A DEBATE
AT |
#ET A. CAMPBELL A:'ND REV. N. L. RICE,
ON THE ‘

ACTION, SUBJRCT, DESIGH AND ADMINISTRATOR

oF

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM;

ALS®, ON THE

CHARACTER OF SPIRITUAL INFLUENCE

IN

CONVERSION AND SANCTIFIGATION,

AND ON THE

EXPEDIENCY AND TENDENCY

OF

ECCLESIASTIC CREED S,

AS TEEMS OF

UNION AND COMMUNION:

HELD IN LEXINGTON, KY., FROM THE FIFTEENTH OF NOVEMBER TO THE
SECOND OF DECEMBER, 1843, A PERIOD OF EIGHTEEN DAYS.

REFORTED

BY MARCUST. C. GOULD, STE NOGRAPHER,

ASSIETED

BY A. EUCLID DRAPIER, STENOGRAPHER,

AND AMANUENSTIS.
MNWWV
JACKSONVILLE, ILL:

PUBLISHED BY C. D. ROBERTS,
1857.






linmd according to act of Congress, in the year 1844,
BY JOHN H. BROWN,
In the Clerk’s Office of the District Court of Kentucky.

Stereotyped by J. A. James,
Cincinnati.

CERTIFICATE.

Crxcixxari, March 6th, 1844,
Havixe carefully examined the Report of the within discussion, furnished by Messrs.
Gould, of Cincinnati, and Drapier, of Louisville, and compared it with our notes and
memoranda ; we hesitate not to authenticate it, and to commend it to the public, as a fuil

exhibition of the facts, documents, and arguments used by us on the several questions
debated, - A.CAMPBELL.

N. L. RICE.



CORRESPONDENCE.

Richmond, Ky, September 19,1842.

MR. CAMPBELL:

| should have addressed you at an earlier date, but my engagements have been such
as to utterly forbid. Upon reflection, | have concluded to leave the questions involved in
our contemplated discussion, with other preliminaries, to a committee, which can meet,
probably, at an early day in November.

The brethren who will engage in the discussion, so far as the Presbyterian church is
concerned, will be selected during the sessions of the synod, which will commence at
Maysville on the 13th proximo.

Of how many shall this arranging committee consist—two or three on each side?
When and where shall they meet—L exington? say November any time before the 5th or
after the 17th.

This committee will be empowered to fix the time (Lexington being the place agreed
upon) of debate, form of questions, rules, moderators, and make arrangements for one or
more competent stenographers to take down the debate preparatory to publication, as
agreed by the committee.

To shorten our correspondence, | hope you will fix the number of the arranging
committee, at either two or three, as you may prefer; also the day of meeting, within the
time specified. | hope to receive an answer before | leave for synod, so that al our
arrangements and appointments can be made while there. | consider our correspondence
as private until consent is given for publicity.

Yours, fraternally,
JNO. H. BROWN.

Bethany, October 5, 1842.
MR. JOHN H. BROWN:

Dear Sr—Yours of the 19th ult., mailed the 20th, is to hand. From the earnestness
with which, while | was in your town, you sought a discussion of certain points at issue
between Presbyterians and those Christians called Reformers, and from the proposition to
address me in writing, soon after my arrival a home, about the end of August, | had
promised myself the pleasure of an early communication from you relative to the
proposed discussion, and a more ample interval for settling, the propostions for
discussion, as well as other preliminaries, before the meeting of the synod. But from your
delay, no doubt occasioned by an unavoidable expediency, you now propose, "upon
reflection, to leave the questions involved in our contemplated discussion, with all other
preliminaries, to a committee, which can meet, probably, at an early day in November."

Y ou then ask me of how many shall this arranging committee consist, &c. &c. To all
which | beg leave to respond, that | do not think that any committee, which | could
nominate, in conjunction with such a one as you might raise, could so satisfactorily to the
parties arrange all these matters, as we ourselves, who enter into the discussion. | prefer
to express my own propositions, in my own words, and in al such matters, where the
principals can so easily act, | do not think it expedient to employ attorneys or
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12 CORRESPONDENCE.

proxies. As to the appointment of moderators and the adoption of the rules of discussion,
these are minor matters, compared with the propositions to be discussed; still, they are
important, and, while | would not pertinaciously object to any equitable arrangement of
such matters, my conscientiousness and my prudence alike forbid the selection of
propositions by a committee on which to form an issue, unless after their submission to
my consideration and adoption. This would require time, and, probably, occasion a long
delay. But it is competent to the synod to select its own propositions, and to propound in
its own terms what it wishes. | will therefore suggest what | think will meet your views,
as expressed during our interview.

1st. You affirm that the infant of a believing parent is a scriptural subject of baptism.
We deny it.

2nd. You affirm that sprinkling water upon any part of an infant or adult is scriptural
baptism. We deny it.

3rd. You affirm that there is no indispensable connection between baptism and the
remission of sins, in any case. We affirm that there is.

4th. You affirm that the constitution of the Presbyterian church is founded on the
New Testament. We deny it.

5th. You affirm that, the doctrina portions of the Westminister confession of faith
are founded on the Scriptures of truth. We deny that they al are.

In this form, or by dividing the propositions into affirmatives and negatives, so as to
give to each party an equal number, we can soon form a just and honorable issue. In one
word, | will defend what | teach and practice, in plain and definite propositions, and on
your agreeing to do the same, the whole matter may be arranged in the most satisfactory
manner by correspondence, the only aternative that | can at this late period think of.
Very respectfully and fraternally, your obedient servant,

A. CAMPBELL.

Richmond, October 22, 1842.
ELDERA. CAMPBELL:

Dear Sr—Yours of the fifth was recelved previous to my leaving for synod, also a
duplicate copy while at Maysville attending its sessions.

There is evidently a misapprehension, on the part of one of us, as it regards our
interview at Richmond, in August last. You seem to intimate that |, with earnestness,
sought a discussion of certain points at issue between Presbyterians and those Christians
called Reformers. Let the facts speak for themselves. They are briefly the following:

At the close of your address in Richmond on the 3rd of August, your friend, Mr.
Duncan, approached me and asked my opinion as to the address, which | gave with as
much candor as it was sought.

After other interrogatories were propounded and answered, he inquired, if | thought
discussion advisable; to which | gave an affirmative reply. He then remarked, that he had
engaged to dine with you, and would ascertain your feelings and wishes on the subject.

All this occurred before we left the church. About 4 o'clock in the afternoon Mr.
Duncan sought a second interview with me, and requested me to call in company with
him at your room, stating that you desired an interview with me on the subject, about
which he and | had conversed in the forenoon.

| conformed to his wish, and accompanied him to your room, which ultimated in a
mutual agreement to discuss certain points of difference for the edification of the church
and the prosperity of the cause of Christ, with a definite and expressed understanding that
neither was to be considered the challenging party.

You further intimate that my delay in commencing the correspondence was
doubtless "occasioned by an unavoidable expediency.” This | consider a very unkind and
unfraternal insinuation, and one which | had not expected
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from your urbanity as developed in our interview, and especially after recognizing me as
a "brother" in the close of your epistle. It is a plain intimation that the correspondence
was procrastinated solely on the ground of expediency, when | had expressly placed it on
another and a very different ground.

| aso understood it to be settled, in case we did not agree as to the form of the
propositions, that this, with al other preliminaries, was to be left to a committee, selected
from ten chosen individuals, composed of an equal number from each side. Your reply is
evidently a departure from this agreement. You say, no committee could so satisfactorily
arrange the propositions as we ourselves could. You add, "l prefer to express my own
propositions in my own words;" "My conscientiousness and my prudence alike forbid the
selection of propositions by a committee on which to form an issue, unless after their
submission to my consideration and adoption."”

You further state, "It is competent to the synod to select its own propositions, and to
propound in its own terms what it wishes."

The competency of the synod to express its wishes on this or any other subject, |
presume, would not be questioned. But the synod is not a party in this matter, and, as
such, has no propositions to make. According to our arrangement, they were to be agreed
upon by you and myself, and, in case of our disagreement as to their form, the committee,
referred to above, was to arrange the whole matter.

You present five propositions, which "you think will meet my views, as expressed
during our interview."

The 1st, 2nd, and 3rd of these propositions embrace points of discussion agreed upon
inour interview.

The 4th and 5th not only embrace subjects agreed, but every thing else we, as a
denomination, believe and teach. In the 5th, you put us upon the defence of the entire
confession of faith. To this | do not object, because of its indefensibleness, but on the
ground of its not being one of the agreed points of discussion, and introducing far more
than was, at the time, contemplated either by you or myself.

Your 1st propostion, in the following words, "You affirm that the infant of a
believing parent is a scriptural subject of baptism,” is accepted without any modification
or ateration.

Your 2nd, in these words, "Your affirm that sprinkling water upon any part of an
infant, or adult, is scriptural baptism,” | accept with only a alight verbal alteration, viz: |
affirm that sprinkling, or pouring, water on a suitable subject is scriptura baptism. You
deny.

| might justly have required you to take the affirmative and prove immersion only to
be baptism, but | would not pertinacioudy stand out for the mere verbiage of a
proposition, but only for its substantiality.

Your 3rd proposition is, "You affirm that there is no indispensable connection
between baptism and the remission of sinsin any case."

Strange as it may be, you make me, in this proposition, affirm a negative. | therefore
substitute another, which, while it will in its discussion involve substantialy your
proposition, presents as the main 'point, a question on which we differ widely, and one
which you urge in your various works as of primary importance. The proposition is as
follows:

3rd. You affirm that the new birth, as mentioned in John, third chapter, is a change
of state, and not a change of heart. | deny.

| now propose a substitute for your 4th and 5th propositions, covering the agreed
points of discussion, and to which you will not object, as they are taken substantially, if
not verbally, from your own publications.

4th. You affirm that the use of creeds, or confessions of faith, is contrary to the
Scriptures, and destructive of the unity and perpetuity of the church of Christ. We deny.

5th. You affirm that all the converting and sanctifying power of the Holy Spirit is
contained in the Divine Word. We deny.
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Upon these severa propositions an equitable issue can be taken, and the whole
matter speedily arranged for full and free discussion.

On my part the men are selected:—Brethren Jno. C. Young, R. J. Breckenridge, N.
L. Rice, J. F. Price, and myself, will engage in the discussion. Brother Rice and myself
have been selected as a committee of arrangement, to meet such committee as may be
selected on your part, to settle preliminaries, at some suitable time and place, agreed
upon by you and myself. | would suggest Lexington as the place, and the 21st of
November next as the time.

In hope that the issue is now made, and that the preliminaries may Boon be settled, |
subscribe myself, respectfully, yours,

JNO. H. BROWN.

Baltimore, Nov. 17, 1842.
ELDER JOHN H. BROWN,

Dear Sr—Your favor of the 22nd ult., addressed to me at Bethany, Va., having
been, by my orders, copied by my clerk, was duly forwarded to me at this point, and
received by me on my arrival here. Such, however, have been my engagements with the
public, (having had to deliver a public address for every day during the last three weeks,
on atour in eastern Virginia, and to this city) that |1 could not find a leisure hour to reply
before this date. Of this tour. | gave you some intimation when you proposed to me your
views and wishes relative to a public discussion.

To proceed, then, to the contents of your favor, now on my table, allow me to say,
that the narrative you now give of the occasion of your soliciting a discussion, is as
curious as it is novel and unexpected. The fact of your soliciting a public conference,
with no other preamble to me expressed, than "that once yourself and your brethren had
not been friendly to public debater, but that now you have changed your ground, being
convinced that the state of society and religious opinion demanded it," is all that |
thought important to the arrangements proposed, without the details of the mere occasion
of your persona application to me. As to the definite and express understanding that
neither should be regarded as the challenging party, | have no distinct recollection. | do,
indeed, remember that you emphatically spoke of your desiring a friendly discussion;
and, if the phrase "challenging party," was expressy used, of which | cannot say | have
any recollection, it could, in the connection of ideas, by you suggested, intimate no more
than that you did not desire to be contemplated in the light of a challenger, but as of one
desiring an amicable discussion; to which | fully accorded, as in courtesy bound. Still,
however, our respective positions to the fact of a discussion must stand, now and forever,
different. You as the originator and propounder of it; | as accepting, and agreeing to, your
proposition. No complimentary or courteous disclaimer of the technicalities or usual
compilations on such occasions, could possibly change our positions to the fact of a
discussion.

| admit the ambiguity of the phrase, at which you demur, in my former
communication, to you, viz. "Your delay in reply was, doubtless, occasioned by an
unavoidable expediency." But | left it with you to interpret it; and as you now say, the
expediency was not of choice but of necessity, | am perfectly willing to accord to you in
the case, the most ingenuous conduct. | wonder, however, how you could construe this
into a discrepancy with my subscribing myself yours, "fraternally,” inasmuch as | have
often heard, in synods and councils of your own church, much less complimentary
interpretations of actions pass most fraternally amongst the ministry.

You next proceed to say, that you "understand it to be settled, in case we do not
agree as to the form of the propositions,” &c. X, indeed, as you will, 1 doubt not,
remember, stated distinctly, that as our conversation in Richmond was wholly
extemporaneous and fugitive, that | would expect from
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you a written statement of all matters, as you proposed them, on my return, which
communication should be regarded as an original document, and as the basis of our
correspondence relative to a discussion, and, therefore, 1 considered nothing as fixed
about it, further than, | did agree to meet at Lexington, Kentucky, in conference, with
such persons as the synod of Kentucky would appoint—provided they would select
certain persons to meet a delegation to be appointed by our brethren in Kentucky; but
that | would agree to debate, not as one of a conference, but with, one responsible person
only, and then named President Y oung, as such a person. You immediately responded, |
should have him, as you did not doubt the synod would select him. As for propositions,
on my inquiry, you went on to name those concerning baptism, &c. | emphatically say,
that | then considered, and now consider, every thing else as open to our future
arrangements, not as arranged. True, indeed, as a conference was spoken of, without any
distinct understanding of the mode of procedure, or of the topics to be introduced into it,
it might have been said, that a committee might arrange such matters; but as to a personal
discussion, on my part, with any reputable and authorized disputant, | repeatedly said,
that | went for single combat; and on premises explicitly stated, propositions clearly and
fully expressed, before we met upon the ground. And thisis all for which | now feel it my
duty to contend. | am happy, indeed, that there appears, on the principal points, named by
you, at our interview, so nearly a perfect agreement. | cheerfully accept your amendment
to the second proposition, and will agree to place the third in an affirmative form. The
three propositions would then read,

1st. Theinfant of abelieving parent, is a scriptural subject of baptism.

2nd. The sprinkling, or pouring water, upon any part of an infant, or adult, is
scriptural baptism.

3rd. There is a scriptural connection, of some sort, between baptism and the
remission of sins of a believing penitent.

These three cover al the ground of debate between us, on Christian baptism. If you
insist upon five propositions only, | shall not insist upon any more. One of these would
respect the Holy Spirit; the other, human creeds as the causes of schisms among Christian
professors. Touching your suggestions of a proposition, embracing the difference
between us, on specia influence, | have not much objection to ether of them, as
containing, in the connections, and with the modifications, always contemplated by me, a
just view of the matter. Still, they cover not the whole ground of debate. We both agree,
that the Holy Spirit is given to all who believe and obey the gospel. But, with regard to
the influence of the Spirit in converting sinners, there is some discrepancy. We teach, that
the Holy Spirit operates on sinners only through the Word, and not without it. Your
denomination teaches, that the Spirit, without the Word, regenerate the tinner. Thus, the
Word contains the converting power—and regeneration is a change of heart and life by
the Word. But the 3rd and 5th contemplate a change of state, in reference to the kingdom
of heaven, therein referred to. | will then offer two propositions, expressive of our real
position.

4th. The Spirit of God regenerates sinners, without the Word.

5th. Human creeds have aways occasioned and perpetuated divisons among
Christians, and are barriersin the way of their union.

To this | would add a 6th—"The celebration of the Lord's death is essentia to the
sanctification of the Lord's day, by a Christian community." Of these six propositions, |
affirm three, and you affirm three. You affirm the 1st, 2nd, and 4th. | the 3rd, 5th, and
6th. 1 will discuss these in single debate with Mr. Young, provided the conference, you
contemplate, do not agree on these points.

It will then be necessary for me to have a distinct understanding upon this view of
the matter. All the preliminaries, for such a discussion, must
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be agreed upon before | leave home. Such as, 1st. The proposition. 2nd. The order of
discussion on the affirmative and negative sides. 3rd. The board of moderators. 4th. The
stenographer, and the mode of publishing said discussion. 5th. The disposition of the
avails of said publication.

| will select for the conference, Elders James Shannon, Dr. James Fishback, Aylett
Rains, and John Smith, of Kentucky, as associates in the conference. The two first shall
be my committee of arrangements as to the conference; and as to the debate, they shall be
my moderators, to meet two of your choice; these four choosing a president moderator. If
these matters are thus despatched, as aforesaid, | see no great need of delay in securing a
stenographer, and in agreeing to bestow the avails of the publication, half and half, to the
two Bible Societies. So soon as | hear from you satisfactorily, | will address Messrs.
Shannon and Fishback, on the subject of meeting your committee at Lexington.

Very respectfully, yours fraternaly,
A. CAMPBELL.

Richmond, Ky., Dec. 8,1842.
ELDERA. CAMPBELL:

Y our favor of the 22nd ult., is now before me. After the explicit statement, in my last
letter, of the circumstances which led to our interview in Richmond, and which resulted
in an agreement to have an amicable discussion of the points of difference between us; |
deem it unnecessary, at present, to say any thing more on that subject.

In regard to the points to be discussed, | hope we shall be able, without serious
difficulty, to make afair and honorable issue.

You say "l cheerfully accept your amendment to the 2nd proposition,” and yet you
immediately present it again, without that amendment. This, | presume, was done
through mistake. The proposition, with my amendment, which you have accepted, reads
as follows, "I affirm that sprinkling, or pouring water, on a suitable subject, is scriptural
baptism. Y ou deny."

Concerning the 3rd proposition, as presented in my last, you say nothing, but present
another, asfollows:

"3rd. There is a scriptural connection, of some sort, between baptism and the
remission of sins of a believing penitent.”

This proposition is an exceedingly indefinite sort of thing, and is, therefore,
decidedly objectionable. | can see no possible objection to the following proposition, as
already offered you, viz:

"3rd. You affirm that the new birth, as mentioned in John, 3d chapter, is a change of
state, and not a change of heart. We deny." With you, baptism is the new birth, so that the
proposition, above stated, presents for discussion the design of Christian baptism, and
thisiswhat we desire to embrace in the proposition.

Your 4th proposition, of which you expect us to maintain the affirmative, is as
follows: "The Spirit of God regenerates sinners, without the Word." This is not the
doctrine of the Presbyterian church. We maintain, that in the conversion of men, there is
an operation, of the Spirit distinct from the Word, but not in ordinary cases, without the
Word. | propose, as a substitute for your 4th, the following proposition, taken verbatim
from your Christianity Restored, p. 350.

"4th. The Spirit of God puts forth all its converting and sanctifying power, in the
words which it fills with its ideas."

The 4th proposition, as contained in my last, is, | think, preferable to your 5th, on the
subject of creeds; and mine certainly is not stronger than the language you have on that
subject.

The sixth question, which you propose, | think, does not present a difference of such
importance, as to make it a point of discussion. If a 6th question be desirable, (though not
embraced in our original agreement) | propose the following:
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6th. None, except ordained ministers, are by the Scriptures, authorized to administer
baptism.

There is now no probability that Brother .Young will be able to enter into the
discussion with you. He has, for several weeks, been confined to a sick bed, and, when
last heard from, was dangeroudly ill. Should he recover, the condition of his lungs would
not admit of his engaging in a protracted discussion. You shall, however, be met by "a
reputable” disputant.

It is my duty, also, to state, that the name of Rev. R. J. Breckenridge, was placed
among those selected by me, without his knowledge. He informs me, that he cannot be in
Kentucky at the time the discussion will take place. In his place, therefore, | will name
the Rev. J. K. Burch.

Rev. N. L. Rice, and myself, will meet your committee of arrangement.

Rev. J. K. Burch, and myself, will be moderators. Other matters, such as the order of
discussion, &c., | presume can be settled by the committee of arrangements. If you object
to this, you can make, in your next letter, any proposition which you may think
important.

| hope to hear from you, at your earliest convenience. If you agree to the
propositions for discusson, as now presented, other necessary arrangements can be
made, | presume, with little difficulty.

Very respectfully, yours,

JNO. H. BROWN.

Bethany, Va., Dec. 15, 1842.
ELDER BROWN,

My Dear Sr—Y ours of the 8th ult., was received yesterday. My acquiescence in the
proposition you were pleased to make in August, touching an amicable discussion of
points at issue, between our respective denominations, was given with a reference to two
great objects. The first, the prospect of having the main topics of difference fairly laid
before the community, with the reasons for and against—the second, that the arguments,
on both sides, might go to the world with the authority of the denominations, so far as
their selection and approval of the debaters were concerned.

Only on these grounds, and with these expectations, could | have been induced to
participate at all in any oral discussion, after al that | have written and spoken on these
subjects; and, therefore, it is essential to my position and aims in this affair, that the
preliminaries be so arranged as to secure these objects. | should think, indeed, that, to
you, these points are equally interesting and important.

Allow me, then, to say, that the three great topics which have occupied public
attention for some twenty-five years, so far as our purposed reformation is concerned,
are,

1st. The ordinances of Christianity.

2nd. The essential elements of the gospel itself.

3rd. The influence of human creeds as sources of alienation, schism, and partyism in
the church.

Now, in some points, only, of these three categories do we differ from Presbyterians,
and other. Pedo-baptist professors. These are baptism, the Lord's supper, spiritual
influence, as connected with the use of the word "regeneration” and human creeds.

You selected baptism, and | alluded to the others. On baptism we agree, that, both
logically and scripturally, there are three distinct propositions. The action, the subject,
and the design. On the Lord's supper there is one—on regeneration one, and one on the
subject of human creeds. In all six. According to our respective teaching and practice,
these six propositions are as follows:

1st. Sprinkling, or pouring water, upon a suitable subject, is scriptural baptism.

2nd. The infant of a believing parent is a scriptura subject of baptism.
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3rd. Personal assurance of the remission of past sins, to a believing penitent, is the
chief design of baptism, or, if you prefer it, "Baptismit for the remission of sins.”

4th. In all Christian communities the Lord's supper should be observed every Lord's
day.
5th. The Word, at well as the Spirit of God, is, in all cases, essential to regeneration;
or, some persons are regenerated by the Spirit, without the Word believed.

6th. Human creeds, as bonds of union and communion, are, necessarily, heretical
and schismatical; or, human creeds, as bonds of union, are essential to the unity and
purity of the church,

You affirm the 1st and 2nd positions on baptism, and, aso, the two last versions of
the 5th and 6th. | mean to say, your printed creed and party do so. | affirm the 3rd and
4th, and the 1st version of the 5th and 6th. We can, therefore, easily find each three
affirmative propositions, such as we are accustomed to teach and to defend. Now, sir, as|
said before, | am prepared and willing to defend what | teach, on my affirmatives. Are
your party? If so, then | am not fastidious about a word. | regard the above as a candid
and definite expression of our relative positions on these six points. and these involve our
whole systems of Christian doctrine and teaching. As you have led the way in baptism, |
claim as many propositions on the other points at issue. You have extracted some two or
three propositions from my writings; and, in return for these, | might select as many from
your creed, which is still of higher authority than the writings of any individual—and,
although you may believe them, such as some articles on effectual calling and election,
yet they are not such propositions as convey al that you would affirm on those themes.
This is just my case. These propositions are expounded in their contexts, and they need
their contextual adjuncts. |, therefore, prefer independent, clear, and definite expressions
of great principles. | have no doubt that you, too, will prefer these, to such passages as
those to which | have alluded.

After this full expose of propositions, | have only to advert to the second great object
of such a discussion, viz. the authority with which it addresses the community. You
cannot have forgotten that the express condition of my taking part in any oral debate with
your denomination on such topics, was, that the synod, to whose timous meeting you
alluded, should select, or approbate, such persons as might be supposed able and
competent to enter into such a discussion, to make it as much as possible an end to the
controversy. You first alluded to synodica arrangements, and this suggested to me the
necessity of stipulating for Mr. Young, president of the Centre College, at Danville,
because | regarded him as a gentleman, and a scholar of high standing, who had the
double stake of a theological and literary reputation, to stimulate and govern his efforts
on the occasion. You immediately rgjoined, | should have him. Now, air, alow me to
say, that having consented on this condition, and only on this condition, to attend such a
discussion as you proposed, | could not be expected to engage with any other person,
unless in one of two events,—that Mr. Y oung continued to be physically unable to attend
in person, within some reasonable term, or, in case of his ultimate inability, that the
synod have appointed some person in whose ability the community might confide. It will,
therefore, on your part, as well as mine, be expected that | should be assured of the fact,
that Mr. Rice, or Mr. Burch, or some other person, has been selected, or approbated, by
the synod, to represent the party in the contemplated discussion.

The propositions being agreed upon, and the person with whom | am to contend,
selected by the proper authorities, those other matters, as to a stenographer, and the rules
of discussion, &c., &c., can be easily arranged. | do hope, then, kind sir, that you will
embrace your earliest convenience in responding to such items, in the communication, as
may demand your specia attention. With the kindest regard, | remain, as ever, yours.

A. CAMPBELL.
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Richmond, Jan. 3, 1843.
ELDER CAMPBELL .

Dear Sr—Yours of the 15th ult., was received on the 22nd, and would have been
answered earlier, but protracted religious exercises prevented.

One point only, in your last, demands present attention. Until that is understood and
agreed, all efforts to settle the questions for discussion, and arrange preliminaries, will be
unavailing.

| alude to synodical action. | understand you to take the ground that you will not
debate, unless the individual is appointed, or approbated, by synod.

In your first communication you intimated as much. In reply, | stated definitely, that
the synod neither was, nor could be, a party in the contemplated discussion. | also stated,
that the persons selected, were chosen, not by the synod, but in conference, and, that
some of them were known and acknowledged to be the most prominent men in our
church.

All these facts were before you, yet, in your reply, you do not make a single
objection, but pass the whole matter in silence.

Surely, if you intended to object on this ground, then was the time, and there the
correspondence would have terminated.

My understanding was, that the persons engaging in the discussion would be agreed
upon at the meeting of synod, not that there would be a synodical appointment.

| well knew that such an appointment, for such an object, was not within the
legitimate power of any of our ecclesiastical judicatories.

Even had the synod possessed the power, and exercised it, and appointed the
requisite number of men, there appears to have been no appointment by any body of men
on your side.

If the appointment, on your side, had been made by a body of men, convoked for the
purpose, still, that body would sustain to your church no such relation as our synod does
to ours, and, therefore, we would not stand on equal footing.

Perfect equality is that for which we will most certainly insist.

If your object be to give importance to the discussion, we will agree to add, 5,10, or
15, to the number on each side, with the understanding, that the debater, on each side, be
selected by them.

We fear not discussion, and are willing to do all that is equal and honorable, but, if
you insist on making unequal or impracticable terms of debate, the matter, of course,
must terminate. | await your respéesg.respectfully, yours, JNO. H. BROWN.

Bethany, Va., Jan. 13, 1843.
ELDER BROWN:

Dear Sr—Yours of the 4th inst., was received on the 11th ult. My engagements
yesterday forbade an immediate reply.

You say one point only demands present attention, viz.—synodical action. The idea
of synodical action was suggested by yourself at our interview, and again presented in
your first written communication, in the words following, to-wit:—"The brethren, who
will engage in the discussion, so far as the Presbyterian church is concerned, will be
selected during the sessions of the synod, which will convene at Maysville, on the 13th
proximo" This, though strong enough, is not quite so expressive of synodical action in the
case, as your original, verba declarations, in the presence of our mutua friend, Mr.
Duncan.

Your next epistle, after the meeting of synod, contained the ambiguous phrase, that
the synod were not "to be a party" in the debate. | did not then contemplate them in the
light of a party; but while | hesitated what such a phrase could mean, after our previous
interchange of views and intentions, | concluded, for the moment, to reserve it for future
explanation

On learning, from your last, that certain persons were to be withdrawn,
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and certain new persons were to be appointed in their stead, | ask, what could have been
more natural, with all these references to synodical arrangements, before made, than to
recur to origina propositions, both verbal and written, as to this thing of synodical, or
confidential, selection and approva. | have done so, and find your present
communication makes new propositions and arrangements, never before contemplated.
Redly, | was not prepared for this.

My participation in any discussion was asked by you, and stipulated by me, on the
assurance that | should have certain persons, some of them then named; and that too, with
the concurrence of your church met in synod.

Whether the thing was to be transacted in condone clerum, ex cathedra, or in various
conferences, gave me then no concern; provided it had the concurrent approbation of
your church. You positively said, | should have the persons named, and, that you doubted
not that the synod would agree to it. Such were the clearly expressed premises on which |
assented to be present.

If you have changed your views of the expediency of such an arrangement, or, if the
persons, then agreed upon, will not attend, you are at perfect liberty to withdraw your
propositions. But | will make no new covenant, the first having been abandoned.

| am perfectly willing to meet the persons named by you, in your first
communication after the synod met, at our mutual convenience, believing that they were
agreed upon at the meeting of the synod. But | cannot admit of your substitutes for them.

| care not who the Presbyterian church appoints, nor in what form it be done,
provided, the persons appointed are known to be the selection of the denomination. The
reasons | have aways given, for any preference, were, that | desired a fina discussion of
those litigated points; and such a discussion as would have the highest authority, that our
respective denominations could confer upon it.

If our brethren, in Kentucky, prefer any other person to me, | yield the arena in a
moment. But, friend Brown, | go not in pretense, but in fact, for equality. Let your church
sanction, in any way you please, some new man, or give me those you promised, and |
am perfectly satisfied.

You say you fear not discussion, and are willing to do al that is equal and
honorable. Thisisjust what | wish to hear you say. | only ask you to redeem the pledge,
and shew your faith by your works.

Very respectfully and benevolently, your friend, A. CAMPBELL.

Richmond, Madison Co., Ky., March 8, 1843.
ELDERA. CAMPBELL:

Serious inflammation of my eyes has prevented me from writing for several days
past, but for this your communication would have been answered at an earlier date.

In reply to my last, on the subject of synodical action, you thus remark : "The idea of
synodical action, was suggested by yourself at our interview, and again presented in your
first written communication.”

The language | employed at our first interview, which made the impression of
synodical action, | know not. | may have expressed myself incautioudly, and, possibly, |
employed such language as would authorize such an inference. But, manifestly, the
language of my first written communication, quoted in your last, and now before me,
does not authorize such a deduction.

Whatever may have been your previous understanding of synodical action, and
whatever requisitions you may have been disposed to make, relative to this point, | am
gratified to find the whole difficulty obviated by the following declaration in your last,
viz. "I am perfectly willing to meet the persons named by you, in your first
communication, after the synod met, at our mutual convenience, believing that they were
agreed upon at the meeting of the synod. But | cannot admit of your substitutes for
them."
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Your perfect willingness to meet those individuals, is in. full view of the fact
definitely stated, in my former communication, that they were not appointed by the
synod, but only agreed upon at the synod.

In a former communication, | suggested that one of the men selected at synod, lived
in adistant state, and, that when written to, he found it utterly impracticable to attend.

You certainly cannot object to one being chosen to fill his place, by the other four,
inasmuch as this plan was agreed upon at synod, in case the individual, who was absent,
could not come, and, especially so, when the men, on your side, (and you go for equality)
have not been selected "in condone clerum, ex cathedra, or, in various conferences.”

You are aware, aso, of the fact, that the synod cannot meet again till next autumn,
and, therefore, an individua to fill the vacancy, cannot be chosen at synod.

The difficulty you make (surely without the dightest reason) seems equivalent to a
declinature of the discussion.

But, if you still object to our selecting an individual to fill the vacancy, then the four,
who were named in the letter, after the meeting of synod, will meet you and three of the
men selected by yourself, and go on with the debate.

The heath of brother Young is much improved since | last wrote, and this
impediment would, therefore, be removed.

If you agree that the vacancy shall be filled by the four, originaly appointed, (it
being understood at the time that they would exercise this power)—or, if you are willing
to proceed with four on each side, then the way will be open for the settlement of the
three remaining questions, preparatory to discussion.

| await your response, and shall be governed accordingly.

Respectfully yours, JNO. H. BROWN.

Bethany, Va., March 17, 1843.
Dear Sr—Y ours of the 8th inst. was received on the 15th, and, though not in very good
health to-day, | hasten to reply in afew words to the favor before me.

Waiving any comment on your explanations and historic alusions to our
correspondence, | hasten to say, that | have no objection to the choice of afifth person, in
room of Mr. Breckenridge, by the four gentlemen agreed upon at synod; especialy, as
you say, that it was an understanding at synod, that should any one fail in attendance, the
others might elect a substitute.

| sincerely hope, that in al despatch, you may be enabled to respond satisfactorily on
the propositions already offered, so that time may be redeemed, especially as now foil
two months have been consumed in getting an answer to my former letter. Should
matters progress so sowly on the propositions, and other details, it will require a full
year, at least, to settle the preliminaries. | think, indeed, it is very prudent, nay, absolutely
necessary, to have every thing clearly understood, and plainly stated in writing, before
commencing, as nothing more directly tends to preserve good temper, and to prevent a
mere logomachy, than clear and definite propositions, good rules and equal terms. In this,
| fee a very special interest, aso, as the debate contemplated will, according to our
previous understanding, be immediately between Mr. Young and myself, supported, as
we shall be, by our respective friends on each side.

Please then afford al facilities for a consummation so devoutly to be wished, and as
promptly as possible.

With all respect and benevolence, | remain your friend,

A. CAMPBELL.
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Georgetown, April 8, 1843.
ELDERA. CAMPBELL:

Dear Sr—Yours of March 17th, post-marked 20th, is received. Y ou agree that the
four individuals, selected fit synod, may select a fifth in lieu of Rev. R. J. Breckenridge.
We, therefore, select Rev. Jas. K. Burch, as before mentioned.

Although the health of brother Y oung has improved, as stated in my last, so that he
can be present as one of the five, there is scarcely any probability that he will be
physically able to go through with a debate so protracted as the one we have in
contemplation.

| did agree, in our first interview, that he should be one of the five, but not by any
means that he should be the only debater, for | did not at that time, suppose that the
discussion would be confined to two individuals, but that all on each side would take
part; however, | will not object to such an arrangement, if you desire it, only reserving
the right, in case of physical inability on the part of brother Y oung, to select one from our
number to debate with you.

With regard to the questions, | hope we shall have but little further difficulty. Asto
the mode and subjects of baptism we are agreed.

Y our 3d proposition, as stated in your letter of Dec. 15, is objectionable in both of its
forms. In the first form, because your full ground is not occupied; and, in the second,
because in scriptural language, concerning which we would probably differ. | must,
therefore, insist on my 3d, as presented in my communication, of Dec. 8th, viz.

3d. "You affirm that the new birth, as mentioned in John, 3d chapter, is a change of
state, and not a change of heart." We deny.

This embraces the difference between us, the design of baptism; for baptism, is, with
you, the new birth. To this proposition you have presented no objection, though you
offered another in its place.

Your 4th is as follows, "In al Christian communities, the Lord's supper should be
observed every Lord's day." This is objectionable, because comparatively unimportant. If
any church, or denomination, choose to observe the supper every Lord's day, then be it
s0. We do not consider it a matter of sufficient importance to demand discussion. We
have already suggested a much more important subject, involving the validity of baptism,
which we offer as the 4th proposition for discussion, viz.

4th. "None except ordained ministers are, by the scriptures, authorized to administer
baptism." We affirm. Y ou deny.

Your 5th proposition is objected to, because it affirms leu than in your publications
you have affirmed, and does not fully present the difference between us. We hope you
will agree to discuss the proposition aready submitted, taken verbatim from your
Christianity Restored, p.. 350, which we present as the 5th proposition,

5th. "The Spirit of God puts forth al its converting and sanctifying power in the
words which it fills with its ideas." To this you certainly cannot object. It isin your essay
on Divine Influence, italicized, and therefore the cream, the very essence of the whole
thing. You can, of course, refer to your writings in illustration of your doctrines.

Your 6th propostion is as follows" Human creeds, as bonds of union and
communion, are necessarily heretical and schismatical.” We do not understand exactly
what you mean by the phrase "bonds of union and communion ." We, therefore, suggest
the following alteration or amendment, viz.

6th. "The using of creeds, except the Scriptures, is necessarily heretica and
schismatical." Y ou affirm. We deny.

As soon as we shall agree on these, or other propositions, involving the difference
between us, on the agreed points of discussion, brother Rice and myself will meet your
committee in Lexington, and arrange preliminaries preparatory to discussion, at our
earliest mutual convenience.

Very respectfully,JNO. H. BROWN.
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Bethany, Va., April 24, 1843.

Dear Sr—Yours of the 8th inst., post-marked 10th, arrived here on the 19th inst.
Business of much importance, and obligations various and numerous, prevented my
careful reading of it till to-day. You inform me that the improvement of Mr. Young's
health is not such as to warrant the hope that he will be physicaly able to endure the
fatigue of a protracted discusson. My consent to participate in a public conference, was
given upon the solemn pledge on your part, that if single combat should be the result of
our interview, | should have Mr. Young. This has again been stated in our
correspondence, and fully assented to by yourself. A rumor has more than once or twice
reached my ears, that this pledge on your part, was never to be redeemed; and that in the
well known policy and style of ecclesiastic diplomacy, in a protracted correspondence,
you would manage it to substitute Mr. Rice for Mr. Young; and thus in any issue of the
affair, Presbyterianism would stand either upon her reserved learning and talents, or upon
the triumphs of the said Mr. Rice. Reluctant though | have been to listen to such a rumor,
so discreditable to your candor and Christian sincerity, | confess, things begin to wear an
aspect somewhat ambiguous, squinting, at least, in that direction.

| am not a man to be managed just in that way, and have replied to madam rumor,
that the moment you presented Mr. Rice, you have forfeited every clam upon my
attendance; and that unless the denomination, in some way, selected him in preference to
Mr. Young in scholarship and discursive talent, | should have nothing to do with the
affair. True, indeed, | should not insist upon Mr. Young's presence if he was physically
unable—but | am often physically unable myself, to do justice to any subject, in the way
of even a single speech, much more to questions of protracted discussion, and, therefore,
make my appointments and arrangements accordingly. The time has been so long
protracted aready, that it will not greatly affect your reputation, should it be made to suit
the health and convenience of Mr. Y oung.

Mr. Rice may be as learned, and as able a disputant, for any thing I know to the
contrary, as Mr. Young; but he stands not so high with the community either as a polite
gentleman or a scholar; and | presume, is discreetly located at Paris, while Mr. Young
exmerito presides at Danville. The reasons given by me first and last for taking part in
such a discussion, compel me to demand the fulfillment of at least the two essential
conditions on which my consent was obtained;—the first, that there should be a full
discussion of the main points between us,—the second, that | should have the disputant
named, in order to give it authority with the whole community. The moment you recede
from this ground, you have released me from every pledge and obligation that | have
given. You need not repeat to me that | ask from you conditions which you have not
propounded to me, as you have done on a former occasion. We do not meet exactly upon
that ground. My presence was demanded, even after | had said that Kentucky had talent
and learning enough to maintain the reformation cause against every denomination in the
state; and it was promised on those conditions, AND THOSE CONDITIONS ONLY. If then
yourself and your brethren are not willing to meet on the conditions stipulated, you will
please so inform me, and the matter ends.

With regard to the propositions, | am not a little surprised at the reluctance you
manifest to discuss the design of baptism, indubitably one of the main issues and points
advanced in the pending reformation controversy. Would you have me and the public to
think that you wish to dur and blink that question! If not, why propose such a substitute
for the main point of debate? Y ou offer the new birth for the design of baptism!! and then
again, bring up spiritual influence and converting power in another proposition. If you do
not design to evade the design of baptism altogether, why create the suspicion by such an
indirect and ambiguous mode of proce-
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dure! This will never do, Mr. Brown. Y ou and your party have assailed our views of the
design of baptism a thousand times; and, depend upon it, you must not shrink from it
now. | have often told you | must defend what | preach; and as your party oppose my
views behind my back, you must in honor, do it now before my face; if not for my sake,
at least for your own. Unless then you concede that our views are correct on that subject,
you must debate it! As you refuse to take up the whole confession of faith, | cannot but
admire your generosgity in putting me on the defence of al my writings, and your culling
out such insulated and detached sentences as you think most favorable to your intentions.
| see you have formed high conceptions of my magnanimity. Still I would have you take
care of your own. Do not say, nor even think, that | refuse the examination of those
sentences; you can bring them forward under their proper heads. But through respect, for
the literary character of our discussion at the bar of public opinion, | would not appear as
a logician in defence of a sentence or an individual expression, while the whole category
to which it belongs is unassailed. Let us prove the genus—or the species—and then, we
shall not contend about the individual. Y our calling a sentence the cream and essence of a
whole system, because it is italicized, is an aberration of reason of the same character.
Divine influence—creeds, and the ordinances of the supper—are points a which we are
at issue. We must have propositions setting forth our respective views on these topics. |
deny abstract spiritual influence in conversion and sanctification. You affirm it. The
propositions submitted by me, are indicative of our respective views, as | understand
them. So of creeds. If you choose to add another proposition, concerning who may
administer baptism, | have no objection—rather than substitute any one of these offered
by any other you can devise. | will discuss as many more as you please, essential to our
respective systems. But the four questions of baptism, regeneration, the Lord's supper,
and creeds, are great, essential points of discussion: and the six propositions furnished
fay you and myself on these topics, must, according to our agreement, be debated, unless
you concede some of them.

The time is aready past in which this meeting was, according to our Richmond
conversation, to have taken place. Our college vacation is in July and August. | do hope
then you will accommodate me and the public, so far as to have it either in the end of
July or first of August. You may, in a single letter, now settle all these points on fair and
honorable principles. It isin your power. We must have stenographers secured as soon as
possible, or we must sell the copy-right to some good house in the East, who will send on
a stenographer, and so have matters speedily arranged. The propositions, and the main
points settled, our committee can soon adjust other matters. Please answer this
immediately.

In al benevolence, yours, &c. A. CAMPBELL.

Richmond, Ky., May 15, 1843.

ELDER CAMPBELL:

Y ours of the 24th ult. is before me. Its contents present too much evidence of what |
have for some time apprehended, that you are resolved to avoid the proposed discussion.

| gave no pledge of any kind, that Mr. Y oung should be your opponent, but only that
he should be one of the five in debate; but if | had, physical inability is, | believe,
universally admitted to excuse. Mr. Young has for months been in feeble health; and
there is no probability of his being able to engage as the only debatant, in such a
discussion as the one proposed. He is now able to preach only occasionally. But when
you are informed of this fact, you insult me by speaking of your reluctance to listen to a
rumor, "so discreditable to my candor and Christian character!” Yet you say, "True,
indeed, | should not insist upon Mr. Y oung's presence if he were physically unable.”
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Wéll, sir, he is physically unable to go through with such a debate. Still he is able
and willing to be present as one of the Jive on our side. If then you are resolved to debate
with no other man, the matter isat an end.

Ordinary courtesy, | suppose, would have forbidden the introduction of the name of
Mr. Rice, as you have thought proper to introduce it. It would have been quite time
enough for such remarks, when his name had been mentioned by me, as the disputant on
our side. | do not wonder at your reluctance to meet Mr. Rice. He has health to go
through such a discussion, and is accustomed, as well as yourself, to public debate. But it
seems his standing in the community "as a polite gentleman,” is not high enough for you!
With all deference, | beg leave to say, | am not aware that, his standing, in this respect, is
inferior to Mr. Campbell's. As to his learning, it is sufficient that Presbyterians are
willing to risk their cause in his hands, even against Mr. Campbell. Whilst it is
unnecessary for me to say any thing about the comparative merits of Messrs. Y oung and
Rice, | may smile at the ground on which your opinion is founded, viz. that the one is at
Danville, and the other at Paris. | am not aware that the standing of Mr. Campbell "as a
polite gentleman,” or "a scholar," is much higher since he became President of his
college, than before. We offer you a Presbyterian minister as your opponent, who shall be
selected by us precisely in accordance with the arrangement made AT synod, viz. that we
would select one of our number to meet you in debate. Now you have your choice to
retreat or accept.

| have manifested no reluctance to discuss the design of baptism. | have smply
presented it precisely in the form in which you yourself have constantly presented it in
your publications. With you baptism is the new birth, and it is designed to effect a change
of state. This is precisely what we propose to discuss. Yet you seem to be in great
wonderment that | should "offer the new birth for the design of baptism!"

But | am not particular as to the precise statement of the question. All | ask is that
you take the whole ground in debate, which you have taken in your publications. This
you have not ventured to do, and | fear you never will. The moment you do, we shall
accede to your proposition.

On the influences of the Spirit, | have offered you a proposition in your own
language, and you refuse to discussit.

When you find a clear proposition in our "Confession of Faith,” which we refuse to
discuss, you may then proclaim to the world that we have retreated.

The proposition | have offered you is clear and full, embodying avowedly your faith
on this point; whilst those you offer us, throw both sides off their true ground. What you
mean by "abstract spiritual influence,” | do not know; but if you mean spiritual influence
without the word, you must know, if ever you read our Confession, that we hold no such
thing, except in cases where the word cannot be received.

State a proposition containing your real views, and making a fair issue, and it will be
accepted. But if you retreat from your own language, the reason will be understood.

In regard to the Lord's supper, we have objected to discussing your proposition,
smply because we deem it of minor importance, and because our church, in her
confession of faith, neither affirms nor denies. It is silent on that point. We are not,
therefore, disposed to discuss such a question. The question concerning the administrator
of baptism, is quite as important as either of the others, involving the validity of the
ordinance.

Your reluctance to discuss it, is, | fear, another evidence that you have published
important things which you would rather not defend.

We are ready for you, just so soon as you are willing to meet a man who is
"physically able" to go through with the debate, and to defend your published doctrines.

Respectfully yourgNO. H. BROWN.
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Bethany, Va., May 24, 1843.
ELDER BROWN:

Dear Sr—Yours of the 15th, came by to-day's mail. You now say that it "presents
too much evidence of what you have for some time apprehended, that | have resolved to
avoid the proposed discussion.” This concluson makes me curious to know your
premises. Nothing that | have said or done, would seem to me to authorize such an
inference. The propositions which constitute your premises, are most likely those which
you are now about to offer, at which you thought | would most probably revolt.
Circumstances appear to favor this presumption. Hence, ever since you thought of
offering them, you have apprehended that | "would avoid the proposed discussion.”

When seeking to withdraw the man of my choice, promised by yourself, and to
dictate all the terms, propositions, and conditions of debate, it is natural for you to expect,
that as an honorable man, | should decline taking any part in such a discussion. |
demanded your most gifted, learned, and accomplished man as my opponent, in case of a
debate. Nothing mentioned at our personal interview, is more distinctly remembered,
nothing is more frequently alluded to in our correspondence, and never contradicted by
yourself, than that | should have Mr. Y oung for my opponent, if it came to single combat,
as | then affirmed my convictions, and expressed my desire that it would. You now seem
to deny any such pledge, or agreement on your part. Your words are, "You shall have
him." If these words do not constitute a pledge, pray what language could be so
construed?

Nor is this fact, though deeply engraven on my memory, depending on that alone for
its certainty. In my letter of Nov. 16, it is written "I will debate with one person only,"
and then named president Young as such a person. You immediately responded,” Y ou
shall have him, as you did not doubt but the synod would select him." This is freely
admitted in your reply of Dec. 8, stating at the same time that "there is now no
probability that brother Y oung will be able to enter into the discussion with you." Do not
these words affirm that he was to have "entered into the discussion” with me! Surely you
will not stultify yourself. Y ou know the meaning of words too well, to plead ignorance of
the import of your own language. But you are even still more explicit in declaring your
understanding of the pledge, for you speak of his engaging in a protracted discussion
with me, for which you alleged "the state of his lungs would disqualify him." In these
words, you admit the pledge, or agreement, which through the treachery of your memory
you now seem to deny.

Again, my dear sir, may | not ask why you did not attempt to undeceive me when, in
my letter of Dec. 15th, | stated my reasons for preferring Mr. Y oung; reminding you also
of the fact, that you stood pledged to have him for my opponent, and that | could not be
expected to engage with any other, unless on conditions then proposed. In your reply to
this letter, Jan. 3d, you do not demur at al to this view of the matter in any one particular.
You merely inform me that the appointment was not made by, but at the meeting of
synod.

Again, in your letter of March 8th, after quoting my words indicative of my
willingness to meet such a conference raised at the synod, you informed me "that brother
Young's hedth is much improved, and that, therefore, this impediment would be
removed." Now, after al this, to say that there was no such agreement or pledge, on your
part, indicates it not that some of your mental powers have given way, and that you ought
to be allowed the benefit of retraction?

Wéll, but if you did so agree, you may ask—indeed, you have virtually asked, would
| insist upon having an opponent physically unable? No, indeed; | want a full grown man,
of good natural and acquired ability, and also in good plight. But Mr. Young was such a
man last August, and he may be such a man again next August, or soon after. | have long
since
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resolved never to debate with an inferior man when a superior can be had. | prefer to
await his perfect recovery, rather than to enter the list with an inferior man.

My object has been so often stated to you, that | deem it amost needless again to
say, that neither my own honor nor interest demand this, but the interest of the whole
community. That, sir, now calls for the best man in your ranks. True, | am so sensible of
the strength of my position, that however inferior | may be in other respects, | am willing'
to meet the strongest man in Christendom on those points at issue between us.

If, then, | am constrained to refuse your new proposition, it is not because the man
offered is so formidable, so mighty and argumentative, but because he is not by the
community judged to be equal, much less superior, to the persons named. At least such
are my impressions. If, however, in this | am mistaken, | am open to conviction. | say
again, dr, | desire your strongest and most accomplished man, whether in Kentucky or
out of it. | desire to make an end of the controversy, so far as | am concerned, and,
therefore | desire an opponent beyond whom your community cannot look with either
desire or expectation.

There are but two ways you may drive me from this discussion. You can, indeed,
accomplish your predictions of my avoiding the discussion by one of two expedients.
You may offer a disputant of inferior rank, or you may refuse the discussion of the real
issue, and offer substitutes that meet not the subject proposed.

You say something of my speaking discourteously of Mr. Rice, and of rather
insulting you in my alusions to certain rumors. To each of which inacceptable
imputations | desire to plead not guilty. If, sir, | should say that lord Brougham is not so
courteous a gentleman as sir Robert Peel, do | insult lord Brougham! It is, methinks,
somewhat prudish to affect such a sense of honorable courtesy. With me there yet remain
three degrees of comparison, but with you it seems there is no comparison at all that is
not discourteous. | believe, sir, all Kentucky, in so far as Messrs. Rice and Young are
known, will award to the latter a comparative superiority in courtesy, as well as in some
other points of comparison. And, sSir, as your denomination is to be represented on the
occasion, | put it to your good sense, whether a very courteous gentleman be not, other
things being equal, a desideratum to you, as well as to me. But as | speak from report,
and not from personal acquaintance, | am in this always pervious to new light.

And with regard to the second item in your late bill of indictment, my insulting you
by speaking of my reluctance to listen to a rumor discreditable to your candor and
Christian courtesy, | confess myself so obtuse as not to perceive the precise point that
impinges upon your honor in the form of insult. If the report were false there was no
insult in alluding to it, and if true, you will admit, on reflection, there could be no insult;
because the truth in such a connection, never can be an insult. Would it not, however, be
discreditable to your candor and Christian character, to believe that you had decided at
synod, that Mr. Rice should be the man of your choice, and for aimost a year to hold up
the words of promise to my ear, that | should have Mr. Young. Nay, farther, would it not
be still more discreditable for you to have so designed, and then afterwards nominate and
appoint Mr. Rice one of the committee to make out the propositions and details of debate,
when you calculated on my not being one of that committee. | shall present you a
dilemma for your grave consideration. Either you agreed at synod that Mr. Rice or Mr.
Young should be the man; if the latter, then | am right, yourselves being judges, in
waiting for him; but if you agreed on Mr. Rice, you are wrong on two accounts. 1st, for
holding up Mr. Young at al to my ear, and in the 2nd place, for appointing Mr. Rice one
of the committee of arrangement, in this clandestine and cunning way. Extricate yourself
if you can!

Or do | insult you by declaring my reluctance to believe another report
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that has reached me, from various sources, that you never intended a debate with me on
the points proposed, but only intended to appear willing and ready for such a discussion,
and then, by so managing the matter, as to compel me to back out, or to secure to you
such advantages as would sustain your standing with the community. Such reports have
amost since the date of your first overtures reached my ear from different sources; and
shall | be regarded as insulting you either by mentioning them, or by affirming my
reluctance to believe them. Is it not rather kind for me to state them fully, when your
proceedings assume a form squinting so much in that direction. It is, methinks, due to
you, to alow opportunity for you to take such a course as will thoroughly refute
imputations so discreditable’ and so usually regarded dishonorable. It was, indeed, as |
imagined, kind to apprize you of such reports, and to afford you opportunity to refute
them by your actions.

You very politely, on the heels of this double imputation, say, "I do not wonder at
your reluctance to meet Mr. Rice. He has health to go through such a discussion, and is
accustomed, as well as yourself, to public debate.” This, of course, is neither discourteous
nor insulting!! Why, gir, in thus saying, you have called my attention to Mr. Rice, under a
new angle of vison. If | regard your voice as that of the denomination, | have no
difficulty as to my course. You have elevated Mr. Rice to a position greatly superior to
that occupied by Mr. Y oung. Y ou cannot but admit that the reputation of Mr. Young, for
learning and talent, has not terrified me so as to evince any reluctance to meet him in
debate: but in your esteem the fame of Mr. Rice is so superlatively formidable, that | am
fearful of encountering him. Convince me, sir, that this is his true position in the
denomination, and | at once accept him as your strongest man. | desire, however, at least
another witness or two of this fact, especially since reading a, letter written by yourself,
setting forth your triumphs in a discussion in which you have been engaged not many
moons since. From that document, it would seem that your imagination sometimes leads
captive your reason, at least in the opinion of many impartial and independent men.

A word or two as to the propositions for discussion. You manifest a singular
pertinacity in selecting fragments of my views, and aso in imputing to me a reluctance to
defend what | have written. Have | thus assailed you? The propositions touching the
action and the subject of baptism, are as you would wish them, and have been frequently
so discussed by your denomination. The design of baptism is the only one on that subject
peculiar to the present controversy. | have offered a proposition that covers the main
ground occupied by me in my writings: for which you offer a most ridiculous substitute.
"With me," you say, "baptism is the new birth, and it is designed to effect a change of
state.” If it be the new birth, can the new birth be the design of it? That it changes the
state, is your own belief, and what controversy is there on this point! | must have a clear
enunciation of the design of baptism. The propositions offered on that subject are such as
to cover the real ground of difference between you and us. | shrink from nothing | have
written. Y ou have no reason to say BO. You may protract the time, but | will never debate
a proposition that does not meet my views. | have just as good aright to select from my
writings as you have, and | can select a score on this subject that cover the real ground of
debate.

Christian baptism is designed to confer persona assurance of the remission of sins
on every legitimate subject. Or, Christian baptism is for the remission of past sins. This
is my doctrine on the subject: and this | will defend. You may use all that | have written
upon the subject, if you please; but such is the concentrated view which | propose.

On the influences of the Spirit—I teach that in sanctification it operates only
through the written word. You teach that in some cases, ii operates without the word, I,
therefore, affirm that the Spirit of God operates on
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sinners and on saint only through the ward. Y ou affirm that it regenerates and sanctifies,
in innumerable instances, without the word. Here is the gist of the controversy. All that |
have written, and every thing in your creed, comes up under this proposition.

As you admit that our views of the weekly celebration of the Supper are scriptural,
so far as your creed affirms, | shall not press that proposition farther upon your attention.

Touching your new proposition, about the administration of baptism, | regard it as a
very small affair. | teach that for good order's sake, persons ought to he appointed to
baptize, but that baptism by the hand of a layman, as you call him, when no other can be
had, is just as valid as that of the pope, or your ministers. You can produce no divine
precept nor precedent confining baptism to bishops, or elders—nor of their baptizing as
such.

That human creeds, added to the Bible, are now and always have been unauthorized
by God, roots of bitterness, apples of discord, necessarily tending to schism, and always
perpetuating it, | affirm to be a great practical truth, deeply affecting the very existence of
pure religion, and essentially obstructing the union of Christians.

These are main points of difference between us, and such as we have agreed to
discuss—baptism, the work of the Spirit, and creeds. You may, in your reply, settle the
whole matter of the propositions, or you may protract the subject for months. | must have
some two months interval, after all things are agreed upon, to make preparations for
leaving home. Such are my duties and my numerous responsibilities, that 1 cannot in a
few days obtain leave of absence. | intimated to you my desire of having the discussion
during our vacation; but you seem to pass it over without notice. | must make my
arrangements in a few days for the vacation, and it will depend upon the promptness and
the distinctness of your reply, whether my arrangements can be made to permit my
attendance during vacation or after it, sooner than late in September or October. | am
pleased to be able to say, from the retrospect of the past, that this long delay in bringing
these matters to a close, is neither of my option nor creation.

With all due respect, | remain yours, &c. A. CAMPBELL.

ELDER A. CAMPBELL:—Yours of the 24th has been received. You are anxious to
know the premises from which | concluded that you are resolved to avoid this discussion.
It is, | believe, universally admitted that a man can give no more unequivocal evidence of
his purpose to avoid a contest, than by inssting on extraordinary and unequal terms of
fight. This evidence you have abundantly afforded.

You assert that I, in our interview at Richmond, gave a pledge that Mr. Young
should be your opponent, in case of a debate occurring, | will disprove this assertion by
your own testimony. In your Harbinger for November, you state, that you consented to
attend the meeting at Lexington, "provided only, that if we should go into a regular
debate, that out of the most respectable of said delegation one be selected whose
authority with the people was highest in the state—such as the president of their college
at Danville, and with such a person | would go into a regular debate," &c. Is this not
singular language in which to express the fact, that you were to debate with president
Young, and no other? Why did you not say "Provided only, that if we should go into a
regular debate, | should have the president of their college as my opponent!" This would
have been a totally different thing, for then there could be no selection at all, "out of the
most respectable of said delegation.” But you have recently given a second version of this
matter, plainly contradictory of the first. In the Harbinger for April, you say—"And in the
event of the conference not coming to an agreement, | would go. into single combat with
a certain gentleman then named,” &c. Now, Mr. Campbell, can you reconcile these two
statements? According to the first, the debater on our side was to be selected out of the
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most respectable individuals of the delegation; according to the second, there was to be
no such selection, but you were to debate with a certain gentleman then named. It is
absolutely impossible that both can be true. Your first version is doubtless nearer the
truth, and it plainly contradicts your assertion concerning a pledge, that Mr. Young
should be your opponent.

The following declarations are certainly marvelous. "In my letter of Nov. 16th, it is
written, | will debate with one person only, and then named president Y oung, as such a
person. You immediately responded, you shall have him, as you did not doubt but the
synod would select him." Now, Mr. Campbell, the synod met early in October. How then
could | have answered your letter of Nov. 16, by saying, | did not doubt that the synod
would appoint brother Young, one month after its adjournment? In my letter, Dec. 8th, |
stated as a reason why we could not accommodate you in your wish to debate with Mr.
Young, that there was at that time, no probability of his being able to engage in such a
debate with you, and this you (by what process | cannot imagine) convert into an
affirmation that he was to have done so? And you ask why | did not undeceive you, when
in your letter of December 15th, you brought up this matter! Why, sir, by examination of
the Harbinger for November, you could easily undeceive yourself. Besides, in that letter
you placed an obstacle in the way, which | supposed would prevent the proposed
discussion, and speedily close our correspondence; which was a sufficient reason why |
deemed it unnecessary to say any thing about the particular arrangement, until your
objection should be withdrawn. In March | informed you, that brother Young's hedth
was much improved, and, therefore, he would be able to be present as one of the five on
our side, the only thing | have pledged him to do; and this again is strangely perverted.
But your first version of the matter, may stand against what you now say.

But you have, as you imagine, placed me in quite a sad dilemma, and with an air of
triumph, you say, "extricate yoursdlf if you can." You begin thus. "Either you agreed at
synod that Mr. Rice or Mr. Y oung should be the man; if the latter—"Stop, Mr. C., we did
not agree at synod either that Mr. Rice or Mr. Y oung should be the man. One of the five
selected at synod lived at a distance of several hundred miles, and we did not choose to
appoint one of our number to debate without conferring with him. On writing to him, we
ascertained that he could not be with us at the proposed discussion; and you objected to
our filling his place with another man; we, therefore, could not properly appoint a debater
until our number was complete; so your dilemma disappears. To your charge, that | have,
for dmost a year, held up the word of promise to your ear, that you should have Mr.
Young, | plead not guilty, and prove that | have done no such thing by Mr. Campbell
himself. As early as December 8, yourself being witness, | informed you that there was
no probability that you could have him. The man who can convert such a statement into a
word of promise, must possess some extraordinary powers.

It is, indeed, amusing to see you insisting upon meeting no man, whom you are not
pleased to think, "al Kentucky" considers the very politest and most accomplished
gentleman in the Presbyterian ranks. With you, it is not enough that your opponent
should be regarded by his church as a scholar, a theologian, and a Christian gentleman:
he must be superlatively polite and accomplished; and we must produce witnesses to
prove him such!!! Really, g, this strikes me as an extraordinary, and, | think, a most
ridiculous demand—a demand too, which necessarily implies a claim on your part, to be
superlatively polite and accomplished. In view of such claims, | presume we must all on
our Bide, retire from the contest, since we claim to be nothing more than Christian
gentlemen. But if | can understand you, you do not insist nhow upon meeting Mr.
Y oung—yYyou desire our "strongest and most accomplished man, whether in Kentucky or
out of it." Well, are you to select the man, or to judge who shall defend our cause; or
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shall we? If you say you are to select him, there is an end of the matter. Why, gir, if you
will allow me to get your chief men into a discussion, and then select from your body the
man whom | may choose to consider eminently polite and accomplished, &c.; | can
demolish your cause at any time. | can select a man, as you insist on doing, whose want
of health makes it impossible for him to do justice to it; or who from some other cause, is
inadequate to the work. | have never known a man who had not courage enough to fight,
if he might be permitted to select his man. You may very safely propose to wait till Mr.
Young's health may enable him to go through such a debate, since he has long been in
feeble health, and more than once at death's door; and since there is no probability that at
any early day he will be able to encounter such labors. But if you say, we are to select the
man, who shall defend our cause, we are ready for you.

But you desire "at least another witness or two," that he is our strongest man; and the
reason you assign for this wish, may constitute a part of the evidence of the propriety of
your claim, to meet no man who is not exquisitely courteous and polite! | cannot so far
forget what is due to myself, as to reply to your remarks. But, sir, we are five in number,
and the gentleman who is ready to debate with you, has been selected by four of us, of
whom Mr. Young is one. SO you have quite as many witnesses as you desire. If you say,
you will not condescend to meet the man of our selection, you at once close the
correspondence. The matter may as well be settled at once. We have selected the man, to
whose hands we think proper to commit the defence of our cause. His standing is well
known, both in Kentucky and out of it. We will not select another. Y ou can either debate
with him, or retreat from the discussion.

As to the propositions for discussion, whilst we should have been pleased to see you
willing to defend your doctrines, as stated by yourself; perhaps, however, we ought to
give you some advantages—we will, therefore, accept of your proposition on the design
of baptism, and on the influences of the Spirit—with a dight verbal ateration of the
latter, reserving, of course, the right to explain the meaning of the questions by your
publications. The proposition on the design of baptism, which we accept, is as follows:

1. Christian baptismis for the remission of past sins.

The question on the influence of the Spirit, we accept, as follows:

2. The Spirit of God operates on persons, only through, the Word.

| hope you will not shrink from the defence of your doctrine, in regard to the
administrator of baptism. It involves the validity of the ordinance. How you can consider
it as "a very small affair" | do not know. The Presbyterian church certainly regards it as
of very great importance. From a remark in my last letter, your deduction relative to the
comparative merits of Rev. Mr. Young, if at al alowable, is not such as | intended.
Unaccustomed to polemic correspondence, | may have expressed myself ambiguously or
incautiously, in many respects. | recognize no man as his superior. Tis true, his
experience in oral controversy is not equal to some others, yet if his health would justify,
the cause of truth could not be committed to abler hands.

You seem in a late publication to congratulate yoursdlf, in view of the fact, that the
discussion has not been procrastinated by any delay on your part, (one instance only
excepted, and that unavoidable,) but that the delay is wholly attributable to me. | presume
the correspondence, (if ever published) will present the facts. However, | do not suppose
that even Mr. Campbell himself, would expect one who is neither a president, nor the
occupant of a point more prominent than Paris, but only a village Pastor, inexperienced
in ecclesiastical polemics, to compete with him, either in despatch, or any thing else
involved in such a correspondence. But, gir, if the discussion has not been delayed by you
for this reason, the community may yet have the opportunity of judging whether other,
and more important reasons, of delay are not attributable to Mr. C. himself.
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| do not think it important to reply to your tedious remarks, in defence of your
offensive language in a former letter. Perhaps | ought to be amused a your gravely
talking about rumors, that | never intended to debate with you. Rumors about what |
intend!!! | rather think you are pretty thoroughly convinced, that the rumors about my
intentions, so far as the debate is concerned, are untrue.
Respectfully, JNO. H. BROWN.

Bethany, Va., June 25, 1843.
ELDERJ. H. BROWN:

Dear Sr—Yours of the 16th lies before me. Our college examination prevented my
reply on the day of itsarrival. | hasten, however, to respond before our next mail.

| know not whether the imputation of my insisting on "extraordinary and unequal
terms of fight,” or the evidence by which you would sustain it, be the more eminently
amusing and ridiculous. You cannot, Mr. Brown, make even one Presbyterian in a
hundred believe it. That you gave a pledge that | should have Mr. Y oung for an opponent
IS just as certain to me as that | saw you in Richmond last August; and you have not
brought, nor can you bring, one particle of evidence to disproveit.

The passages quoted from the November and April Harbinger are most illogically
applied. No passage of Scripture, alleged in proof of transubstantiation or infant affusion,
was ever more glaringly perverted and misconstrued than those two passages. In the
genera and passing notice of your call upon me at Richmond, to which you allude in the
November number, is it not distinctly stated that | specified Mr. Young as, in my esteem,
the most prominent man in your denomination, and named him as a condition of my
attendance on the proposed discussion? And had you quoted in your epistle, evidently
designed for the public eye, the whole passage, it would have been an evidence of, and
not against, the truth of my present position. The very next sentence says, "To al of
which Mr. Brown most readily assented.” To have been more definite or precise in such a
notice would have been wholly out of place. It seems to me, at least, rather singular,
amongst candid and honorable men, that Mr. Brown, while denying the pledge, should so
accidentally suppress the sentence that affirmsit.

But to make out of this a contradiction from any thing written in my April number,
would seem to require the genius and the daring of Ignatius Loyola himself. Without note
or comment, the words themselves clearly indicate all that | have constantly affirmed.
"And,” sad I, "in the event of the Conference not coming to an agreement, | would go
into single combat with a gentleman then named.” Now | ask every candid man of every
party, in what terms could | have more perspicuoudy affirmed the essential provision,
that | should have Mr. Y oung, and your assent to it, than in the words above quoted, in all
the circumstances which called them forth?

The recklessness of these attempts at constructive contradiction is only surpassed by
the still more glaring attempt to make my November letter read as though it had been
written before the meeting of synod. My statement of what was agreed upon on a prior
occasion, is converted into a new proposition then presented!! Surely, Mr. Brown, you do
great injustice to your own understanding. Why, s, it looks more like the trick of a
schoolboy than the grave and self-respectful product of a Presbyterian clergyman. Y et
you are constrained to admit that you suffered the illusion to deceive me till in your
March letter, written after full two months deliberation! But you get out of the dilemma
by breaking its horns. you deny that either Mr. Rice or Mr. Young was selected at the
meeting of synod—absolutely, you must mean; for that such was the understanding you
will not certainly deny. All reflecting persons will understand how you get out of this
dilemma—It is one thing absolutely to say that Mr. Rice or Mr. Young should be the
man; and another, to have an understanding that in a certain event he should be the man.
Is not this the truth, Mr. Brown?
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You have been most singularly unfortunate in every attempt, in this most elaborate
apologetic epistle, to extricate yourself from the unenviable attitude in which you must
appear to stand before a discerning community. Your uncalled for quizzical alusions to
the "very politest gentleman” in your ranks, is worthy of the ingenuity that placed
allusions to antecedent matters, in my November Harbinger, in the attitude of present
history. Every thing else being equal, | do certainly prefer, in an antagonist, a courteous
well bred Christian gentleman, and | care not who knows it. If such be the character of
Mr. Rice, or any one else elected by your church, | shall be happy to meet him. If he be
not, you are just as much disgraced as | may be annoyed by his rudeness.

The perfection of your climax of suicidal aberrations, as it seems to me, is your
representation of me as seeking a weak man instead of a strong one. Mr. Young must
certainly be indebted to you for the new honors you have added to his doctorate. | choose
aweak man then, it seems, like a coward, in choosing Mr. Young! and you want to give
me a strong man!! As | before said of Mr. Young, if withdrawn on the ground of ill
health, | sympathize with him, and am willing to wait his recovery. But recollect, sir, the
plea of physical inability will not stand in the presence of a proposition to await his
restoration to such health as he enjoyed when first you offered him. The public will no
doubt properly estimate the matter.

WEell, now, as you have finaly tendered your grand ultimatum, an unequivoca sine
gua non, uncommitted and untrammeled as | am, | cannot but feel the responsibility in
which you place me. The case, as you now make it, is: Five men were chosen by the
ministers of the Presbyterian church of Kentucky, met at synod last October, and these
five have chosen one of themselves, by agreement of said ministers at synod, to represent
the denomination, supported by themselves, in council assembled, in a discussion of the
leading points at issue between Presbyterians and our brethren in that state and
elsewhere. And this arrangement, or no discussion, being now tendered, | have to choose
between these alternatives. In view of all my responsibilities, | resolve, the Lord willing,
to meet said representative of that church and conference, (my brethren in Kentucky so
concurring,) to discuss those points at issue, as comprehended in the following six
propositions, four of which are now agreed upon, viz.:

I. | affirm that immersion in water, of a proper subject, into the name of the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit, is the action ordained by Jesus Christ as the one only
Christian baptism. This you deny; affirming that sprinkling or pouring water, on a
suitable subject, is scriptural baptism.

I1. You affirm that the infant of a believing parent is a scriptural subject of baptism.
This | deny; affirming that a professed believer of the gospel is the only proper subject of
baptism.

[11. | affirm that, to a believing penitent, baptism is for the remission of past sins.
Thisyou deny.

IV. You affirm that baptism is to be administered only by a bishop or ordained
presbyter. This| deny.

V. | affirm that the Spirit of God, in conversion, operates on persons only through
the word of truth.

V1. You affirm that the constitution of the Presbyterian church is the constitution of
Chrigt's church: or, you affirm that a human creed, such as the Westminster, is essential
to the existence, unity and peace of the church. Both of these | deny.

Thus, gr, | have conceded to you the proposition concerning the administration of
baptism, and have arranged them in the natura and logical order of debate—1st, the
action, or thing to be done, in the name of the Lord; 2d, the person on whom; 3d, the
design for which; and 4th, the person by whom it may of right be performed. To this
order | presume no person can object. | have also, to expedite an issue, conceded another
point, viz. the omission of the question about the Lord's supper. | have,
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in thus drawing them out, supplied the ellipsis, but have not changed a single iota known
to me in our respective positions to these great questions.

As the arrangements concerning the taking down of the discusson and the
publication of it, are not only important, but may require some time, may | expect a
speedy answer to the above. | must moreover decide upon my course of action during
vacation in afew days. | therefore earnestly request an immediate answer. If it arrives not
in the same space of time occupied by my reply to your last, | cannot possibly attend to
the discussion during vacation. Meantime | will write to my brethren in Kentucky, for
their acquiescence on the first subject as aforesaid. Other preliminary rules are to be
adopted, and arrangements made for conducting the debate with al decorum, which will
require some time.

Respectfully, your friend, A. CAMPBELL.

Richmond, Ky., July 7, 1843.

ELDER CAMPBELL—Y ours of June 25th is received. If you should ever be able to
reconcile the statement, that of five men, one was to be selected to meet you in debate,
with your recent declaration, that there was to be no selection at all, but that a certain
individual then named, was to meet you, | shall be constrained to acknowledge, that you
possess some original powers of mind! That | agreed that you should have Air. Young,
as one of the five individuals on our side, is not denied; but to prove that, without ever
having conferred with him on the subject, | pledged him to go through such a discussion
as the one contemplated—a kind of employment in which he had never engaged, and for
which his feeble health would, to a great extent, disqualify him—will require more
evidence than you will ever be able to produce. When you represent me as intimating or
admitting, that in choosing Mr. Young, you chose a "weak man," can you imagine, that
any one, on reading this correspondence, will believe what you say'! My remarks in
previous letters, flatly contradict it; and his reputation makes a defence of his talents and
scholarship wholly unnecessary. Your willingness to await his recovery, after what you
knew of the state of his health, only proves your disposition indefinitely to postpone the
discussion.

Since your fancied "dilemma' disappeared upon the statement of the facts, in
reference to the selection of Mr. Rice or Mr. Young at synod, you resort to a most
singular expedient to sustain your position. You say "That such was the understanding,
[that Young or Rice should meet you] you certainly will not deny. Is not this the truth,
Mr. Brown"!" When a gentleman undertakes to place another in a dilemma, by assuming
things to be true of which, in the nature of the case, he can know absolutely nothing, and
when, on finding his mistake, he resorts to catechising in order to elicit something
favorable to his wishes, | rather think, he is, if not in a "dilemma," a least in an
unpleasant predicament!

| am truly gratified, however, that you have at length felt constrained to withdraw
your extraordinary claim to select your opponent in debate, and to agree to meet the man
of our selection, without further testimonials in regard to his ability, or his extraordinary
politeness!!

We will endeavor to accommodate you with "a courteous, well-bred, Christian
gentleman"—one, who we trust and believe, will not mortify us by so far disregarding
the established rules of courtesy, as Mr. Campbell has repeatedly done in this
correspondence.

In regard to the selection of the individuals on our part, my statements have been so
repeated and so distinct, that | cannot imagine any thing more necessary on that point,
however objectionable some of your representations may be.

Y our 6th proposition, in both forms, is decidedly objectionable. We choose to debate
it as presented in your letter of Dec. 15th, viz; "Human creeds, as bonds of union and
communion, are necessarily heretical and



CORRESPONDENCE. 35

schismatical "—unless you agree to the modification already suggested, viz: "The using
of creeds, except the Scriptures, is necessarily heretical and schismatical." We prefer the
modified form of it; but if you object, we will not insist upon it. Then, in order to give an
equal number of affirmatives and negatives to each party; the first question can be
thrown into the form already agreed upon, viz: "Sprinkling, or pouring water, upon a
suitable subject, is scriptural baptism.”

Your fifth proposition is not quite satisfactory. We are willing to take it as presented
in your last letter, with a dight verbal ateration suggested in my reply, and which you
have made. Then it will stand thus: "The Spirit of God operates on persons only through
the Word."

Now. since you have all the propositions, in aimost the precise language chosen by
yourself, | hope this matter may be considered as settled.

Brother Rice will withdraw from the committee of arrangements, and brother J. K.
Burch and myself will constitute that committee. This change is made in view of remarks
made in your letter of May 24th—and in view of the fact, that Mr. Rice will be your
opponent in debate. We are prepared to meet your committee, at any time mutualy
agreed upon, and to make all necessary arrangements.

Respectfully, &c. JNO. M. BROWN.

Bethany, Va., July 13, 3843.
ELDER BROWN:

Your very courteous letter of the 7th ingt. lies before me. Y our reiteration concerning
Mr. Young, and your polite aluson to my reasonable demands for a respectable
opponent, | shall hereafter expect as a part of every epistle for the next six months. To
these matters | shall hereafter pay no attention. If any testimony is wanting concerning
your promises in reference to Mr. Young, | have recently learned that such testimony
(living and unexceptionable) to all my allegations can be had.

| have said, for the next six months, for it appears nothing is yet fixed. The
arrangement of the propositions concerning baptism, it would seem from alusions to the
first, found in your letter before me, is yet to be made. In endeavoring to find our relative
positions to points at issue—what you affirmed and what | affirmed,—and thus to
ascertain the subjects and number of topics, | did not imagine that either the order in
which these subjects were named, or the affirmative or negative forms in which they
were expressed, was to be that of discusson. Hence, in my last, after hearing all the
explanations, statements, amendments and objections, | drew out in order and form the
propositions, and our positions to them, which fairly exhibit our standing before the
community on these points.

These six propositions were:

I. | affirm that immersion in water, of a proper subject, into the name of the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit, is the action ordained by Jesus Christ as the one only
Christian baptism.

I1. You affirm that the infant of a believing parent is a scriptural subject of baptism,

[11. 1 affirm that, to a believing penitent, baptism is for the remission of past sins.

V. You affirm that