, zather shan offcring fol:i.!mt v, dod I think ic is high
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Tipme that Mr. G. thould go and icarn whas ehis Diftin&ion meawerh
He bas s much need of the Doctri es it fuggelts, as the Pharijees hady
I could muluply Inftances; but whoever will read Durbam and Shrels
before mentioneds will find abundance to the Purpole: And in Mr
Rutherford s Plea. ‘ _

IN p. 109, we have a moft extraordinary Expofition of Rem. xiv. ¥
He refkricts the .'Juﬁrjuf Dsj utattons there menttoned, to the Dilﬂput <
between Jews and Gentiles, t:ii:td}i{ig Meats and Davs: And according
to him, thele can have n Place fince the Deltruétion of the fecon
Temple, and Dilperhion of the Jews. Ever fince all doabrtul Difputa
gion have cealed, it is now impoflible, that any doubtful Moints can b
goade Terms of Communion: Tuis Is a very ingenious Method to e
ﬁdllt‘ the Euge of thatText, which bears (o threatning an Alpe on chei
$cheme :  bur unbappily it will acquie all Sectartans in the World
as well as themfelves. The Quakers aliude the Force of many Texes b
a like reftricted Expofition; ailedging they were only (poken to thi
Corinthians, Galatians, &c. 1 hope 1 nced fay no more on thi
Head.

AS Mr. G. feems certain, that he is{lill inthe Righe, and has Nothing
doub:ful among his Princijles; why thould he refrain fromm making
ehis Expofition of Rem. xiv. r. a Terin of Minifterial and Chritliag
Communion? If he exercifes Forbearance, he unhinges that Degtce ©
Refarmation to which he kas attained : He drops and gives up theTruth
It is very plain trom thie Whole, that his Arguments are entirely def
pendant on this Principle, that every Tru#lh and every Duty, ought to
& ITerm of Communion, Bur tuls is a Principle, which tue orthodo
and purer Pace of the Church of Chirift never held, in any Age or Plac
known to me. It has been peculiar to fchilmatical Parties, who hav
rilen and fucceeded with the Simple, by their Pretences of greater Pa
gitv: So the fitey Donarifls of old, the Papiifs, Anabaptiits, trc. hav
excluded all others trom the Church, The A& ot Uni ormitv, thit mad
fuch Havock among Diflentess, was tormed on this: Principle. Th
Seceders are defirous of fuch an A&, only they would be ¢l.e makers o
it themielves; and inftead ot [ome Ceremonials, would enaé ocher Par
giculars eqmally foreign to Religion, J
HE looks vpon our holding occalional Communion with Mr, Whire
feld, as inconfif¥ent with Prefbyterian Chutch Government, and very fin
ful,p. 123, Pare l.and p. g1, Pars 11, I cannot take Time to expole hi
parcial Narrative, and begging the Queftion in thefc Places: 1 fhal
only briefly prove, thac we can have occafional Communion with M,
W, without Sin: For why, there is no finful Term impofed by him
gherefore in holding Communion with him we are not partakers In an
Thing wherein he is wrong. But the Secedors make falle Terms o
Communion, and we would necefarily be pastakers with them in thei
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AGAIN, whatever Erzors lu(l'r. t.gl;uy 'be (appoled to hold, yetic
is cercain he is far from endeavouring to propagate, or make a Panty
for any/Error; he is not ot (chilmatical {eQ@arian Principles or Con-
duét; bur makes it his main Bulinels to advance the Comm n Faith, il
which we can all agree with him : Tihercfore our holding Communion
with him, does not fo much as interpretacively or confequentially, en-
courage or countenance any Etror: But the Seceders hold (chiimacical
Principles, and make a Parey for the Errors they have embraced ; and if
we give them a kind Reception, and join in Communion with them,
we interpretacively encourage their Ettors,

W E ate r.ot obliged to go a Seep out of our Way to hold Commus
mion occafionally with Mr. W. for we do not go to him, he comes to
us,» 4. ¢. when we receive him, we receive none of the Peculiarities of
the Church of England with Lim, nor does he either attempt or defite
to inzroduce them among us: So that we are in no Senfe lefs Prefbyte-
tians by encertaining him : But we muft go far out ot our Wav, i, o
the Wayv of our Duty, to hold Communion with the Seceders, who at-
tempe to draw us ahide into Peculiarities that are foreign to Religion
and Vrefbyterianifin too; and would impofe Tesms of Communion ne-
ver impoled by the Prefbyterian Churclies.

M R. W. helps us in pronoting the great Interelis of Religion: Hé
preaches rhe Trweh s it s im Jesee, and God eviden:ly blefles his La-
bours, to the awakening of {ecute Sinners to a jult Senle of Religion,
It is therefore advantageous to obriin his Afliltance; and 1t 1s our Dutg
" to honour him whom God honours. Eut the Seceders greatlv hindet
us. interrapting us in our Endeavours to promote the Redeemer’s King-
dom: They try to weaken, not to ftrengthen our Hands; and do th. i
utmnit to prvent the Succels of our Attempts to fave Sinners, and Edify
the Churrh @ For they will not quictly {uffer vs to urge the Durtes comse
manded by God, unlefs we urge what they Command; nor let us de-
claim againft the Sins which i: has forbidded, unlels we call cvery
Thing Sin which is forbidden a+ fuch by their Authority : They will
not allow us 1o make Mention of Gud’s Covenant, if we will not nrzach
the Neceflity ana Obligation of their new Covemane: Thisis . Jo-
gravation of Matrers, but the plain Refulr of cil ¢ eir Dndeavonts wovindk
us: They would forbid ms to Cait ont Deviis 37 1.8 N e of "lwelT,y fe-
saufe we follow mor wirh them ; and would bave vs revora Mg 1P, for
the {ame Reafon: But while we have gioan. LLoiiont to eonciuce, that
Chiilt himfelf fays forbid him net, for he :. 4t i 0t 6241 § us 1 0B
enr Sid:, we know whom we oughr to obev. It is well knuwn, that
the Seceders would have gladly employsd “tr. W’ “2bours, eves tho’
he was ¢ a Prieft of the Superftitious Church of Erzland,” it ic i.ad
conlented to preach only amorg them, and reivic ) Invirations from ¢i:2
eltablithed Church of Scoetland: But when Lie could not be breuch: to
E:ﬂmu their Pasty, they broke out in vehcnient Kxclamations againft
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IN general, thefe thtgfntin d)l:'l'ﬁtl:tl to the Intereft of the:
ewn Patty, come of the Intcrefts of Religion what will: They reecive
into their Commauanion, with ali readinefs, thofe who were under Cen-
fure with us for immoral Conduét ; ler them be guilty of Drunkenne(s,
Slander ot Lying, vec if they become Seceders, they are purer than us;
are mighty zealous for the declarative Glory of Chrift, and worchy Mem-|
bers of the pureft Church. If fuch Condu& will nct prove them of
feQarian Spirit, let me know what will: 1€ they can davife any Thing
that will prejudice People againft us, they freely inlinuate, 1t they dare
not aflerr it, however falle it be : They {catter Scandals with a liberal
Hand, fo that Calumny {eems to be their darling Practice, and diftin-
guithing Chara&eriftick. According to them, there are none who have
Knowledge of Truth, and Honefty to appear for it, or any Care for the
Glor, of Chrift, and his Headthip over the Church, but thofe of theig
Partv : All his other Servants have forfaken him and fled, and bowed
the Knee to Basl, and are become fo blind that thev cannot {ce the Force
of an Argument: If God ble(s the Miniltrv of thofe whom they rejedt
with Succels, thev {top not to cenlure thofe divine Influences, and call
them deluiive : Thus they limic the holy One ot Ifrael, as if his graci
ous Opcrations were icregunlar, unlefs they themfelves be made the In
ftruments: By the {ame Kind ot fatal Biggotry, the Jews were led tore
ject Chrift himfclf, and his glorious Gofpel ; becaufe he did not comg
an the™Way which they bad planed for him, agreeable to their View o
the Scriptures; nor employed thofe as his Ambatladqrs, whe thongh
themlelves beft qualified for the Ofhce, he could not be the Mefrae
All biggeted SeCarians are inDanger of the fame Condemnation, as cheyd
are ordinarily guilty of the fame Condu&t. Mr, Morgan, the Anabapsiiig
excludes all from the Church but thofe of his nartow DPasty; and when
1 accule bim of unchurching the Bedv of God’s People, he anfwers a
pertly as the Seceders, that he has the Truth, and-if the Truth unchurcil
themn, no Maitet how {oon: And ncither he nor they conlider, that i
cannot be Truth which unchurches the Body of true Believers in Chrilt§
By the Way, I can hardly avoid thinking, that it would be muruall
morttifying to Mr. Morgan, Mr. Gellatly, and M1, Arnot, to (ee each othen
Performances, if they could poflibly be fo imparrial as would enably
them to fee, how deeply they have drank of the fame Spirit; how lik
their ill natured Turns of Expreflion are; how artfully they mifs cthil
true Staie of the Queltion, and Rea’sn fo much alike, as if they hac
been taugzht the tame Sy ftems of Logick, tho® they would widely diff
in Sentiment.

1§ it not enough to raife both Compaffion and Difguft, to {ee wha
Numbers of biggoted Parties make Enclofures for themfelves; and thes
confider themf{elves fome as the only rrue, others as the only pure, Churcl
of Chrilt2-—---The Intereft of their Party is the Incereft of Chrift; an
g5 it goes well or ill with them, they conclude it is well or ill with th
Church: And all the declarative Glory of the Redeemer depends on l;hr.: A
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alone, ©Others are cither not cnil:nzinuh or too ignorant of Truchl.
and {o unworthy of Membetfhip in the Church, untill they come ro
know an i own the Truth and Importance of thole diﬂ:inguiﬂ,ing Tenets
they have made their Enclofure.  Under {uch a View, they think they
do God Service, when they kill his Servants that follow not with them,
either in their Perfons, Reputations, or bath, The Seceders Enclofure
I have been briefly furveying; by which they have fhut us our, fo far
as is in their Power, from the Inheritance of theLotd: They canaot de
it in Fa&, butthey do it doétrinally. Mr, Cuthbertfon, would exclude
both them and us, as quite unclean, becaufe we will not rebel againft
the civil Authority: Tne Church of England, reject us all on Account
of their Hierarchy, and decent Ceremonies, which they have thoughe
fit to devife and decree, to make up the Defects of apoftolick Infticuti.
ons : The Independants, reckon all thele are wretchedly miftaken in Poiac
of Church Government, in that we do not allow all, to be equal ro Pro-
phets and Apolties, Paftorsand Teachers, in the Management of Dilcip-
line ¢c, The Anabaptifts, withour the lea{t Hefitation, exclude fromthe
Chutch, Prefbyserians, Seceders, Cameronians, Church ot England, and
Independants ton, becaule we judge that God’s Covenant with Abrsham
{tands good to us, and our Seed after us; and that we fhould dedicate
our Infants to God ; and becanfe we have not been overwhelmed in Jor-
dan, or {ome [uch Place. Butthe @uakers, overrop all in Purity, and (piri- |
tuallity : They confider themf{cives as the Flock of Chrift, and all us as
the People of this World; becaufe, toriooth, we regard the external
Ordinances of Worlhip, which God has appointed ; and do. not com-
ply with their external Ordinances, refpeéting the flopping of our Hats;
keeping them on our Heads; preferving the Pofture of our Bodies erect,
when we (alute Superiors ; refufing Titles of Honour to thofe to whom
Honour is due; (aying rbee and thow, tor moft Part ungramatically, for
the Sake of Propricty, and many Ordinances of ltke Importance mighe
be mentioned, which they have received to hold, The Papifts, 1n their
{uperlative Biggotry, damn all thefc Denominations in the Lump, for re-
ieting Opinions and Practices, as ablurd and abominable, as ever the ci-
vilized Heathens wese chargeable wich: O! what an haggard Profpect
does Chriftendom aftord! What Havock have the profeiled Followers of
Chrift made of Religion! Whac Piles of Stumbling-blocks arc hegped
up! Wo to the World becaufe of Offences: Every little biggoted Party
awkwardly {tand in their own Light, and inftead of hclping, mutual-
ly embarrals and hinder cach other: Such Numbers of contradittory
dogmatical Sects, greatly darken the Evidence ot Truth, acting as tho'
1t were their main Purpofe to raife Duft, that 1t might not appear:
By this Means, they obftru@t the accels of Jewsr and Gentiles to the
Church; give Occafion to Infidelity to appear more plaufible: tham
otherwife it could; perplex ferious Enquirers; and weaken even the
Pious jn the Excrcile of Religion: It cannot bedenied, butthat the Se-
ceaeri-ac iadultsious te conmttibute their full $harcto cncreale t!}:agﬂﬂ-
akon
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Whey not only help to make Religion in general dubious, bat pastices
farly di grace the Prefbvterian Name, which they ufurp : The Rev,
TAhomas Clark, a ftctd‘ing Minifter of Note in lreiand, wlo joined
in Scatiment with the Rev. Erskines, about the Burge(s-Qath, in a Let-
et to me concerning the (eceding Minifters, who 1 told him were
arrived here, oblerves thus, * The two Teachers trom Scozlsnd, have
¢ feceded fromn the vety Conftiturion of that *amous Churcih of Scos-
¢ land, as well as fro-u the cotrupe Party thorein.’  And atzer giving
me an Account of the faid Oah, fays, * Some of them gor it
& brought into the Synod, whete it was debated about two Years, and
* at la.& a Yore was pafled tor condemning it, againit which Vote ot
¢ A&, the {aid Erskines protefted, and averted it was a good QOath;
¢ in fome Sort, an Abridginent of the natonal and folemn League, a
¢ noble Barrter ag;uni't Fopery, &«c. For which Proteft. and \rnting
¢ that it fhould not be held 2 Term of Communion, thole now called
* Anti-burgelles, left the Synod, and erected themieives; then {ulpend-
& e¢d, depoled and excommuni oted the Erkimes, &c. which I {tull
¢ reckoned an horrid Profanation of Gud's holy Name, and o! all the
¢ Cenlures of his Church, thus to apply them againit Lis Servants, lo
s very Uietul in their Day. This their Guilt, 1n my View, 1s diead-
¢ fully heinous : And I im foiry fo many People are finpofed upos
¢ by them, in your Province,” 1 kave aken the Liberry to publiflh
this Paragraph, as the Martter of it is no Secrer, Mr, Clark’s Re-
marks re¢fpe@ling the Guilt of ti.cir Procedure, carry {thcient Evis
dence in them; and the whole Narrati e tends to confirm t.e Obfer-
wations | have frequently made, concerning thele Gentlemen.

AS to the Ulctulnefs ol gracelels Minitters, M.. G. manages like
him(clf. Ficft he accules us, and fcems to denv our Clarge, and then |
confefles it with fome Variation, p, 44, Pare 11, and withes ¢ thar
¢ there were more Word of tiie Grace that is in Chrilt Jefus. and lels
¢ Word of the Grace that is in Minifters; for what of Succefls is af- |
¢« cribed to che Latter, is detra&ted trom the Former.” By this it would |
{feem, that we thould caretully avoid (ecking a gracious Minifter, left
by our accouncing him Gracious, we (hould alcribe the Succefs to him: |
And we fhall be moft (afe from the Danger of {uch Aferiprion,
Af gye rake Care ro choole fuch as are evidently Gracelefs; for then we
¢annot have 2 Word of the Grace that 15 in {ach Minilters, bur only
af the Grace that is in Chrift Jefus. Bchold! how thefe {worn, cove-
santed Gentlemen, differs from a very importane Arricle in our Di.
zeftory, to examine the Candidate ¢ rouching the Grace of God i
¢ him,’ | ;

BUT when fhall I have done? 1 fee no End to fuch Remarks:
Could 1 take Time, I might fill feveral Volumes in expoling their Ab-
furdities. I prefumne I bave manifefted that Mr. G. is a thamelels Dif-
putant, who prerended to anfwer Mr. D. and yet never atzempred it in
one fagle laftancs, 1t 3 e, he has poused ogt a Towrens ﬂf;ﬂ:

r




Words, but has not offered :Su: 154 ;Zm:)nt againft the Point in Bebatey
Nay, fo far trom 1r, wac he has not, as 1 reinember, o much as once
eontradicted Mr, D’s Detetininations againft tchem. Whoever can be.
lieve that Mr. G. mifled ti.e Marter through Weikne(s, may have
Cnarity refpeéting his Honefty in thesMuain: But in fome Inftances
he {o arttully mitles it, that I am not able, a1 my Parr, to fretch my
Charity fo far, as to overcome all Sulpicion of Lis mifling it know-
ingly and willingly : He mav pethaps fancy tirat the Gooadnels of his
Caufe will warnant him to ufe a licrle prons traud, when Le is not ably
to carry the Point by Argumenc: Eut | judge it wonld be more hoe
nourable 1n {fuch a Cale, o {ay Nossing, than to iptik Non enfs, OF
difcover low Cunning,

1 T 1s my real Judgmenr, that 1 have not r-ad cither Anabapeif,
or Eluaker, or topifh Difputant, who more fallacioufly evades the
Point in Queltion; offers more wifirg Arguments; fhews a more bite
ter Spirit; manifefts lels Candor and Modcfty ;5 more abufes Scripture
Texts, and Quorations fiom Anuthors; or deals more difingenuoufly
with Opponents, than thefe Gentlemen, 1f ProteHors seill be deceived,
God in rightecous Judgment may fav, ler them be deceived. Thole
Peifons who are decoved bv the Seceders Pretenfions, would as eafily
be decoyed by the Anabaprifts, 1t tie Tempration were but {uitabiy
tined.

I have been infenfibly led far bevond my fitlt Defign; and yer have
fupprefled a grear Number cf Obfervations that offered themfelves,
for the {ake ot Brevity: But [ hope I have (aid enough, not only te
prove the Weaknefs of the Seceders Caufe; but allo, that thefe Gentle
men are not worthy to be reafoned with as leputants, In the Way
they proceed, they can anfwer all the Divines in the World, whateves
$ide ot a Queftion thev take; they can always find Something to fay,
and when they have faid fome ill-natured Things againft their Oppoe
nents, and realoned againft Someching that is foreign 1o the Debate,
it will ealily pafs for an Anfwer to their Arguments, with all {uch as
are {cized by a party Spirit: But who can {pare Time to examine and |
refute their Reveries? For my pare, I know not whether 1 fhall ke
any farther Notice of them, 1n this Manner, as [ look on what 19
done {ufhcient to give Satistadtion to {uch as are impardial, and wib
bing to be fatisfied, '

I am with fincere AffeGion,
Foxrs, &c,
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A VINDICATION, &ec.

@ HE Charges exhibited againft the Seceders

E‘ bv New- C.#jr-fft Prefbytery, in che App ndix to their
! 3}? Warning, I:i‘lﬂilp:“\" refate to their Teumsor Cemmus-
o R R g, o nion, their Sentiments L[pc&lng {ome of the D »étrines
< e - 5 of Crace, and {ome Inftarces of ti.eir Cundult, The
Kev, Mr. .Fmifff, in the preceding Letter, has chicfly fpoken to the
firlt ot thefc: It would be enrirely {uperfluous for me to add any
Tuing upon the Point, afrer fo much has been fo pertinently wrote:
already, did not the Weaknels ot {fome People, for whole Advinaage
we write, render It ncctﬂarv, which | expect wili be a{ifhcient Apo=
logy tor iry delcending (o min'itely on {ome Particulars, and follcwa
ing our Authors thro' fo many. Their Asticles of Confeflion, are (o
fully {poken to, that I nced add Nothing further upen them, only
produce a bricf Teltimony ot thole that were more parriculatly ace
quainted with rhe Seceders than we, to confirm what has alrealy been
oftered: But I fhall make Remaiks upon {ome other Things they have
fpnk:n relative to the 1ame Point; which Mr, trley had not Time to
confider particularly.  And as their Judgment refpetting the Obliga-
tion ot the Covenants, jl!:mn Lugur and national, leems to be thelr
(proson Pjendes) Foundation Miftake, I fhall begin with that.
THERE is a diveriity of Sentiments on this Point:  Some {upe
pole, that the godly I:'r:;tmplc of our Fore-tatlicrs, 15-2 good Motve
to excite us zealoufly to perform all the Duties God enjoins on us 1n
our lJ:nf. Othets fuppofe, that thelr Oath binds us to the Perfor-

mance of all Dutles, as a [upct added Tic, but not to renew thele
{ame Covenants, Lr:nng a fmall "arr of the Nation, canneot do 2 n&ri-

snal A@. QOthers again judge, that our Fore-fathers Oath obliges us,
not only to the Perfogmance of Duty in general, but to rencw thele
Covenants in pirucuﬁt Yet thefe are divided on the Head. Mr.
Cuthbertjon, and thofc who join him, think that the very Words of
the Oath, or the Covenants as at fiult framed, aie blndl‘ng: ochier-
wile they lofe their Form as national Covenants, and if tlie Form be
taken away, Nothing remains of the Qath, as an Oarh,

THE Seceders maintain, that thev are binding both as ro Macter
and Form, by Virtue of our Fore-fathers Oagh; and that upon cvery

Individual of theixr Polterity, to :h: Jateft Genzration, and tho’ they
may
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m:v be removed to the remotsit Ends of the Earth : And ver the
afleir, thae borth Matter and Form are to be altered anJd {uired to the
Caurcihes Chcumﬂanrcs, in the valious Ages and Places of the Wotld

N O ¥ the Queftion in Debare between the feceders and us, is not
whother (die Covenanes were lawtul and gocd E<pedicnts to promoteg
Religion, and tiie civil Liverties of the Na.ion, when they were firfk
c-.::mjua[‘cd and {worn;  ncither is it whethe: King Charles the I14
and thofe who joined him in burning and buauuq the Covenants,
were g'mw ot Derjuty and very Ercar Heaven- d:lun"-' Wickedn. {s°¥
Bor zthele we o rant. Nor do h:lJlrputc whether we ate, and nuﬂ'h
to be under the melt (olemn Covenant Engagements to proinote h:
formation « rinciples, in the purelt and ﬂnﬁtit Manner? QOur con-
t:ihng this Point with them, does not fow from any unw! lhngncr
to be under the f(tricte(t Eonds to what our Fore-farhers :ngag:d o
in tite Covenants, and pmcﬂ Tunes of Reformation; or to referv
to outielves a greatct Liverty: We do declare, we pmftﬁi and II"‘.:I.II'I
£aln I:' ¢ tame Caule of God they did, and acknowledge ourlelves un-
der thic -:*]r::pﬂ: Obligations thiiesn, Not would we efteem it Li-
berty to be hrec fiom the (hictel} puriry of Docllrine and Holinc(s
of Lite the Waord of Ged teq tres.  The Seceders, to add the greater
Weig it to ti.eir Seatiments, {cem o l.i: the Terms Covenanti and
ravﬂﬂﬂnd Caxe, as henifving thes very fume Thing: Henmce the
accule us lmmalv of going off from It:m marion Principles; and in-
fiit that our Uplrnlulnn to tiem, mult (piing from our laxneds I!‘!d
1)11 Inclinacion to imaintain the {1ine I».rh'u:-n vour Fore-fathers 41

which s a very great M) iitake. The Luv:nmrrd Caule, or Retlor-
mation I‘umn"--: and the Covenants, are quﬁrc dl'hn& Thmg!.
Thicle were rwr:dicnti uled by our Anccllors to bind to thofe: Now
thole I'rinciples are contained in our Welminfler Confeflion of Faith
and Cateclit'ns, and Dirc@tory for Werlhip and Goverament; to
pmf:ls, practife and maintain which, we arc under the moft {olemn|
Tics, burth as Chriftia-s and Minilters: And is this no {w:aun&
to maintaln Refernmarien Frircipies? No, not In their View, at
lealt 1t 15 not iuﬁmcnt, except we profefs the binding Obligation
of tl.e Covenanes as taey do; (wear their new Covenant, and make
it & T=rm of Communion; which we cannot do, not becaule we
fear too {lrict Obligations, but becaufe we cannot {ce this to be
our Duty; and we cannot with Sincerity profefls and {wear what we
CANNOL find Argument to {upport, - :

CUT, the tue State of thie Queftion Fetween us is, whether ox
no thc Covenants Joleinnm Leazus and mational, are binding upon us
poth as to Matier and Form, by virtue of our Fore-father's Engage-
ments, f{o that it is an indifpenfible moral Duty tor us to renew
¢hem, and our great Sin if we do not, vea, fo grear, as to delerve
Excommunication from the Inheritance of the Lotd? Here the Se

aders aflitin, aad we depic, In fpeaking to this Queltion, i {hall
I'.lt 1 §




bricfly expofe the Ablurdity of theit Pofition; thew that thev con-.

tradi¢t themf{elves, and refure their Arguments. A few Hints may
{erve to dilcover the Falacy of our Author's Pofition, without en-
tering into a prelix Detail upon the dabje&.

THAT which is properly of moral Obligation, is whar is found.
ed upon Reaions of peppetnal Duration, whether ariiing from che
immutable Natute and Realon of Thinas, or the pofitive Inftitatinn
of God. The Foun of a Thing is that whereby it is what it is,
and diftinguifhes it from every otler Thing: Hence then, the Form
of the Covenant}, or in otiier Words the Manrer of the Cratl, is
that which gives toem their Feing as Covenares. and diftinguithes
them trom all orhier Covenants: It 1s a paticular Teror or Lana
Fuige or Mode ﬂf E':-:prtﬂiun, whilch I}::ing removed toc Covenants
are no longer the fame they wete, even thic’ the Mauer be tie fume.,
I grant that a Covenant is edendialiy the tame it was, tho' fome Ex-
preflions be taken away, 1f others of like Exteng and Impore be ine’
rroduced 1N thtirt_Srf;d: as, &wcry one of us, for we all, only makes
an accidental Difterences buat [ oy elf, or jome of ws, tor e all,
makes an ellential One.

NOW the Mode or Form of thiefa Coveranes is. national: The
Rulers, with the Minfters and commen People, united in them:
This Conjundtion makes 1t difter from other Covenarts of amore pri-
vate Nature, and ‘is etlential to a national Covenant.  Tieir Rulers’
as well as Priclts and People, joined in all the natienal Covenants
we read of 1In ﬁclipmrr. Suing then, thele Covenants are nacinal,
if thev bind us fornally to renew them, thev bind us to do it in
2 mational C‘lp:u'i:}'. ToO ﬁ_y otherwlle, is [*-a.:tf:ﬂ' Nornferfe; for e
only proper Notion we can icrin of a Coveran’s bunding Perfens to’
renew it 45 a Covenant, 15 1t's hi:‘:dff‘g them o do it 10 that Mode
in which it was ar hiit fwern, lois plain t ev aie of a2 mixed
Kind, partly civil, partly reliicusy tor tiey were not only defigned
2s 2 Mcan to engage the Covenanters tn Defence of the true Ree
ligion; to make a {land againft Popery and Prelacy, but alfo to pre-
vent atbitrary Government in the State, and fecute the Rights of tl e
Parliament. Now thele Ends, in a complex Vicw, cannor be an-
fwered by a few private Per'car, nor can they renew this Cove-
pant in Form, excepr they coula enforce their AQs by a civil Sanc-’
tion, and 1t be the Duty o the minor Parr of the Nation to al-
fume the Province of the major, which 1s abfurd. 1

THE godly Example of Anccftors, is, no doubr, an additional
Motive to Duty; and thercfore encreales our Obligtions to run with
Patience the Race thar is fer betore us, Heb. x11. 1, Faithfully pege-
forning all the Duties we owe, cither to God or our Fellow Creaturess
But their Oath can make Nothing a Dury to us, that is not fuch iw
itfelf: To lay othcrwile, would be'in Effed o affert, that God's Pre."
rogative, whofe’ Righc alone it is by his Authority, to make any”
Thing a §ia oz Duiy to his Cicatutes, wis commisicd to chem.
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NOW, ic being repu \ l?m the very Nature and Reafon o
Things, that a {mall Parc of the Nation fhould be obliged to dc 4
warsonal. Deed; and the Covenants being only El‘p:::iitnti. that mna
be ufed or not, acrording to the Churcﬂ. Circumitances, and as the
Stace of Affaits requires, and not Ordinances of politive Inftitution,
‘20 be ufed by the Church, in all Ages and Flaces of the Wosld wheie
v is ereCted; it evidentlv appears, that to renew them, is nota mo:a
Duty indilpenfibly binding upon us, by virtue of our Fote-fathers
Oath; one having as good a Right as another, and better. to judge
for him{elf of the Expediency or Inexpediency of any Thing, none
can determine for, or bind anothe*, whofc own volunrary Confenr 1s
meceflary to an Obligation of this Kind. Moreover, it Fore-tathers
may, by their Outh, bind Pofterity to a Matter of meer Expediency,
they may bind them to Sin; tor what may be expedient for Anceflors
in their Circumitances, may be verty inexpedient for Offspring in
theirs; Bur to do what 1s inexpedient, fo far as it is inexpedient, is
a Sin, t -
IN Anfwer to this Argument, wiz. the A-{urdity of a few ar-
gempting to renew 2 national Covenant, Mr. G. makes the tollow-
ing Query, Pare 1l. p. §6. ¢ Becaufe the Reformers in Ezra’s and
¢ Nehemia's Dav, could not build fuch a Templc as Solomon did,
¢ (hould they build none? This Query is a meer (iynorario Elenchi)
Miftake of the Queftion: It [uppoles, we are not for buildihg the
Houfe of the Lord; which is falle : We only difpute the Tropricty
of the Mcan, by which the Seceders would have us build it. The
‘Temple, which it was the Duty of the People in Nehbemial's
Day to build, ¢ho’ few in Number, was an Emblein of the Gefpel !
Church. Now, this Church we have been, and {till are, thro’ Grace
a building, notwithftanding any Attempts that are made to weaken our |
Hands: We endeavour to have Sinners broughet out of the 10ugh |
Quarry of Nawre; united to Chrift, and perfe@ed in Holinefs; that
they may be. as lively Stomes, bmilt up a Spiritual Houfe, of which
Chrift is the Foundation and chief Cormer Stome, 1 let, ii. §, 6. _Ifa.
xxviii. +6. But the Seceders hinder uz in our Bulinels, and imartr the
Building : For rhey defiroy the Work of Ged by their Meat, Rom. xiv,
a1. Zealoufly affeld ti.e People, but not swell; yea, twey exclude others,
shar they themfeives may be affeited, Gal. iv. 17, -
OUR Author immediately adds, in the forecited Page, « Will a
* greater Pare of the Nation omitting their Duty, be an Excufe for
¢ the lefler to omir theirs? This wouid be ftrange Divinity.” It is
firange F.lly for him to tralk ar this Rate: His Query is only a
(peritio Primcipii) begging of the Queition, The Queftion is, Whae
38 Duty in this Cafle? Is the minor Pare of the Nation obliged by
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