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ADVERTISEMENT.

I'T will doubtless be recollected that within =
year and-a' half pust, a doctriral Tract, under the
title of ¢ Plain Reasous for relying on Preshyterian-
Ordination,” has been printed and extensively cir-
culated. This, as might have been expected, drew
from an Episcopal clergyman in this stute, a reply,
entitled ¢ Presbyterian ordination doubtful, in two
parts.” The first relating to. scriptural testimony,
the second to historical. 'The former only has
been noticed in the subsequent pages, as it would
be impossible to exhibit in a publication like the
present, any thing like a just view of the testimony
of the Fathers. 'The reader therefore, who wishes
to see this part of the subject managed with ability.,
15 referred to Dr. Chauncey’s “ Complete View ol
Episcopacy,” and to Dr. Miller’s ¢ Letters on the
Constitution aud order of the Christian Ministry.

After all, however, we cannot forbear lo express
our decided opinion, that the question in controver-
sy, isone which the scriptures alone ought to de-
cide ; for we firml - believe, with the 6th Article of
the Episcopal church, that ** Holy scripture con-
taineth all things necessary to salvation, so that
whatsoever 1s not read therein, nor may be proved
thereby, is not to be required of any man that i
should be believed as anarticle of faith.”

®




THE VALIDITY, &c.

Rev. Sir,

HAVE perused with no small degree of attention your ¢ Re-

ply to Plain Reasons for mlynuJr on Presbyterian ordina-
tion,” and would remark, that whatever wmay be its merits in
your own judgment, or in that of your friends, in my humble
opinion it falls very far short of accomplishing the object intend-
ed. I not only remain unconvinced by it, that ¢ Presbyterian
ordination is doubtful,” but on the contrary, every step I take
in the investigation of the subjegt, convinces me more and more
of the weakness of your cause and of the Apostolic character of
the Presbyterian chyrch. 1have deemed an apology unnecessary,
for ade -2ssing you on this subject, as you have repeatedly inti-
mated a wnlhngness to attend to any evidence which might be
thought to favor the Presbyterian cause. Having made these
remarks, I shall proceed to examine without further preface, the
most material parts of your reply.

The principal points which yoy have endeavored to establish,
are the following

I. That there were three orders of Clergy instituted in the
Apostolic Church, by divine authority.

II. That the Apostles were constituted Diocesan Bishops hy
the last commission.

ILI. That the superiority of this order was designed to be per-
petual throughout all ages of the Church.

The second proposition is the most important, and forms, (ift
mistake not) the hinge of the controversy, so that if this point

can be once settled, the dispute must of course terminate.

Let us inquire then in the first place, whether the Apostles
were constituted diocesan Bishops Ly the lastand highest com-
mission of their Lord? If they were, the controversy is at an
end, and the Presbyterian cause is hopeless; but on the other
haud, if they were not constituted to this office, then plainly
ey never sustained this character, for, the commis-ion was giver
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in the last words which our Lord spake upan earlh. (>ce
Matt. 28th chap. 17—20 and Mark 16th chap. 14—20)
—And to whatever office or authority the Apostles were
constituted by it, that office or authority must of necessity re-
main the highest to the end of time. "This proposition, if true,
completely demohshes the scheme of those who acknowledge
that Christ did not institute the order of diocesan Bishops ; but
maintain that it was afterwards instituted by the Apostles. In-
deed, this scheme is inconsistent with itself ; for how can an
mfenor order authorize a supeuor : Or m othex wards, ‘how can
one man convey authority to anciher, which he himself does
not possess? Suppose that ten Presbyters in the Episcopal
Church should proceed to ordain one of the same grade to the
office of Bishop, would any Episcopalian in his senses believe
that this ordination really counsfituted him a Bishop ? Certainly
not. The Apostles then, unless they were constituted diocesan
Bishops by Christ himself, never did institute this office, for
this obvious reason, they had no authority to do if.

It is, (if I mistake not,) universally agreed by parties in tlis
contrmersy, that the Apostles sustained a two-fold Lhar.mlel,
viz. ordinary and extraordinary ; one by virtue of their com-
mission, the other on account of the unsettled state of the Church
and of the incompleteness of the sacred Canon.* The extraor-
dinary character of the Apostles is agreed on all hands, ccased
with their lives ; of course it matters nothing to us in what it
consisted, their ordmary character or office, was alone transmitted
to successors and designed to be retained in the Church through-
out all generations, and whether this was the same with that of
a moderr diocesan Bishop, is the question now before us : let us
compare them and see ? The Apostolic commission we have in
the follomng words : ¢ And Jesus came and spake unto them
saymg, go ye and teach all nations baptising them in the name
of the Father of the Son and of the Hely Ghost, teaching them to
oh:serve all things whatsoever 1 have commanded you, and lo [ am
with you alway even unto the end of the world.” (Matt. 28
chap. 18. 19 and 20 verses.) Now where is the warrant to ex-
ercise supreme authority over a diocess of ministers and people,
to consecrate churcbes, or to administer the rite of confirmation,
is it to be found in the commmission ? It certainly is, if the Apos-
tles were constituted diocesan Bishops by it; for you will not
deny that those powers according to your princup|e= belong ex-
clusively to them ; in fact, they consutute among you the very
superiority which you attach to this order.  But “does the coui-
mission authorize the holders of it, to exercise these powers
which you say belong to Bishops? Sir you have not in direct
terms asserted it, nor do I believe you will, for it will require

* 1 know it is said that Mark and Lulke who were not Apastles, vere
concerned in the completion of the Scriptures; but there is  sutheicnt
cvidence that these Evangelists wrote, the one with the approbation ef Peter,
the other of Paul, (See Scott’s preface to Mark and Lauke.)
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no c.umru) share of ingenuily to make it appear. < That this
commission embraces the highest and fullest ecclesiastical power
that has heen, is, or can be pOSSLS.\ed by any of the ministers of
Christ, all Protestants allow.”> And it is a l'cm'nkable fact. that
preaching the gospel, administering the sacraments and ordina-
tion, comprises the whole authmny cyery chun h olilicer then,
by whatever name hie may be called, who performs these duties,
belongs to the highest order of clergy.  But Presbyterian min-
isters perform them, thercfore ciearly, Praeshyterian ministers
are the highest officers in the church, by divine right. To
1his cunclm:on Sir, I feel myseif driven, after haxm«r cxamin-
ed the \poﬂohc commission, and the arguments on bom sides of
this controversy, with all the candour I possess.—Indeed, Dr.
Bowden, who has long been considered a champion of}:.pxccop.m) ,
inadve nenlly comes to the same conelusion.

Speaking of the commission, he says, ¢ the church of Christ,
canuot exist without it; acpmdmwly you (Preshy 1enans) ascribe
to the Presbyters the whole authority implied in this commis-
<ion, we ascribe butapartto I'r o~b) ters, and the whole to Bzahops.
This (he adds) is the turning point ; and when this shall be once
settled the controversy must come to an end.”* Lct us meet
then on this point, if the dispute can be so easily settled;
and now if Presbyterians ascribe the whole authority of the com-
mission to theiv Presbyters, how are they chargeable with a want
of the highest orderof ministers? Besides, if E pl~copalu'1n= ascribe
the same u'horu) and nothing more tg their Bishops, (which
Dr. B. caysis the fact) 1 hew to know wherein consists thc.
dilfe reuce between I’xosl)ytenan ministers, and diocesan Bishops?
Again, amonyg Episcopalians, the Bishops are the highest onders;
cmong Preshyterians, the pastors of single congxegatlons are the
frhest, and if Loth derive their authority from the same commis-
sion, how can they differ in grade ? In fact Sir, the Dr. has
completely conceded the whole point in dispute, by deciding
that Preshyterian ministers and diocesan Bishops stand as to
srade on a perfect level, s the Droorhis friends willing to end
the dispute thus At any rate, it s (to me at least) a plain case.
that preaching the gospel, :zdmumtmm" the sacraments and
ordination, waz all the authority, (certainly the hwlw«t) with
which our Lord invested lis \poet!es by the commission ; and
every one knows that this is done by Presbyterian ministers.
I'herefore they are the hichest order of clergy. “‘Itis remarkable
At in this commission, dxspcnsmg the word of life, and admin-
Pteving  sacraments, are held forth as the most prominent,
important, and solemn duties of Christian ministers. T'he power
of ordaining others is not mentioned at all; and we only infer
that it s included because the commission 1mu~n|:cs the cou-
tinuance of the olice and duties of ministers to thc cnd of the
world.  Must we not infer then, that all who have a rizht to
preach and baptize, have a right of courze v ordara? Does it

. - e e e e e
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comport witl the spirit of this commizsicn o reprezent the forme;
functions which are mentioned wit: so much distinctness and
solemuity, as pertaining to the lowest order in the church ; and
the latter which is only included by inference as reserved for a
higher order? 'Those whoe are confessed t. have the most
iportant and distinguished powers conveyed by a commission,
nust be considered as possessing the whole.  What God hath
joined together let not man put asunder.” (Miller 31.)

I am aware that Dr. Bowden has written several volumes in
reply to Dr. Miller ; but in no case does e more clearly betray
the weakness of his cause. than when attemptiog to answer the
reasoning of his opponent on the Apcstolic commission. The
very point on which his arguments should be sound, and which
he should be able to fortify with scripture proof- clear and une-
quivocal, he is evidently baffled and obscure. Let any one
examine the controversy hetween these gentlemen, with im-
partiality and candour, and they will, 1 think, Dbe convinced of
the correctness of thece remarks. . ‘

"You have filled the last 12 or "14 pages of your Book with
remarks on the Apostolic commission; many of which appear (o
me to be foreign to the point: we readily grant that this com-
mission was given immediately to the eleven only, your
antagonist never denied it, and all your reasoning on this puint,
is, I think, wholly ivrevalent. It matters nothing at all, whether
the eleven only, or others with them, were coucerned in the
commission. Thisis not the question: But what was the authority
conveyed ? The answer to this question must forever settle the
puint between us.  Now Sir, (as has already been observed) 1t
the diocesan Bishop’s peculiar office is distinctly recognisable
in it, we must surrender our cause at once ; but is this the fact”
H it be, it surely can be casily evinced ; at any rate, you arc
challenged to dot.

Yeu say that you ‘¢ perfectly ¢ sree (with your antagonist}
that all those have authority ts orddiu, to whomn the commisston
was designed to extend. s there (you ask) any evidence tha
it was designed to extend to any other than the eleven and
their successors ! To this question Sir, 1 ficely answer no,
there is none, and what then ? Has this any thins to do with
the queslion beforeus 7 Who are the succescors ef the Apos-
tles ?  Plainly those who perfcim the whole duty of the Apos-
tolic commission.  But we have befure proved that tlus duty
consists in preaching the gospzl, admigistering sacrvments and
ordination.  And are these the peenliar, or in other words, the
highest functions of a diocesau Bishop? " Every body knows
they are not. This otlicer then, cannot in hi s superior char-
acter, be a true and caly successor ol the Apostles; because
their commission (which is the cnly one that was transmitted to
successors) knows uothing at all aboat the superior powers
which make np the character of a divcesan Bishop, Al the au-
thority, as has been clearly showrn, which the ¢~ vission 1o




cdgnizes, is precisely thatwhich Presbyteri'an ministers exercise
and nothing more. These then are the true successors of the Apos-
tles, and it is because diocesan Bishops possess this authority
that we (viewing thew in this character, i..e. of Presbyters)
consider them vested with proper authority. Tknow that Epis-
copalians strenuously conlend, that their Bithops are the only
successors ol the Apostles ; but I also know that they have nev-
er yet been able to prove it. In order to be successors of the
Apostles, their peculiar business must be the same as theirs—
but what sort of a diocesan Bishop would that man be, who was
authorised not te rule a diocess, not to administer the rite of
confirmation, not to exercise supreine power in the church, but
only to preach the gospel, administcr sacraments and ordain ?
Whatever miglit be his title, lie would not be a whit above
Presbyterian ministers. N

But sir, let us view the subject in another peint of light. I
Bishops, as you maintain, are an order of clergy superior to all
other ministers, then the duties which pertain to them exclu-
sively, must be of course the most'dignitied and important. But
are you ready to say, that ruling a diocess, administering con-
firmation and ordination are higher and move important duties
than dispensing the word of eternal life and the seals of the ev-
erlasting covenant? What, the word and sacraments inferior to
mere rites and ceremouics?  Surely, no protestant will ‘admit
this; besides, where is your proof, what passage of holy writ
will you summon 1o your aid? Can you point me toone ? 1!
ain fully persuaded you cannot. ¢ Preaching and administering
the sacraments then are the highest acts of ministerial authority :
they are far above ordination and government, as the end is
snure excellent than the means ; as the substance is more impor-
tant than the form: ard if presbyters be authorized, as all agree,
.0 perforin these functlivns, it follows that they are the highest
evder of gospel ministers 3 those who are cmpowered to execute
the most dignified cud the most useful duties pertaining to the
ininistenial ofice, can have nosuperiors in that oflice.”*  To this
tuay be added the opinion of bishop Burnett. ¢ Since (says
hie) I look upon the sacramental detions as the highest of sacred
nerformances, 1 caruot Lutacknowledge those who are empuw-
cred for them, must be ol the hizhest ofice in the church.”’t

Having thus clearly ascertained the atthority conveycd in the
commission, let ur inquire in the next place, what was cousid-
ered by the Apostles as the highest and o<t important dutics
which they had to pertorm.

St. Paul, who was ** nota whit behinid the very chicfest Apos-
tles,” evidently corsidered the preaching of the gospel and
extending the Lingdomn of the Redecmer, as the most important
of all duties.  ** Christ (aays e seut e not to buptize, but to
preach the gospel:™ MNvuin, 1 dotevined uot to kuow any
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thing atnong you cave Jesus Chrisl aud him crucitied. ©  Not
word here about supreime authority over other ministers; or the
least hint given that be considered ruling a diocess (o
Le superior to preaching the gospel ; nay, the contrary is
clearly intimated from the whole strain of his writings, and even
baptism compared with this was of little importance ; and com-
paratively speaking, he was not sent to baptize. Indecd, let
any one look intothe lives of the Apostles, as delineated in the
Acts and their cpistles, and persuade himself if he can, that
they acted in the capacity of diocesan Bishops; and that this was
the great business of their lives. Where was the diocess of Paul,
of Pcter, of Matthew, or of John? To intimate as you h'uo
done, (p. 30) that they were diocesan Bishops, without being
placed over particular diocesses, is a plain contradiction ; for
how can a Bishop rule over a diocess to which he sustains 10 re-
hation? Do you say he exercises the supreme power in the
church? Dutwha. © *his supreme power ! Isit authority over
other ministers, who preach and admingister the sacraments ’
‘Then I demand his warrant (for the Apostolic commission, from
which e pretends to derive his authority, gives noue,) oris it
the suprewe power of preaching, administering sacraments and
ordination ?  But our winisters possess this power, by virtue,
as we have scen of the Apostolic commission.  Indeed, the Apos-
tles were constituted by the commission, precisely to the same
otfice which our ministers now bold ; and if this does not estab-
lish their identity of order, I know not what can. Then unless
you can prove that the Apostles sustained a fixed relation to par-
ticular diocesses, and -this not in consequeuce of an extraordina-
ry, but of an ordinary power, you can never show that they
pnssessed any higher authority than Presbyterian ministers do a:

the present day.  You scew to be aware that there were no dic:
cesses formed very carly in the church; this you have acknow!-
edged, as did Bishoup Hoadly betore you, in regard to Timothy
and Tit us 3 and this acknowledgment in my view, amounts to &
surrender of the whole arguwent.

The truth is, that the Apostles acting in the capacity of itine
rant Missionaries or kvaungelists, ¢ wenut forth, and prcachm;
cvery where, the Lord workina with them, and conlirming the
word with signs tullowing.” fM':x'!\ xvi. 20.) This was the “bust-
uess to whichh they were ppointed by taeir Lord, and to which
they devoled their lives.

‘I'here is vne circumnstance on which you seem to place grea
reitance, 1. e. the mention which the scuptures make ot Apo-
tles in distinction  from all other winisters. You say, (to the
author of Plain Reasons) ¢ the position which you have takeu,
15> that the eleven were commissioned &~ Presbyters, the posi-
tion which I shall take 13 that they were cotunissioned as - Apos-
tes.””  Again, ¢ Thoe who received this commission, wer
constituted Apostles b this solean act of their Master.”  Bug
what is this o the peint " There hnl?:ﬂ!fj.; in the were vatn.
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Apestle, which proves bim fo be sypervior o a Presvyter, and
the e¢leven might bave been fermed either Apostles or Presby-
ters, without at all effecting their real character or grade. The
“question is not, by what name or names were they called, but
with what powers were they invested © And whether they were
commissioned or constituted Apostles or Presbyters, or .Proph-
ets or Evangelists, one thing is certain, viz. they were commis-
sioned and empowered to preach the gospel, administer the sac-
raments, and ordain ; but nothing more. It is really amusing
to see you labour as you have done, to prove that the use of dif-
ferent names furnishes no clear evidence for eitherside ; and af-
terwards to see you rest your most valuable argument on the bare
word Apostle.
The author of Plain Reasons bad argued the identity of the
ministerial office, from the fact, that a single commission was:
given 1o a single order of ministers. This fact ybu admit, bui
contend that ‘¢ it was given to them (the Apostles) to authorize
as many inferior grades, as they being inspired men, should ikink
proper.”’ This you have asserted, without noticing at all the
very forcible reasoning of your antagonist ou this point, (page &.}
Besides, ‘¢ Where is the evidence of this pretended division o/
powers 7 When was it made? By whom? In what manner
was it done ? The commission itself gives no hint of such a di-
vicion. No subsequent passage of scripture uggests any thing
of the kind. Nothing that so much as seems to warrant such a
supposition, is to be found in ail the book of God.” On the
contrary, it ¢ virtually forbids such distinctions ; and while it
specifies no division of powers, it is addressed to all the minis-
ters of Christ.”  Your assertion then was made without proof,
and *¢ rests entirely on your bare declaration.”” But admitling
that there is suflicient evidence for the supposed division of powers,
even then sir, you will gain nothing; for it has been proved,
that the highest authority which Christ gave to the Apostles,
was to preach, administer the sacraments and ordain. This
comprised the whole power of the commission ; and even allow-
ing that it was aflerwards divided among different orders of min-
isters, affects not the subject at all, so lung as the whole authori-
Ly was retawed. | |
As to your subterfuge respecting deacons, | would observe
thatat is entirely foreign to the pewnl.  Deacons, properly speak-
ing, arc not an order of clergy atall, any more than ruling el-
ders or vestrymen ; and how any man with the bible in bhis
hands can call them such, is to we truly surpriving. 'The sole
rcason of the appointment of deacons was hecause some of ¢ the
widows were neglected in the daily ministrations.”’ This is a-
hundantly evinced by the history of their institution in the €th
chap. ol'the Acts, 1-—C. L know it is =aid that Philip, who was
one of the nunbei, 15 meuntioned as preaching and baplising.
But thas single fact is suflicient proof (for me at least) that he
~oataped aa hicher office than that ot deacon.  ladeed, he i<
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expressly styled an Evangelist, the leading and essential duly
of which is preaching the gospel. |

Another thing which in your own view, affords great help to
your cause, and on which you seem to rely with the utmost con-
fidence, is, that Christ ‘¢ sent out other seventy also.”” But itis
perfectly clear to my mind, that the seventy were in no sense
at all, officers of the christian church. 1t is certain, as every
one who reads his bible must know, that the christian church
was not organized until long after the seventy were ‘¢ sent out ;”’
and hosv they could have been officers in a community which
had no existence, is to me wholly inexplicable. ladeed, Dr.
Bowden, (if I understand him) views the subject in the same
point of light. He says, (writing to Miller) ¢ I will not enter
into any dispute with you concerning the nature of the commis-
sion given to the seventy disciples before our Saviour’s crucifix-
ion. Every thing on that point is involved in-much uncertainty ;
and to assert what canunot be proved, is no mark of a judicious
controvertist. Granting every thing that some Episcopalians
bave contended for, still it remains true, that the church of
Christ in its explicit permanent form, was not established till af-
terour Lord’s resurrection.”*. But admitting them to-have been
ordinary officers, and that their office was designed to be per-
petual, still the argument is good for nothing, fov it has Leen a-
bundantly proved that the highest office in the church is to
preach and administer the sacraments ; and whether the seven-
ty sustained th! oftfice or not, effects not the point at all. You
say, ‘‘they were not authorised to ordain.” Then their offfcy
was not the same with that of our ministers, for they have thi:
power.

You alse place considerable reliance on the following passage
of scripture: *¢ God hath set some in the church, first Apostles,
secondarily, Prophets, thirdly, Teachers.” On this passage
vou observe, that, ¢ by Apostles, is to be understood the first,
by Prophets the sccond, and by teachers, the third grade in the
ministry.’”’  Butsir, where did you learn this? You have giv-
¢n us no proof at all for this assertion ; *¢it rests thenentirely ou
your bare declaration.”” Besides, you seem to have forjotien
another text of a similar construction : I will thercefore quole it
for you ; ** and he gave some Apostles, and some Prophels, and
some Evangelists, and some Pastors and I'eachers, for the per-
tecting the satnts, &c.}' Now sir, according to your system o1
interpretation, we have in this text a warrant for four grades in-
stead of three. llere is a difficulty ; how will you escape from
it?  Will you say that some of them were extraordinary oflicers.
and that these four names do not necessarily imply as many or-
ders of ministers? Very true, but the moment you take this
grouad, you surrender your argument; for it you say that the
last text furnishes no warraut tor tuur orders, then | have the
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same right to say, that the first one furnishes none for three.
The truth is, that just before the ascension of our Lord, . be com-
missioned one order of ministers, which were to be continued to
the end of the world. ‘This commission was one and the same,
and all the authority which was conveyed in it, was to preach
the gospel, administer the sacraments and ordain ; and notwith-
standing the different titles of Apostle, Evangelist, Bishop, Pres-
byter, Elder, Prophet, Pastor and Teacher is often used, this
implies no diversity of rank ; and they might still have been on
a’perfect equality. I also take for granted, that when your an-
tagonist spake of Apostles, as distinguished from Presbyters, he
referred not to their ordinary, but to their extraordinary charac-
ter. This is clear from the fact, that he appealed to the Apos-
tolic commission to prove, that no higher officer was constituted
by that commission, than a Presbyter; and sir, if you had no-
ticed this distinction, you would probably have spared yourself
the trouble of pronouncing a particular assertion of his, ‘¢ an im-
prudent one.”” |
- In another case, you have attempied to show, that the state-
ments of your antagonist were grossly inconsistent and absurd ;
and as such, to load them with contempt and ridicule, ¢ When,
(says Dr. Miller) a man does not comprehend the subject, which
he attempts to ridicule, he is extremely apt to draw on himself,
the laughter which he thought to turn against others.”” Whether
this is your situation or not, as respects the case under consid-
eration, I shall not attempt to decide ; the reader can do it for
himself, after examining both sides. Is it possible that you
have yet to learn, that while we allow of several classes of
church officers, we admit of but one order of ministers? Elders
and deacons, we consider as two classes of church officers; yet
clders alone are an order of ministers, they only being constitut-
ed to the ministerial office ; while deacons have nothing atall to
do with this oflice, and of course are¢ not an order of ministers.
This, I think, is sufficient to prove, that it may be proper to
say, that ¢ the bible is entirely silent as to the qualifications for
more than one order of winisters ;’' while at the same time we
waintain that ¢ the qualifications which elders and deacons are
to possess, are distinctly and repeatedly detailed.” ~
I confess 1 am utterly at a loss to understand you, when you
assert that ‘¢ Preshyterian deacons act without an ordination,”
unless you suppoce that the validity of an ordination depends
upon the mere form of imposing hands. That this form is scrip-
tural and highly praper, I do not deny ; hut I certainly should
never dream of questioning the authority of a deacon, or even
of a minister, provided he was regularly inducted into office,
vven without this ceremony (which every one knows, is the
case with our deacons generally, though in some instance:s they
are ordained by the imposition of hands.) Are you prepared
to asser’ that the governor of tize state has no authority, bei e
hands wee not imposed at his election ? We con then how ni
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tile this objection is, which 1s so oficn, alid &0 wunumm.y urgea
agajnst our deacons.

We have now to examine what I suppose you consider an ar-
gument, which is founded on these words of Paul to Timothy :
v« I hesought thee 1o abide stili at Ephesus, when I went into
Macedonia, that thou mightest charge some that they teach no
other doctrine,” &c. *¢ Here, (you say) St. Paul, in the words
of inspiration, besought Timothy, as it was proper for one Apos-
ile to beseech another.” And this you consider as proof that
Timothy was a diocesan Bishop. But reco'lect that Peter, in
his first epistle, uses almost exactly the same phraseology, to-
wards an order of ministers whom you constantly represent 35
inferior in grade to hxm « The elders, (says he) who are a-
mong you I exhort,” (or beseech, for the words are synonimous)
¢ feed the flock of God,” &c. But if the fact that Paul besought
Timothy, proves that Timothy was equal to Paul, then the fact
that Peter exhorted the elders, proves as clearly that the elders
were equal to Peter. But will you admit this? I kaow you
will not, for you say, (page 7) ‘¢ the Apostle is as different from
an elder. as an elder is fram a deacon.”” Your whole argument
then drawn from ¢ these words of inspiration,” falls to the
ground. Indeed, it hasalways appeared wonderful to me, that
men of sense should pretend to found an argument on these two
words : ¢ I besought thee to abide still at Ephesus,” ¢ Who
(says the learned Daille a French protestant divine) who without
the help of some extraordinary passion, could ever have made so
charming and so rare a discovery, and imagine that to beseech a
man to stay ina city, means to establish him bishop of that city ;
arch-bishop of the province, and primnate of all the country ? In
very deed 1i:: cause of these gentlemen of the hierarchy must be
reduced to anevil phght since they are constrained to resort to
such pitiful proofs.”’ ~But you say, ¢ he did not beseech him to
beseech some, but to charge them,” &c. Here again you forget
that Paul says to Tlmothy, (2d Epis. iv. 1.) ¢ fcharve thee,
&c. But if Timothy’s charg m{, the elders, proves him to
be superior to Qmem. then Paul s charging Timothy proves bim
superior to Tingothy ; and of course we have four orders instead
of three. Now sir, how will you escape these consequences?
‘“ Do you not perceive, that every step of your reasoning on this
subject is embarrassed with difliculties 2 ~ What can be plainer
than that Paul makes no more distinction betwecn 'luno'h/ and
the elders, than he does betwcen himselt and l‘umothy «“ f
charge thee (says he) preach the word, be instant in season, ont
of season,’” &c. Again, speaking to Timothy, ¢ charge some
thet they teach no other doctiine.” &~ ¥ urther, Paul besou"ht
Timothy, and Peler exhorted the eclders. Can any thing e
more evident, than that nothing can be gained from these expres-
sions fa\orablc to your cause ! But it seews that Paul says
further to Timothy, ¢ against an chler ruceive not an accusa-
on, hut before two or "\'M witnesse 70 and cthem that s
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rebuke before aliy” and does not {bis imply supeniority ? An-
swer.  Is it impossible for one minister to receive an accusataon
against apother, unless he be of a superior grade ? Are not
Precbyterlan ministers, sometimes accused before their brethren
of the same grade, met in synod or associatior, and does this
inply a superiority in the members ? Certainly not; besides
vou contend that Paul and Timothy were of the same grade.
Yetif Timothy had been guilty of any thing worthy of rebuke,
would Paul have hesitated 2 mament to rebuke him?  We know
that he actually did rebuke Peter pretty sharply for his mis-
conduct ; this we have in Galatiansii. 11. in these words : ‘¢ But
when Peter was come to Antiach, I withstaod him to the face,
because he was to be blamed.” Again, verse 14, ¢ But when
[ saw that they walked not uprightly,” &c. ¢¢ I said to Peter be-
jore them all, if thou being a Jew liveth after the manner of the
(ientiles, and not as do the Jews; why compellest thou the
tientiles, to live as do the Jews 2°  Now sir, axe you ready to
Kay that this rebuke of Paul 1mphu! superiority ? 1f not, then
how can the rebuke of Timothy imply supertority ? Another of
vour proofs for the superiority of Timothy, is that he was di-
rected to ordain,  Your argurment, if it amounts to any thing is
this, viz : 'I'imothy was directed to ordain, therefore he was a
diocesan Bishop. Naw in the name of common sense, 1 beg to
know what connection there is between the premises and the
conclusion 2 What if a man is directed to ordain, does that
constitate him a diocesan Bishop ? Really to propose such a
question, is little short of an insult to the understanding of the
rcader.  But you ask, ¢ did the Apostle Paul, when he met the
«lders of Ephesus at Miletus, give them any directions concern-
ing the government of elders, or the laying on of their hands?”
No sir, he did not, and whatthen? Did he any where charge
them to be in subjectxon to their Bishop? -Besides, when ¢ he
seat from Miletus and called the eldexs of the church,” where
was the Bishop that he was neither sent for, or even mentioned
oy name ! And when the Apostle informed the elders ¢¢ that
“hey should never see his face nore, and that dissentions and
dilliculties were about to arise among them, why did he not
exhort them to cleave to their Bishop, and submit to him as the
best means of unity and peace 7 And supposing their Bishop to
nave been dead and the office vacant, why did not the Apostle
when about to take leave of a flock so much endeared to him, se-
fect a Bishop for them, ordain him with his own hands, and
~ommit the church to his care 7 But not a word of all this ap-
nears. No hint is given of the existence of such a superior.
‘)i the contrary, the Apostle declares to these elders, that the
Holy Ghost had made them Bishops over the church at Ephesus ;
ne exhorts them to rule that church ; and when about to depart
never t;) sce them mere, he leaves them in possession of this high
SR N "
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I wiil oniy add, that it the silence which the Apostie observed
towards these elders, concerning ordination is proof that they did
not possess the power; then the silence respecting their Bishop,
proves as clearly that such an order did not exist.  You have also
endeavoured to show, that the word Preshytery, as applled to
the ordainers of Timothy, denotes nat an assemblage of Presby-
ters, but of Apostles. Buat if 1 have prmed (as 1 ﬂatter myself
I have) that the Apestglic commission conveys no higher
authority than what Presbyterian ministers possess ; it amounts
to the same thing whether apphed to Apostles or Presb} ters ;
but if on the other hand, the commission instituted the order of
diocesan Bishops, then surely no reasoning founded upon the
ordination of Timothy, can disprove the fact. You obscrve

{page 30) that * much labcur has heen bestowed to prove that
Tiu.othy and Titus were not diocesan Bishops limited to partic-
ular districts ;> but if I understand you in what immediately
follows ; tlus labour is wholly unnecessary, for you say ¢ 1 know
6i no prscop'xhan who pretends that in the first promulgation of
the gospel, the Apo%tles, or, a5 their successors were called
Bishops, were lacated in particular disiricts as matters of course.”’
Now what is this but explicitly acknowledging that the order of
diocesan Bishops did not exist i the first promulgahon of the
gospel 77 Do you object o this? But why ? An essential charac-
terestic of a diecesan Bishop is to rule a diocess; but this could
aot De done if therc were none in existence. But you say,
“ a man sent with authority to send others, held the first grade
ur the ministry, whether located in a particular district, or trav-
elling about orgaunizineg and establishing churches.” To this Sir,
I conha“y quherrlbc; this was the whole business (in thelr
ordinary capac: ity ) of the Apostles, and itis precisely the business
of presbyterian ministers, whether settled or travelling in the
capacity of missionaries ; and if this is the highest gradc amony
you, our countroversy has been altogether in vain., :* Lvery
Apostle (you say) exercised his apustleehup, when, and where
he could.”” Tothis 1 also agree ; and it has been shown, I trust
conclusively, that the Apostleshxp, consisted, in preaching the
gospel, adwinistering sacraments and ordination. You ob-
serve further that * Paul was the same for two years in his
own hired house, as in journeyings and perils.  And now if we
can ascertain what he was, in the former situation, we shall ae-
cording to your decision settle his whole character—the 28th
chapter of Acts, 30th and 31st verses, will give us the desired
information.  ¢¢ And Paul dwelt two whole years in his own hired
house, and received all that came unto him preaching the king-
dom of God, and teaching those things which concern the Lord
Jesus C hnst. with all conﬁdence, no man forbidding him.” 1
would ;uslask if this is the peculiar Lusiness of a diocesan Bishap,
or was the Apostle continually performing the duties ol an infe-
nor grade ? You have introdaced (page 15 to 19) some very
qmﬂ'ul ar remarke, on the tranzaction at Avtiosh, feee Acty 137
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which, it may not be improper to notice. The Author of ¢ Plaw:
Reasons’’ asserted, that the Prophets and teachers at Antioch,
were directed lo ordain Paul and Barnabas.”” This you eutirely
deny, but admit that *¢ directions were undoubtedly given by
the Holy Ghost, butto what persons? is a question.” KReally
Sir, you are the first writer that ! ever met with, who made it a
question, and I think the honour of the diseovery 1s truly yours.
But let us see if this question cannot be settled. ¢ Now there
were in the church that was at Antioch certain Prophets and
teachers, as Barmabas and Siineon, Luc+is and Manaen and Saul;
as they ministered to the Lord, and fasted, the Holy &host said
separate me Barmabas and Saul, for the work whereunto I have
called them. And when they had fasted and prayed, and laid
their bands on them, they sent them away.”

Now is not this a plain passage ? Isit not clear that the direc-
tions were given to the satne persons who fasted, prayed, and
taid their hands spon them, and sent them away ? And is it net
also clear that these persons were the Prophets and teachers
uamed above? If not, then no dependence is to be placed in
fangwage. Indeed Sir, your embarrasment on this subject, must,
I think be so apparent, as to render a formnal refutation unneces-
sary. But not content with attempting to make a plain case
appear obscure, you have endeavoured to turn the whole affair
into ridicule. You say according to the arguments of your
opponent, * there were in the church at Antioch, a number of
Presbyterian ministers, among whom were Barnabas and Saul;
and the Holy Ghost directed some of them to make Barnabas
and Saul Presbyterian ministers, i. e. te make Presbyterian
ministers of Presbyterian ministers.” Well Sir, you canuot be
ignorant that licensed preachers among us are styled Presby-
terian ministers, as well as those who are ordained and settled,
Toillustrate the idea, take the ¢ parallel ease,” with which you
have furnished us. *suppose D.F.8.M. and 'I'. o many Presbyte-
rian ministers, assembled together at New-Haven.” The first three
are ordained and settled in different places ; the others are only
licensed preachers; yet they are all styled I’resbyterian minis-
ters. Suppose also that while together here, they are requested
to ordain M. and 'T. mintsters of New-EHaven, er, if you please,
to performn a misstonary tour. They fast, and pray, and lay theic
hands on them ; now where is the *‘sad dilema,’” or * farcical
exhibition” of this transaction ? Would any one doubt that this
was an ordination ? No less singular are your remarks on the right
hand of fellowship given te Paul and Barnabas, by James,
Cephas and John; and which you would persuade us was their
real ordination. You say that *(dexias,) the right bhand, is often
used to express an bonourable promotion ; and that (koinonias,)
tellowship, may denote othicial as well as sacramental communiop.’
Now granting this to be perfectly correct, to what does it amount ?
why simply to this, and nothingz more, viz. the right hand of tel-
Yowship may mean inthis case -+ an honoura®™e prometion. and
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otticial co&:’nutuuu,” or, 1 other words, sn ordination,  But tin:
s no proof that it actually does mean an ordination ; and for
aught that appears to the contrary, I have quite as much reason
to deny, as you have to assert it. It is amusiug to see how an
argument will sometimes grow under proper culture, from a
perhaps to a probability, and a certainty. We have an example
of this kind in your reasoning on this subject page 19: You be-
gin with simply saying that the right hand of fellowship ¢ may *
denote an ordination ; but before you finish the page, this may
be, has become a positive fact, stated in the following decisive
language : ¢* The phrase dexia@s koinonias, (right hand of fellow-
ship) denotes an ordination, and in this place an ordination to
the Apostolic office.”” Now what can be more *¢ fanciful ’ than
this? The whole point in dispute is taken for granted, and
the vast fabric of diecesan Episcopacy, rises before our astonished
sight; having for its basis, these two little words, *¢right hand
of fellowship.”” Who doubts that ¢ the foundation thereof
standeth sure 7’ A few words more on this subject, and I have
done.

The transactiod at Antioch, ¢ must mean something or no-
thing ;>’ that it means nothing, you will not assert, and that i
was an ordination you strenuously deuny ; but call it what you
please, either an ordination or any thing elsc ; still it remain-
true that it was a solemn separation to the work to which *¢ the
Holy Ghost had called them.”” This cannot be controverted.
for they are the words of the inspired writer : and that thi-
work consisted in preaching the gospel, and ‘¢ ordaining elders in
every churcli,” is fully evinced by the context compared with
the 14th chapter; aud now if a separation to sucu a work is
not substantially an ordination, | confess myself ignorant of the
meaning of the word. Indeed Sir, I must be allowed to expres:
my full conviction that it these prophets and teachers had only
been termed Apostles by the sacred writer, there never would
bave been a word of controversy on the subject,

In page 27 you have introduced the church of Philippi ac
governed by a diocesan Bishop. 1or proof of this we are reler-
ed * as usual’ to Paul’s epistle to that church, 2d chapter 25
verse, ‘¢ yet I supposed it necessary to send unto you Epaphro-
ditus, my brother and companion in labour, but your messenger."’
On this tex: you observe, that ** Iipaphroditus the Apostle (i. e.
diocesan Bisbop) of the church of Philippi, having Presbyters
and deacons under his governmeut, had been to visit Paul and
had been sick, and now returned to his charge at Philippi.”
'Lruly Sir, ¢ this is too much for me, I must lay dowun my pen and
breathic a little.”” Pray Sir, who inforned you that Epaphroditus
was the diocesan of Philippi ? T'he text which we bave quoted says
nothing like it ; neither is there a single passage n the epustle to
the Philippians, or any where else, which in the least {avours the
supposition. ludeed, all your dependence scems to be placed on
the bare word ** messenger.”’ And itisready wonderful that aftey




17

baving repeatedly and explicitly declared that no dependance is
to be placed in names ; you should build the whole Bishopric of
Philippi on this single word, which to say the most that can be
said in your favour, is far from being clear. What the Apostle
meant by this expression we may gather from the 18th verse of
the 4th chapter in these words, * but I have (says he) all and
abound ; T am full, having received of Epaphroditus the things
which were sent from you an odour of a sweet smell, a sacrifice
acceptable, well pleassng to God.”” Here we see in what sense
Epaphroditus was called a *“ messenger;”’ and little did Paul
.dream, that this word would be considered in after times as
favouring the cause of diocesan Episcopacy. 1 will dismiss this
point, with requesting the candid reader to examine the whole
of the epistle to the Phillippians, and then say whether he can
honestly think there is the least reason to believe that Epaphrodi-
tus was the diocesan Bishop of Phillippi ?

In page 28th, you have introduced the 1ist and 2d verses of
the Gth of llebrews in support of your practice of confirmation.
‘The apostle in these verses enumerates the first principles of
the doctrine of Christ, as repentance from dead works, faith
towards God, the doctrine of baptisms and of laying on of hands,
&c. Youobserve that ¢ the laying on of hands is the same that is
termed confirmation and like the other principles mentioned by
the Apostle, general in its nature and of universal obligation.”
But Sir, who told you so ? These tcxts, speak no such language ;
and really 1 do think that of all the writers whom I have ever
read, you have assumed the most, and proved the least, in the
same limits. But you ask ‘¢ what moere consistently can be
understood by the expression than the almost universal practice
of confirmation ?’ 1 answer the quite, universal practice of
ordination, may be as consistently understood by §t, and this is
amply suflicient to destroy all your proof from this passage in
favour of confirmation. 1 think Sir, that in a pumber of instan-
ces you have greatly mistaken and consequently misrepresented
the real sentiments of your antagonist. To prove this, let two o
three examples suffice. He had »aid (speaking of the extraordin.
ary character of the apostlex) umong other things, ‘¢ and under
the puidance of inspiration to organize churches.” In remark-
ing on these words, you leave out entirely the first clause, ¢ un-
der the guidance of inspiration,” and represent him as maintaiu
ing that ** the capacity of organizing churches was extraordinary.™
Now what can be more untair ! This is not the sentiment convey-
cd in the passage, which is abundantly evinced from a bare
inspection of it.  You also represent bin 2s maintaining that the
puwer ol ordination was cxtraordinary ; but where bas he done
this ! 1| have not found it in his book ; on the contrary, I bave
found (page 28) a positive assertion that be considered it an
ordinary power. “From all this (says he,) it undeniably follows
that even the Apostles had no authoritv te ordain excep!
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a3 it was vested in them, in the charucter oi ordinary tniu-
isters.”

You have introduced in a note at the bottom of page 1, some
rewarks on forms of prayer; but for what reason | canuot cou-
ceive for certainly your antagonist never questioned the lawful-
ness of forms, all that his quotauons went to prove was, that in
the days ot Justin martyr, the President of the assembly offered
prayers ¢ according to bis ability, and therefore not out ofa
book.”

One thing more demands our attention before we conclude.
You have acknowledged repeatedly that the terms Bishop and
Preshyter were used in the Apostles days, to denote one and the
same oflice ; and Ireneus, (a father of the second century) in the
quotation which you have given us says, ‘- we can reckon thosc
Bishops who have been constituted by the Apostles and their
successors, all the way to our time.” Again, °*obey those
Preshyters in the church, who have the succession as we have
shown from the Apostles; who with tlw succession of the
Lplecopate, received the gnﬂ of truth,” &c. Again, ¢ trac
knowledge is the doctrine of the '\poﬁlcb, acmu!mrr to the suc-
cession of Bis shops, to whom they delivered the chureh in ev cry
place.”  Again, * We ought therefore 1o adhers to those Pres-
byters, who' ket,p the Apostles doctritie, and together with the
Presbyterial succession, do shew lurth ssund spemh. such Pres-
byters the church nourishes, and of ruch the prophet says, ¢ |
will give them princes in pﬂan- 2ad bishops in righteousness,”*
Now sir, we both agree that Lishop and Presby ter were used in
the Apostles days, as convertibio titles for the same ottice ; and
it is plain from the above extracts, that leencus, who lived un
til the beginnipg of the third century, not only used them inii
same manner, *bist niso declared that ¢ the chireh was delivered
unto them in every pilace ;' aml that they reecived ** the suc-
cession of the F’pzscapate, Y which cert .nnh implies that they
were the bighest officers ip i church in his days,  Indued, the
coincidence of these extracts with the nddrese of Paul to the
Fiphiesian elders at Miletus, is remarkable, and cunsistent only
with the dactrine of Preshyterians,

L hive now sie, cnmp!etud my examination of your first prmph
let, and can teuly say, thatit has heen my constant ait to rep
resent the subject in a fairand correct point of light, Heow e
i have succeeded in thisrespect, 1 shall feave foe the impartial
reader to decide. | ageee with you sie, that dw nzhnr! By O
of preat pmchcal xmpormnce : Iursl it be irue that Pes! v ter e
ministers are useepers ol the sacred uthier, and that =il thoir s
istrations ate {of conseqyue 1) sull, and of ne real heneht,
then iLis suee ly a (question ol llw deepel nterest, to all win.
attend on their ministrations.  Siould you fecl disposed for a
tasther discussion of this question. we shall cet datdy not be ro

* Vide Millex’s Letters, val. 10, 1 1301
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luctant 16 meet your wishes if it can be done with candor and
fairness. We are perfectly willing to ineet you on your strong-
est ground. This we think we liave done.  With what success,
our readers must judge for themselves.

With sentiments of eslcem and christian affection, U subscribe
myself yours, Z. Y.




